Report for Folsom Street Living Lab Feedback

1. Today, Folsom Street has protected bike lanes from
Valmont to Spruce.BEFORE: Four travel lanes and
conventional bike lanesTODAY: Two travel lanes,
center turn lane and protected bikes lanes Based on
your experience with the current treatment, what do
you recommend? - comments
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Thankyou so much for keeping these bike lanes. Iwould notfeel comfortable or safe biking on Folsom

otherwise. Imuch appreciate the protected bike lanes from lastsummer and was very sad when they were taken

outorreduced. The sections of Folsom bike lanes thatwere reduced are much less safe now.

Could startmore north than spruce

Ithinkthe currentarrangementis reallygood

Aseparate bike lane on the westside of Folsom nextto the sidewalk would be far better than the currentsetup.
Trying to mix cars and bikes onthe same roadway does notseem optimal.

Actually Idon'tknow much about this section of Folsom and don'thave astrong opinion.

Add backin the protected bike lane onsouth Folsom please.

Add bollards to the entire section.

Additional safety is worth fewer travel lanes. |have notexperienced delays by car.

Additionally, please do notuse this tactic in other areas.

After theyfixed it, Ithinkit's fine. Sadly our streets justweren'toriginally made for bikes in some areas.
Allows more vehicular traffic atall times.

An actual curb or planter barrier would feel even safer for cyclists and looknicer.

And continue expanding. [ love them, feel safe and valued more equally as acar on the road.

And extend. Iris to creek path. Bikes need COMPLETE, DIRECT, SAFE routes. AN/S connectorin Boulder is
completely lacking. Without COMPLETE routes, mostpeople willnotconsider riding. Bits of protected bike

lane here and there do notpersuade them.

As abicyclist, I find these lanes silly and the bollards very ugy. Ithink we should spend the money and use the
space for an off street bikepath, separated from the road and the sidewalk!

As acyclist, Ipersonally feltsafe enough on the previous lane and as long as car traffic can be handled with just
the one car lane then keep it this way
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As acyclist, the protected bike lane is fantastic, especially in contrastto the section of Folsom justsouth where
itfeels like I'm cheating death.

As adriver, the sudden appearance and disappearance of these lanes is stressful and potentially dangerous. |
wonder howoutoftowndrivers knowwhatto do, especially those with visualimpairments, or atnightorin bad
weather. As acyclist, wobbly bollards don'treally make adifference -howmuch protection do they provide?
Nothing. Aconcrete wallis adifferentstory. The pavementon the bike lanes is rough and unpleasantto ride on.
The markings are notuniversally understood and too difficultto interpretwhile driving or cycling. I think this
whole ideais misguided. ljustdon'tsee that this makes much difference from the former bike lanes. The
protected lanes on Baseline seem different, however, I'm notsure why butthose are very nice and feel much
safer than aregular bike lane.

As aneighbor, we particularly value the middle turn lane. It has made turning much less dangerous for cars.

As someone who lives rightoff this corridor (indeed, it's alarge partof the reason why I purchased the home |
did), the original change was horrifically bad. The currentcompromise is notterrible, butlam notterribly happy
with it, either. Atthe very leastthe itshould be four lanes through all of the lights (Mapleton side of Pine not
Spruce).

Atleastyouremoved the one carlane from Spruce to Canyon. Thatwas absolutely terrible.
Auto traffic was far too fast before this treatment. Please keep it!
Backups, visual clutter

Barrier space (notthe bike lane) between bikes and cars seems almosttoo wide insome spots. As I driver, Ifelt
pinched, and as acyclist, I found itunnecessary

Better protection for cyclists and pedestrians. Too many accidents, with one fatality two weeks ago. Please
make Folsom safer for footand two wheel traffic!

Bike lanes are often blocked by trash cans, or are dirty, or too narrow. On the south end, the lane is in the gutter.
The lanes should extend to Arapahoe and be widdened/shifted outof the gutter.

Bike lanes before the change were fine for safe bicycle travel

Bikers do notfollow, respectorevenknowour basicrules of the road. These "enhancements" onlyencourage
reckless and irresponsible behavior by the bikers. More emphasis (ex: licensing bikers) needs to be puton biker
cooperation...notdriving restrictions on using the roads designed for drivers.

Bollards should be more attractive, and protected bike lanes should continue south to CU, notjuststop at
Spruce.

Bollards. They give afalse sense of security, and complicate peripheralinput.

Boulder is growing too much to take away driving lanes. People are gonnadrive. Even bicyclists. Try commuting
to Denver everydayor groceryshopping on abike. I[love near Folsom and it's become a painin the ass, butnot
enoughthat!I'm going to startriding abike. Itseems like a passive aggressive way to getmore people to bike. As
far as emissions pollution goes, people idling in their cars for the 10 more minutes ittakes them to getfrom A
to B because they're sitting in traffic creates more pollution. It's adumb and notwell thoughtoutidea. Itmay
workin Mayberry, but Boulder's growing faster than Mayberry. Did you happen to notice they builtanother lane
on 36.Gee lwonder why? Maybe to help relieve traffic? Duh.
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Bring back the entire protected bike lane.

Build two O tunnels underneath the entire length of Folsom. Streets like Folsom were builtfor motorized
vehicles. Let's keep them safe from other forms of transportation. Ifitweren'tfor motorized vehicles, we
would only have paths to be used by pedestrians, bikes, etc. To mix the two modes of transportation is

dangerous be dangerous to both.

Car travelis getting denser and denser as City population becomes denser. The bike paths are awesome and |
use them often butwe need more protected lanes on or along streets which bike paths don'tserve.

Cars are far less likely to driftinto the bike lane. I've had close (and continue to have close) encounters wherever
there aren't protected bike lanes. Alotofitis distracted driving with folks on their phones. Better police

enforcementwould REALLY help. Iso rarely see traffic stops in Boulder

Cars need more space and the congestionon Folsom from losing an entire lane is rough and made commuting
evenlongerforsome.

Centerturnlaneis good, butthe "protective poles" are difficultto maneuver.

Change between spruce and pine

Contrary to the vocal bicycling community, we the drivers of Boulder would prefer to see the original
arrangementreturned so thatwe can all have hassle free access to the entire length of Folsom (south of
Valmontto the university).

Distracting to both drivers and riders. Annoying to residents.

Driving along this section is much better. Four lanes was too tight for this section. Iwas always afraid of getting
side-swiped by the vehicle nextto me. Now | have fewer things to worry about, and Idon'thave to worry abouta
bicyclistswerving out because their lane is too narrow.

Due to limited lighting of streetlights, this section can be rather dark at night. The reflective posts between the
car lane and bike lane is therefore an excellentsafety feature. Inotice itmore as adriver, and it makes me feel

more comfortable when I'm biking or driving.

During high traffic times when | have to cross Folsom to reach myworkin South Boulder, itcan take 5 minutes
to getacross Folsom with only one lane in each direction. Causes me to run late.

Enable bicycle riders as much as possible withoutimpacting automobile traffic.

Eventhough lam acyclist primarily, I think the posts are dangerous to drivers and cyclists. | like the "protective
strip" on outside of the bike lanes. As adriver, trying to turn right at Canyon and especially Valmont
(northbound) is extremely complicated. As acyclist, those intersections/right turn lanes are DANGEROUS! Get
rid of the posts and weird right turns.

Expand further south to CU campus. More barriers.

Expand itand resurface the street.

Extend two travellanes with protected bike lanes to the north, as itwas in the original test

Far saferfor bikes! Ihave almostbeen hittoo manytimes on my bike in Boulder!
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Feels like more car traffic, but my trips aren't noticeable longer in acar. Biking feels much safer.
Feels safer and easier to getto downtown on my bike.

Feels safer to ride. Iride with mykid in atrailer. | feel safe riding with him in this setup, butnotin the traditional
bike setup.

Find the plastic bollards visually annoying Painted lines mightbe totally adequate
Folsom is abusythrough street. Play around with streets thatare notused thatoften.

Folsom is adangerous road for bikes from Arapahoe to Pearl. Four lanes is more dangerous than 2. An
unprotected bike lane is more dangerous than a protected bike lane.

Formedicalreasons, Ineed to ride atricycle, which is much wider than abicycle. The currenttreatment provides
me with the space Ineed while allowing bicyclists to pass me, since lam slower than most.

Forroughlyafewblocks, awider bike lane is provided - which, in and of itself, would notinduce anyone to ride a
bike on this route. So why slow vehicular traffic for adubious benefit?

For safety, bicyclists should be allowed to use sidewalks.

From Spruce north, there isn'tas much traffic as south of Spruce, so losing acar lane there isn'tas much ofa
problem for traffic. Ican'tremember whatyou did atthe intersection of Valmontand Folsom when going north,
butldo thinkthere needs to be aseparate turn lane than straightlane like it was before. If thatisn'tin place, thatis
aplace forrefinement. lalso never liked the weird intersection at Spruce and Folsom going south whenyou
have to make the leftonto Spruce. Itis stillclumsyto me.

From abikers prospective, the protected bike lane is notnecessary. Ifelt safe with justthe regular bike lane. All
bikers should be onthe defense and aware of cars around them when biking in bike lanes when cars are around.
Folsom has become amaincorridorin Boulder and cannotsupportthe traffic ithandles with less car lanes. The
one positive Ido see is the turning lane, this is safe for drivers and keeps traffic moving.

Getrid ofthe obstacles to vehicle traffic. It's aterrible idea, speciouslyimplemented, and has only served to
diverttraffic onto other north-south arteries.

Given the curve and elevation change of this stretch of Folsom, the striped bike lane wasn't sufficientto provide
safe travel. Cars routinely drive over the speed limit, and many would wander into the bike lane going around
the curves and over the smallrise in the road.

Glad busier sectionofFolsom (south of Spruce) wentbackto 4 lanes to accommodate automobile traffic.

Go backto original configuration,before any changes were made

Go backto the BEFORE way: Four travel lanes and conventional bike lanes. have been looking, but | have rarely
seen anyone riding abicycle on Folsom in the areain question before or after the "wrong-sizing." This seems to
be yetanother foolhardy "solution"insearch ofaproblem.

Go backto whatitwas.

Having the "curvy" section of Folsom with an extrawide bicycle lane is importantfor safety reasons. The sticks
are notneeded and are unsightly.
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Having two lanes moved more north -south traffic to 28th street making itmore congested and more attimes
atlights. The Onlyother N-S thorough fares are 3oth St, Broadway and Foothills.

Headed in the South direction, even casual bicycles are almostgoing the speed of car traffic. There needs to be
aprotected bike lane to protectcyclistfrom car users who believe thatthey can safely go above the speed limit
approaching the traffic lights near the Pearlintersection.

lam acyclist, and this is more dangerous for cyclists than it was with the conventional bike lanes. Itis too tightan
areaforboth cars and bikes with the new "protected" bike lanes. And visibility is notgood for when cars are
trying to make arightturn and cross the bike lane.

lam over 65.1do notbike for reasons of physical limitations. Bus service for errands would take days. When
you downsized the lanes, you definitely alienated us older folks. We need abetter bus system. Too bad we sold
shortonthe rail system to Denver, too.

lavoid Folsom atall costs. I'lldrive outof myway, Idon'tcare.

lavoid thatsectionof Folsom so Idon'thave to deal with the protected bike lane

Ibelieve itis actually more dangerous for cyclists now. In the evenings many cyclists ride in dark clothing
withoutlights. Itis difficultfor cars wishing to turnrightfrom Folsom onto Valmontto see these riders.

Ican'treally commentbecause Idon'tride my bike on this street, and rarely drive it. Idon't mind conventional
bike lanes, butprotected is always better if appropriate.

Ilcommute daily on this section on my bike. Before the protected lanes, | always felt this section was unsafe,
because cars would cuttoo close to the bike lane. Now it's terrific. lalso see very little delay for the cars through

this section, so it's awin win for everyone.

Ido notsee the wider bike lanes being utilized. Bike riders still disobey traffic laws as they always have. Istill see
near accidents because the striping and signage is confusing. The green stanchions are an eyesore

Ido notthinktheyimproved safety.

Idon'tbelieve all streets should be Multiuse. Leave key corridors for autos and putbike lanes on secondary
roads or hightlight existing bike paths for cyclists. This is the bestof both worlds.

Idon'tlike the bollards atall. Near intersections, cars can'ttell me whatthey are doing by sliding over and have to
turntoo sharplyacross my path.

Idon'tsee any pointin having "protected" bike lanes on one road when they aren't (and can'tbe) on all. And
Boulder can'tafford to lose traffic lanes today!

Idon'tthinkitmakes any difference for the bikers, butitdoes keep the speeders from racing ahead until they
reach Pearlgoing south bound and maybe even abitnorth bound.

Idon'ttravel this section offolsom often, butwhen Ido auto trafficdoesn'tseem to be affected by the
modification.

ldrive and bike italmostevery day. works well for both.
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1 Idrive this streetabouttwice each day. | often seen traffic congestion. Irarely seen a bicyclist. I feel that we've
created aproblem, notsolved one.

1 Ifeelalotsafer biking onroads thathave protected bike lanes. If we want to keep traffic manageable with the
trend of long-term po pulation growth, biking needs to be an accessible transportation option. Making roads

more accessible to cyclists would reduce the numbers of people who commute by car.

1 Ifeelmuch safer on my bike. When I have driven this route, lhave notnoticed any inconvenience from having
one lane of travelinstead of two (in my direction).

1 Ifeel much, much safer with the protected bike lanes.

1 Ifeel safer on my bike with the protected bike lanes and thus lam more likely to leave my car behind and ride my
bike to run errands and getaround town.

1 Ifeel saferride abike and I feel safer driving acar.
1 Ifeelso much saferon my bike.
1 Ifind itbusy onthe eyes for me as adriver. And itseems like ahuge waste of space for another lane as there is

too much traffic.

1 Ifind thatIdrive more slowly and safely with the one-lane configuration.

1 Ihave a problem with bikes coming along side me when Ihave my blinker on for arighthand turn and I have to
stopso thatldon'trun overthem. Who has the right of way in this situation?

1 Ihave beenriding in Boulder since Iwas akid in the 1970's and currentlywork 2 blocks off Folsom. There are
some risks with riding in bike lanes butI've never feltunsafe, and | believe the dedicated lane was greatbutdo
notsee aneed forawider space with lane separators. Personally | wish traffic laws with bicyclists would be
enforced. Plus - Idon'tthink people know aboutthe multi-use path between Folsom and 28th, which is
awesome! lwishmore people would use it.

1 Ihave continued to monitor the volume of bicycle activity on the section of Folsom thatstill has the bike lane
and itdoesn'tjustifyits continuance.

1 Ihave seencars turn on to the streetinto the bike lane multiple times. Itis dangerous to bikes by cars turning
into the wrong lane

1 Ihaven'tseen very many bikes using the lanes and making turns is a pain

1 | like the buffer space butwould like to see amore attractive treatmentthatadds to the visual quality of the
corridor, potentially adds to cyclists safety, and is less distracting to drivers

1 llike the way we have itnow.
1 llove the newlanes. This road was borderline un-rideable withoutthe new lanes, and nowit's much more
comfortable to ride on. I'm sure cars will disagree, but Idon't care abouttheir opinion - that's what 28th stor

Broadwayis for, so they can deal with it.

1 lloved the protected bike lanes--Iwasn't pleased when the treatmentwas scaled back.
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Imiss the verytemporarysouthern section of the treatment. thatis where Ifeel mostendangered on my bike,
and it felt safer with the protection

Inever liked to ride thatsection of Folsom. Now I ride itdaily...GREAT IMPROVEMENT!
Inever see bikers on this sectionof Folsom so Idon'tthink the expanded lanes are needed.
Inever see many bikes in the bike lanes, atany time of day

Iprimarily use Folsom as acyclist, and I really dislike the bollards and think they need to be removed. They make
itdifficultto pass other cyclists safely, which occurs frequently in this areadue to people slowed by the hill.

Irarely see abike along the Folsom Stcorridor. Really the firsttime I saw bikes there was when bike groups
were promoting awareness During the controversyover closure of car lanes. Now thatit's beenrevised, once
againit's seldom used. If you compare our transportation system issues against Portland you probably found
there seems no comparison. Portland has such an outstanding, allencompassing public transportation
network that car traffic is virtually absent within city limits. Therefore bike lanes are easy to incorporate. Idon't
see howBoulder canuse thatas amodel because RTD can'tprovide thatlevel of service.

Isee cars driving over those things all the time, the mailman parked inside them in the bike path, etc. Plus,
making Folsom 2 lanesis notgood.

Isee very little bicycle trafficon folsom, if riding my bike iwould be more likely use 13th stto walnutto getto the
folsom canyonintersection

Istill ride to the far right, even with the extraroom. The "barriers" provide afalse sense of security for both
vehicles and cyclists, possibly leading to justas many accidents.

Ithink cyclistare extremely rude and often dangerous. There are enough streets thru Boulder that certain
east/westand north/south streets should be cyclistonly exceptfor local traffic.

Ithinkitworks very well and drivers seem to have adjusted. Irecommend extending it North and to include Iris in
the program

Ithinkitwould be bestto remove the extrawide bike lane between Mapleton and Spruce. The road is pretty
straightand bikes aren'tatriskthe same way as through the curves further north.

Ithink its GREAT to promote bike travel and allowing them to feel safer doing it. Isaw families /girls w/o helmets
/more people who seemed to be casual bikers than ever before riding in those lanes now!

Ithink the block between Pine and Spruce should be putbackto 4 lanes. There is stillalotof congestions with
the lane merge, the pedestrian crossing and the stop lights at Pearl and Pine.

Ithink the bollards are ahazard when bikers try to pass each other. Bikers often have to pass on the driving side
ofthe bollards, which is more dangerous than nothaving the bollards.

Ithink the projectdid notwork. Itis difficultduring many times of the day to turn onto Folsom north of Spruce
due to single file traffic backing up. The causes cars attempting to enter Folsom to block the bike lanes. The bike
lane traffic and safety north of Spruce was never problematic and Idon'tsee any added safety or bike-use
promotion being gained. I thinkitjustis adebacle.



Count

Response

Ithink the wider/separated bike lane on the Folsom hillis fine. The areabetween Pine and Pearlis amess
(especiallywhensomeone is crossing at Spruce), there are significant back-ups southbound on the north side
of Valmontatleastaround 8 a.m., and painting the bike lane on the rightedge of the rightturn lane at Valmont
creates confusion for cyclists heading south and drivers turning west.

Ithinkthese lanes reduce safetyonfolsom st. Ihate them, getrid of them now!

Ithinkyou are trying to answer aquestion being asked by asmallgroup of people over objections ofalarger
group

lunderstand the positive intent behind this projectbutthe expensive experiments lastsummer were
burdensome ontaxpayers. The costoferecting and deploying new controls along with having them removed
was extraordinaryin cost. The lessons-learned were arguably predictable and failed to really strike anewor
effective balance in traffic flow or safety. At the end of the day, Iwould’ve preferred thatour taxdollars be spent
onmore pressing and critical road infrastructure improvements. There are many, many roads in and around the
City and County of Boulder which are in desperate need of maintenance and I'd like to see the City better
balance its obligation in maintaining its existing infrastructure, before spending moneyon projects like this.

luse folsom during lunch or near 5PM, frankly don't see that much bicycle traffic to justify the lane.

Iwas appreciative of the partial restorative efforts and would love to see complete restoration of howthe road
was before the experiment.

Iwas disgusted by the whining incessant about the treatments. There are lots of car drivers who do notwant to
share the road with bikes or yield to pedestrians. lalso drove thatroute when the full treatmentwas in and it was
notthatbad, alittle slower perhaps, butnotthat much.

Iwas happy with the protected lanes thatwentall the way to Arapahoe, and sorryyouremoved partofthem. But,
you keptthe mostimportantpart. The hill/curve justsouth of Balsam/Valmontwas very dangerous without
protection.

Iwas infavor of protected lanes all the way to Arapahoe

Iwas riding Folsom justabouteverydayofthe weekatleastonce per day, sometimes more, until the protected
lanes were removed further south. Itis nice to have the full protected bike lanes in this section but Iwould ride
therestof Folsom more often, like Idid for ashorttime, if Pearl to Arapahoe was fully protected.

Iworkon Folsom and rode my bike to workuntilmyorthopedicissues prevented it.

Iwould atleastremove them from Mapleton to Spruce. When I drive in the morning, I see vehicle traffic backup
pastBlufffrom the light at Pine. When I bicycle this area, I do find itsafer over the hill, so Ithinkremoval from

Mapletonto Spruce is anice compromise.

Iwould have said itwas good before, buthad 2 close calls last week on the bike. People squeezing into the bike
lane to turninto mcguckins. Ilhad no where to go. Justtoo much traffic in this town.

Iwould like the protected bike lane extended north and southward.
Iwould like to keep the lanes as currently marked butremove the poles. As amotoristand especiallyas a

bicyclistIfind the poles to be distracting and potentially dangerous. The impede my ability to able to pass slower
bicyclistand in some cases forcing me to move into the vehicle lane to pass.
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1 Iwould prefer a bike path off street.

1 Iwould rather have one good car lane with aseparate turn lane. The appearance of the bike lane with its
utilitarian bollards could be improved.

1 Iwould start4 lanes at pine instead of spruce

1 Iwould take down the bollards as they are rather unattractive.

1 I'm more comfortable both as adriver and a cyclist with the protected bike lane.

1 I'm with the revised structure, but the original bike lanes extending south of Pearl Street were adisaster.

1 I've never feltsaferon Folsom!

1 I've ridden this on bicycle and in acar many times before and since the change--the currentconfiguration is

noticeably safer for both means of travel. The turn lane is ablessing for cars (llive on Bluffoff of Folsom for
instance, and thatintersection is very busyfor as residential as itis), and cars will go too fast with 4 lanes and an
unprotected bike lane, very often swerving into the bike lane to compensate for their speed. PLEASE PLEASE
KEEP THIS PROTECTED LANE!

1 Id like to keep it, but maybe you need 2 lanes each way? Im notsure howcongested itgets for auto's during busy
times. ltmay be excessive for the bike lane to take up so much space.

1 Ifyou are going to keep it, expand to further both North and South.

1 If you reduce the lane you mustincrease congestion. This is bad for residents, businesses and road users. ltwas
abadidea, getrid of it. In the future remember thatyou are living in awestern city with inadequate public
transportation. People willnotbe getting outoftheir cars. Check LA.

1 Im notatransportguru, buttheir have to be newideas and recommendations to try.

1 Ingood weather Irode the previous alignmentregularly for years in both directions and never found aproblem
with it. The only exception to this was the awkward transition when north-bound across the right-turn-only lane
atValmont-and that's no better or safer now. Arguably itis less safe since the lane guidance for drivers is non-
standard and too "busy" visually, making it confusing for those unfamiliar with the locale.

1 Increase PROTECTED bike lanes so thatitextends further than the currentcircuit.
1 Itfeels much less scary to bike along Folsom nowthrough this area.
1 Itis amazing what a difference the wider bike lanes make. Ino longer have close calls with cars veering into the

bike lane as they speed up the hill while changing lanes to dodge people hanging outin the leftlane waiting to
turn. Please keep the wider bike lanes!!

1 Itis confusing for both auto and bike traffic. [ frequently see bikes going the wrong direction impeding bike
traffic.
1 Itis dangerous turning south from Valmontonto Folsom because there is abollard rightin frontof you when

you turn. Remove thatfirstbollard.
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Itis harder to see bicyclists in the rear view mirror because those green and white posts are visually distracting.
Atleasttheyare onlyonthe road from Valmontto Pine now.

Itisimmeasurably safer to bike and turn onto Bluff Stand Mapleton with the bike lanes. The traffic still speeds
making itadangerous stretch of streetwith the rightsizing helping alot. [live on Folsom. If people don'tlike that
they have to slowdown their cars, they should take another street. Those of us who use and live on Folsom with
our kids and pets, feel much safer.

Itis imperative to promote alternative transportation and curb green house emissions, we need more of this!

Itis much more comfortable to ride here!

Itis much safer to have acenter turning lane on Folsom. There are far fewer accidents and near misses with the
center turning lane. Please keep it!

Itis pointless to have itfor only two blocks. And having itlarger was acomplete disaster. Justdump it.
Itmakes me sad thatthe separators near Pearlwere removed.

Itmaybe too early to tell. Ayear's worth of experience would be useful. lam also concerned aboutincreasing
population and its needs. Developmentwithin the city seems to be steadily increasing, bringing with itmore
trips.

Itseems to workwell for cyclists and better for motorists now.

ltwas notnecessary. Conventional bike lanes were fine. Waste of city money. Return to 4 lanes with
conventional bike lanes.

ltwas unnecessary.. there's notenough bikes before or after to justify the change.

It's horrible foracar, Igo along Folsom to shop atSprouts, too many groceries for the bike. Now Igo to
Sprouts in Lafayette, easier than the one in Boulder.

It's importantto encourage bike riding. The added safety is helpful. Iwould like to see more aesthetically
pleases dividers.

It's seems OKbutdon'texpand.
It's very pleasantriding a bicycle on these wider, protected bike lanes.

Keep and expand south. Perhaps north too. Ithinkilike the separation such as we have on University westof
Broadway, where on-streetparking is between motor vehicles and bikes.

Keep and extend.

Keep bicycles and cars separate, teach drivers howto use the leftlane as apassing lane, notadriving lane, teach
everyone the laws that apply to bicyclists, do notincrease vehicular traffic (ergo, congestion, frustration,
pollution, and accidents, etc.) by taking away their space and giving itto bicycles, which are anorder of
magnitude less in size and thensome in numbers.
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1 Keep the protected bike lanes! This encourages more cycling, especially in those who would be hesitantto ride
oncitystreets. As our city grows, this will help ensure the health of our population with less road congestion as
more people bike, less pollution and more people living an active lifestyle.

1 Keep the section pictured, butgo backto the original plan with o ne traffic lane and protected bike lanes from
Spruce to Arapahoe.

1 Keep!
1 Keep, butdo notextend
1 Lanes are notwell labelled turning south from Edgewood onto Folsom. Merge lane northbound when two-lane

turns into one lane is too short; arightturn lane there mightbe better. Plowing snow and ice into the shared
center lane eliminates protected left turns.

1 Like protected bike lanes!
1 Loveit
1 Love it-1feel so much safer as apedestrian and bicyclist. | preferitfor driving too as Idon'tfeel like lam

crowding cyclists.

1 Love the protected bike lanes! Theyfeelso much safer. I'm willing to take my kids on them, which Iwould not
before.

1 Love this stretchofroad! Ichoose Folsom over other north-south routes (e.g., 30th street), for commuter
biking AND recreational riding in lycra, because the lane is wide, and cars go more slowly, which makes itfeel
more safe.

1 Make araise bikeway or separate with curbs.

1 Make permanent by installing bioswales in the buffer zone, with drainage slo ping to this zone from both the

bike lane and the general purpose lane. Beautify with landscaping, planters, etc.

1 Merge lanes cause too much confusion; bike lanes were sufficientbefore; notenough cyclists to warrantthe
protected lanes. Justnotnecessary

1 More protected bike lanes, please...

1 My neighborhood is abitquieter now, and biking alot more safe and enjoyable.

1 Negative impact on vehicle traffic

1 New bicycle riders thatweren'triding before are still notriding. Auto traffic atnorthbound Spruce and Folsom is

much more congested with large amounts of time idling to getacross the single lane of southbound auto
traffic.
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None of these options matter atallto me. Itravel North-South through the center of town on adaily basis, but
avoid this areaentirely because there is no way to getsafely during rush hour from the Boulder Creek Multi-use
Path to where the remaining portion of the Living-Lab separated bike lanes begin. Withoutaconnection further
south, none of this matters to me atall as |have no access to it. [t seems like it this might be very nice for those
living in the north partoftown. Iwould supportthe refinementof the strategy, butextending itsouth would
allowme to use this. Rightnow, Inever bike on Folsom -if Ineed to go to this area, Idrive.

Northbound automobile traffic backs-up approaching Pearl Street. Southbound traffic backs-up approaching
ValmontStreet.

Oftento make aleftturnto go weston Pine, itis necessary to wait until the lightchanges and dash across. This is
atheavyuse times.

Only allowsuch Single file riding And trim the trees in thatoverhang the lane
Or expand them to howitwas lastsummer!

PLEASE KEEP the protected bike lanes! We wentfrom never using this partof Folsom to biking italmostevery
dayto schoolbecause ofthe changes!

Painted road surfaces are slippery when wetand dangerous. The double lines going overtthe hill from Valmont
to Spruce do give good spacing for the cyclistin thatsection. The white posts make snowremoval problematic.
The turn lanes are animprovementfor traffic flow. lan notafan of the rightsizing on main Thoroughfares such
as Folsom orIris ave. lam along time cyclist.

Pave the bicycle lane so thatthe surface is even. Keep the buffered bike lane. Keep the bollards.

People always went far faster than the 30 mph on thatstretch. And, the narrower lanes meantsome unsafe
passing. I think traffic is paced more appropriately now. The only glitchy partis the funnelfrom 2to 1lane going
Northbound from Pearl.

People swerve into the bike lanes all the time.

Please consider more permanentseparated (planters, grade separated, curb between traffic and lane,
continuous bike lane stained concrete)

Please extend the protected bike lanes from Valmontall the way south to Arapahoe Avenue. The current
unprotected bike lines are scary around the intersections with pine, pearl and walnut streets

Please extend the protected bike lanes to the Boulder Creek Path. The connection from the Goose Creek path
to the Boulder Creek path is important.

Please make HARD barriers as partof protected bike lanes. There lanes are notactually protected. In addition, if
you intend to keep these lanes, please expand them to more of Folsom. You cannotexpectcompete use ifit's
onlyafewblocks.

Please please keep. Itis so much safer. tmakes Folsom available for more thanjustcars. Thankyou.

Please please please keep these. Ifeel SO much safer bike commuting. | also feel safer as adriver with bikes all
around.
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Prior to the expanded lke lanes, itwas verycommon for cars to veer into the bike lanes on the curves on that
partoffolsom

Protected bike lanes have improved bicycling experience and safety in this area. They have notnegatively
impacted my experience driving.

Protected lanes need to be expanded even to conductan experiment.
Putbackin the protected lanes you tore out!
Reinstall the bike infrastructure that was removed from Folsom.

Remove atleastbackto Mapleton southbound because traffic still backs up starting at pine. Unless you really
justwantto punishthose ofus who need to use acar.

Remove bollards and choose another North, South route for abicycle lane. As a bicyclist Itry to avoid busy
streets like Folsom

Remove or atleastrefine. ldon'tthinkthe removal of the car lane has improved traffic flow for bicycles or their
safety. Whatthese zones have done though s turn some of our city streets into ugly permanentcone zones
rather than the attractive, pleasantstreets you'd want to use with any mode of transportation. The cones create
issues for snowremoval as well while do nothing to truly make the bike lane safer (they're certainlynotgoing to
stop acar). Maybe they do reduce traffic by eliminating the desire for anyone to use those streets. I certainly
don'tenjoythem and avoid them unless necessary and when I have, I've never seen enough bicycle traffic to
warrantthe loss ofacarlane.

Remove parking, then you have plentyof room for bike lanes

Remove the bollards, they make itdifficultfor cyclists to pass other cyclists.

Remove the bollards.

Remove the bollards. They offer afalse sense of security while providing no physical protection. They also
impose increased cognitive processing burdens ondrivers due to being closer than acyclistand therefore
having a higher angular rate of motion within adriver's field of view. So the driver focuses on them rather than
the cyclist.

Remove the plastic poles. They make ittoo difficultto pass slower riders and are unnecessary.

Remove the posts, they preventbikes from passing safely & cause asafetyissue when making aleftturnona
bike. Return to 4 lanes Spruce to Pine.

Replace bollards with hardscape, make itfeel permanent

Restore protected bike lane on the south partofthe project

Restore the road to the number of auto lanes thatexisted before the pilotproject.
Return Folsom to four lanes and conventional bike lanes.

Returnto 2travellanes AND keep bike lanes protected.
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Return to the four lane configuration.
Rightturn atValmontis difficult

Right-sizing on Folsom has been adisaster! The cityshould meetthe needs of the vast majority of residents
who use cars. Folsom is amajor artery for car traffic and needs to stay thatway. Very few bikers use the bike
lanes compared with the huge number of people who use cars.

STOP WASTING $$ ON PROJECTS LIKE THIS

Safetyis notanissue.Only 1/5or 1/10 bicyclists wear helmuts--so safetyis notaconcernforthem. The
previous bike lane was as safe as the current "treatment" and far less ugly.

Seems notto impede traffic so far along this section (Valmontto Spruce, though itis dicey from Pine to Pearl
and this justadds to the confusion) --itwas acongested mess, however, when reconfiguration was from Spruce
to Arapahoe. Glad the Cityremoved thatsection. Please be considerate of the factthatnotall Boulder residents
are able to travel by bicycle. It was elitist to place burdens on those caring for family members and needing
vehicles for errands or travel, for those who are elderly, for those who are sickor disabled, for those who don't
live and work (both) in Boulder, etc.

Seems to workverywell, and the protected bike lanes are where Folsom has less traffic. The center leftturn
lane makes driving safer avoiding people drifting over the center line.

Showrules for shared lanes and turning across bike lane (car) and turning across traffic (bike). And dealing w
bikes traveling on side walk pretending to be avehicle and notapedestrian.

So much better than before! Before itfelttotally unsafe to bike this stretch. Need to extend itbackdown to
Canyon again.

So, you only make changes when something is broken. Idon'tthink bikes are safer today than before and you
are giving up two traffic lanes for cars, which use this alotmore than bikes.

Sorry, we are aworld of cars.

Stop protected lane at Bluff, and move south bound bike traffic to 23rd. Make 23rd amajor north south bike
route and blockstreets atone end to limit car traffic.

THIS IS MUCH SAFER THAN BEFORE.

Thatbike lane is preposterously huge. Itshould go backto a4-lane road.

The amountofbikers Isee in the lane vs. cars seems to me to be greatly unbalanced for the space allocated to
the bikers. Furthermore, there is abike path very close by thatcan be used or less travelled streets if desired by

bikers.

The amountofuse does notwarrantthe reduction of the vehicle lanes. There are too few streets in Boulder and
the presentbike lanes and the sidewalks can handle the bike traffic.

The barriers preventcars from speeding into the bike lane on the corners. Also keeps cyclists outof the car
travel lane,
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The bicycle lanes are greatand | like it with the currentshorter configuration vs the protected lane all the way
through Canyon. The cars turning through the protected lane feltscary and unsafe, especially on the westside
of Folsom at Walnut Street. Thankyou for removing thatarea. Ithink the flow for everyone feels better, safer,
and more predictable now. The auto lane markings on North bound Folsom justsouth of Valmontfeel wonky
and crooked. Theyunnecessarily curve to the rightfor cars continuing straight. Also, the leftturn lane on same
side ofintersectionis too short. Please fix, if possible.

The bike lane is great. lhave changed myroute justto use it. This gets bikes off busy street (30th) and on to safe

The bike lane is ok butthe pylons suck

The bike lanes are plenty wide withoutthe bollards. Plus, going northon Folsum, very dangerous/unsafe
transition to one lane between Spruce and Pine.

The bike lanes were fine before. Inever feltin danger riding in the conventional bike lanes. llike the center turn
lane, Buttwo lanes is notenough to handle the traffic in thatarea.

The bollards are stilluprighthere, butin the Baseline section, bollards have fallen down and are left lying down
near the bike path and sidewalk. The ones on Folsom are newer, butitseems likely thatthey will follow their
Baseline counterparts by becoming random elements of road and path debris as time goes by. Why bother with

them?

The bollards do make itdifficultto pass slower bikes. With more riders, there is greater diversity of cruising
speeds.

The bollards sticking outof the streetare ugly along with dirtand debris that collects between them. Makes the
streetlookunkemptand messy.

The center lane and bollards were adisaster. I'm surprised you keep wasting the taxpayers money trying to
reinstate such amanipulative and dangerous plan.

The center turn lane is agood safety feature along with the greater separation from bikes.

The conventional bike lanes were just fine with four travel lanes for cars. This is simply too tightan areafor both
cars and bikes, particularly when cars are trying to make arightturn. Let me emphasize thatlam an avid cyclist
and lavoid this areaif atall possible.

The currentconfigurationis much safer and comfortable for cyclists!

The currentform actually addresses problems thatexisted before. The original configuration was adisaster.

The experimentwas notallowed adequate time to demonstrate its utility on the complete section

The extra bike lane space is especially nice going over the hill justsouth of goose creek path. Previously |
avoided thatstretchof Folsom Stbutnowitis mydaily commute.

The first"experiment" on Folsom was adisaster! Please don'ttryany more single car lanes on our streets. Like
itornot,we needroads for cars!

The green and white flex hits seem to confuse people. What message are you trying to send by using different
colors to do the same thing?
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The ideaofthe lanes is great- butthey are bottlenecking traffic and making itvery dangerous insome spots for
both cars and bikes.

The inefficiency of this design and the effecton the majority of users for the sake of afew unjustified. Add to that
emergencyservices are unable to use Folsom during peakhours because of hardscaping thatis still in place and
preventing the promised center turn lane, adefect thatwas known and ignored in this plan, and you have a
recipe for disaster. Bike safety would be vastly more enhanced if the City started issuing tickets to bikers that
routinely flauntthe law and actin risky, irresponsible fashion. Iwould like to see the compiled dataregarding the
effectofthis projecton biker injuries, since thatwas amain selling point. In 50 years of biking in Boulder I've
never had aclose call because Igetalong; the currentdebate aboutsafetyignores the behavior of bikers today,
who believe they are entitled to do nearly anything. If you want safety, enforce law.

The lanes are seldom used. Many bikers use the sidewalk even with the new lanes. Traffic is congested atcertain
times of the day.

The loss of the second lane on Folsom has made travel there slower and more stressful. You slowdown
thousands of vehicles per day to improve the experience of atmostafewhundred cyclists per day. This is nota
fair tradeoff.

The merge of the two northbound lanes at Pine Streetis notsmooth when there's any kind of traffic. Adjusting
the timing of the traffic light at Pine Street mighthelp.

The merging of car traffic from two lanes to one by Spruce St. causes dangerous conditions for cars. The merge
is so shortand sudden, cars are often atrisk of hitting each other.

The northbound intersection of Folsom and Valmontneeds work. The rightturn only lane is obstructed by the
barriers until far too late. This makes drivers have to turninto thatlate very quickly, which endangers bikers
more than before. The restofthe projectis great, butthatpartofthe intersectionis horrible. The bikers and
drivers need to be able to merge early and prepare for the intersection. By forcing merging lastminute, there
are many distractions heading into thatintersection thatmake itmuch more dangerous.

The old bike lanes were adequate. The bollards are borderline idiotic!

The onlystreet|feel safe riding my bike in Boulder

The posts are very distracting visually. Also. snowremoval was aproblem. It was plowed to the middle which is
fine butalotofsnowwas stuck by the posts, making the one lane narrower and more dangerous.

The protected bike lane alleviates myworryaboutcars moving into me. Justtoday Iwatched my wife get
squeezed by acar thatwanted to turnrightinto McGuckin's butdidn'twantto yield to her even though she was
looking through the passenger window. The bollards and extrastripping makes adifference north of Spruce.
The protected bike lanes are greatin the warmer months, however, biking this stretch of Folsom with snowon
the ground, Ifound the bike lanes to be impassable (notplowed) and lended up riding in the car traffic lanes
because they were less snowy/icy.

The protected bike lanes are great! Definitely the place Ifeel the safestwhen riding my bike places.

The protected bike lanes are much safer for bikers and the turn lane keeps cars moving.

The protected bike lanes should go all the way to Arapahoe along Folsom.
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The protected bike lanes significantly improved safety along this section. Especially through the curved section
where previously vehicles often drifted across the white line into the bike lane. Ihave also noticed asignificant
improvementnorth bound at Valmont. The reduced merge section where the rightturn lane crosses the bike
lane has almostcompletely eliminated instances of vehicles "buzzing" me as they make rightturns by forcing
the vehicles to cross the bike lane more slowlyin ashorter distance.

The protected lane makes itso much safer to bike.

The protected lanes are notany more used or effective than the old lanes. The car turn lane at Folsom to go East
on Pineis nowanightmare.

The protected lanes are the only partof Folsom Iwill ride on my bike. It's almostmuch more pleasantto walk
there because cars don'tdrive so fastcompared to the other parts of Folsom.

The pylons are unsightly. We had a perfectly good bike lane before and now this entire setup makes traffic
worse. More traffic, more congestion, more pollution. Why can'tcyclists be encouraged to use aless traveled
streetlike 19th street, Intersection of Folsom and Valmontshould be fixed ataminimum. No turn lane right
anymore.

The removal of auto lane and addition of "protected" bike lanes was pure idiocy.

The restricted auto lanes from Valmontto Spruce are fine, and in fact have the very desirable effectofslowing
traffic volume and speed coming down the small hill and curve near Bluff St. However, Ido think Folsom should
have four auto lanes south of Pearl, as the revised scheme now has.

The section of Folsom which was reduced to 2 lanes is mostly residential. Prior to the changes cars regularly
exceeded the speed limit. The change has been beneficial for more than justbicyclists.

The separated bike lanes are great. Yes, they make cycling more pleasant, butmore importantly they humanize
the auto traffic. The lane configuration seems to control the rampantspeeding on this section.

The separated bike lanes have been spectacular. I live on Folsom and have seen adramatic increase in bicycle
users. Biking is safer with the separated bike lanes. Traffic noise is down making Folsom amore livable area. |
canseeindrivers'habits and on their faces thatstress is down. Before, drivers had to gun itwhen pulling onto
Folsom because people were driving 11 mph over the limit. Speeds are now calmed. The center turn lane is
highly effective as itallows traffic to keep onrolling, like ants in aline. Before itwas stressful for drivers when a
car had to stop and block the leftlane to make aturn. Cars behind the stopped car had to waitand then gunitinto
the rightlane. This no longer happens.

The shiftfrom 4to 2doesn'tworkverywell where itis.

The single car lane leads to pretty long back ups during high traveltimes such as rush hour. Ihave also seen cars
stray into the bike lane because the flexible bollards are confusing.

The sooner this particular projectis abandoned, the sooner I'll forgethow City Council gotboughtby special
interests. Showsome responsibility, because you wantto be re-elected. Or, because the vast majority of
citizens were inconvenienced by those holier-than-thou few.

The temporarytreatmentis very unattractive.

The turn lanes r better than before
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The two lanes with center lane and protected bike lane is fine on Folsom towards Valmont. It gets way to
congested once you getto pearlup to Arapahoe

The vertical plastic barrier things are visually cluttered and Idon't think they really help.

There are rearely bikes using itand cars don'thave good options for transversing town without traffic backups
exceptFolsom (prior to the bike lane fiasco)

There has been anegative impacton traffic yet|have notseen anyrealincrease in bicycle use - and virtually no
increase in the targeted demographics of older individuals or families. Ido notsee many commuters - mostly
sportriders. Istill see bicyclists using the sidewalk instead of the road as well. Iwould be curious to knowhow
much of the vehicle traffic has moved to adjacentstreets.

There is TOO MUCH VISUAL CLUTTER on this portion of Folsom now, and it's distracting as adriver. Also, the
middle "turning lane" isn'tbeing used inits "highestand bestusefulness". Traffic could be eased and the road
would become safer if we had 4 driving lanes and the old style bike lane

There is no protection provided. It's as effective as having abumper sticker thatsays "be safe."

There is very little bicycle traffic. The congestion for drivers is notwarranted.

These protected bike lanes should continue south beyond Spruce, please

Theyare aneyesore and acomplete waste.

They are awesome. Ifeel like lam behind a "force field" whenriding my bike. So much safer.

They are unnecessary. The old bike lanes were justfine.

This has been ahuge improvementin usability an safety

This is absolutely ridiculous thatyou are spending our tax dollars on this. If bikers wantto use our tax dollars and
change our lanes, then have them payinto asystem where they have their own roads made. Until then, do not
mess with roads thatwere made for cars! Also, have more police watching as they NEVER follow the rules of
the road, and make them sign up for insurance and registration so they can be held accountable for their

actions.

This is much safer and makes people ride their bikes. Don't be stupid and take them away! This is the reason why
Imoved to Boulder in the firstplace, like so many others.

This is much safer for all.

This makes itfeel much safer in general on abicycle, especially climbing the hill northbound.

This needs to startfarther north. The intersection at Spruce has too many things going on and it makes it
difficultto safelyturnonto Spruce. If Iwere on bike Iwould completely avoid itfor safety, Inowonly go wheniit
ismyonlyoption (love Hoshi) and it still feels sometimes unsafe.

This section of the projecthas been extremely successful. Ithink the protected bike lanes HAVE improved

safety, particularly heading south down the hill in this picture. lalso think the center turning lane reduces vehicle
trafficcongestion.
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This was aneedless projectthatwasted mytaxdollars. Asolutioninsearch ofaproblem.

This was the the moststupid ideathat | have experienced in 40 years of living in Boulder. I feltunsafe on my bike
and inmy car.

This was the worstexample of poor city staff wokin decades!! Bike paths, Please - put bike traffic somewhere
otherthanstreets! IHATE riding on busy streets.

Those posts looksillyand Ithinkthey're dangerous.
To encourage people to bicycle more, safety from motorized vehicles is paramount.

Today's configuration has led to auto traffic congestion and travel delays. Also, the posts getfilthy, look
unsightly and do notkeep bike riders from riding 2 and 3 abreastinto the only lane.

Too fewdrive lanes
Too hardto turn onto spruce

Traffic backs up too much atthe light at Pine and the flashing walkway/pedestrian crossing add to delays for
automobile traffic making traffic snarled in the mornings when lam trying to getmy daughter to the high school
ontime.

Traffic flowis horrible in Boulder (e.g., the lights aren'tremotely timed, arrows don'tlastlong enough, etc.), and
reducing lanes just makes itworse.lam amother of small children (your target demographic with this project),
and lam nottaking my little kids on any road where the cars are going 35 miles an hour no matter how wide the
bike lane is. My 90 year old neighbor (the other target) isn't either. Regular bike lanes are perfectlyfine. luse
them when Idon'thave my kids, and Iwilluse them more as they getolder. Pitting drivers againstcyclists has
been the resultof this experiment, and I thinkitis backfiring.

Traffic for cars gotso muchworse. The original bike lane was plenty safe... Justlike everywhere else in Boulder
with that type of lane.

Traffic frequently exceeds speed limit. Bikes need some protection
Traffic gets backed up from the cars. Bicyclers should be protected but the majority of traffic is from autos.

Trafficin Boulder has become ridiculous (I've lived here 25 yrs.). Thinking thatyou can change it by taking away
car lanes and adding bike lanes is notwhat's going to work. Where is the Light Rail system between Boulder and
Denver you've been taxing us for, BTW? How about Light Rails from East Pearl and West? Clearly the city
councilis run by cyclists, avast minority, and that has informed and skewed your decisions. Butlam asenior
citizen who will never be acyclist-you can'tchange American culture by legislation. Try working with what's true
aboutus and whathas worked bestin other small cities like Boulder. The bike lane on Folsom is abad idea, and
was never the ideaofthe majorityof Boulder. What happened to democracy here? Whydidn'tyou even askus?

Trafficis frequently backed up and very few bicycles use the bike lanes

Trafficis snarled all over Boulder. Itis taking 30 minutes to cross from Nto Sto getoutoftown atrush hour.
Fewbikers are ever in the lane. This is really such afoolishideafor aprivileged few people.
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Trafficis terrible with the newsystem

Trafficon Folsom is more demanding than bicycles. Iwant published dataon bicycle accidents over the past
twenty years prior to supporting this initiative. Ireally do notthink there was aproblem before this boondoggle.

Turning into bike lanes seems apossible danger. Are bikers aware thatcars mightcutin frontofthem???

Turning onto Folsom from Edgewood is sometimes tricky because of the poles indicating protected bike lane.
Cansome kind of notification be placed atthe turning corner?

Unfortunately too many people commute into the city to cutthe available car transportation capacity; \'ve
discussed this with city transitemployees who claim thatbecause the city only experiences heavy traffic during
rush hourit\'s notasignificanr burden, but the factofthe matteris thatthe actof commuting is already stressful
onagoodday, to saynothing of the madness thathappens when lanes are closed because of constructionor
whatever.

Uselessidea.

Valmontto Spruce was anarrow curving shortline ofsightstretch before the Folsom Streetprojectand
deserved attention for biker safety, so itshould stay as is. Spruce to Arapaho had more than ample biking room
before the initial Folsom streetproject, so should never have been experimented with. And even though |
never bike Folsom, lam an active biker so can make these judgements without actually biking the route.

Verydangerous section of roadway, with documented cyclistcarnage. Protected lane is crucial to cyclist safety!

Visually the poles are confusing. During winter the snow was piled up in the center turn lane. Idon't think you
have changed manydrivers behavior since Idon'tsee many cyclists.

We have lived justeastof Folsom for 22 years. Before that, we lived in the foothills Pinebrook Hills for 11 years
after our family was broughthere from Chicago by Coors. Our family and circle of friends have gotten to the
pointofjustshaking our heads atthe actions of the City of Boulder micromanaging nearly every aspectofour
daily lives. As time has gone by these "projects” to improve safety and other areas thatour City government
thinks are in our bestinterestjustgive us and our fellow citizens another topic for jokes and ridicule. We'd like
Folsom restored to its former self - and that's whatwe've been telling the businesses along our street-those
businesses which have lostour patronage as well as the supportof manyofour neighbors!

Whatacolossalwaste of time and money!

Whatamess! Remove it. There's agreatbike path on 19th St. thatis convenientfor 99% of N-S bike
commuters.

What amistake this is!

When automobile drivers complain, thatmeans you're doing something right. The restofthe countryis
devastated by acar-centered plan, and llove how Boulder leads in supporting bicycle commuting.

When looking at the ratio of traffic to bikes, you need to bring back 4-lanes. This can be done without providing
more danger to the bicyclists. Go backto old version but putthe vertical pylons.

Whereas the best, and safest, partofthe commute used to be north of Valmont, it's nowsouth of Valmont to
Spruce. KEEP IT.
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Why notkeep the 4 lanes of traffic, move the curb out to the existing edge of the bike lane and provide a paved
areawide enough to accommodate both bikes and peds thatis raised from the street's surface.

Why notmake amultiuse sidewalk, there is access to the bike path at Valmont
Why notmove the projectto aless busystreetlike 20th? Why keep trying to mix bikes with busy streets? Idon't
like the feeling of hostility from the drivers when I'm on my bike. Idon'twantto be partofapolitical issue, ljust

wantto getfrom Ato Bsafely.

Widen the streetand make it4 lanes for cars. You are causing issues for snowremoval, and jamming up the
lanes. Also, some bicyclists simplyignore the lanes.

Willnor ride bicycle ifremoved

With all of the space we have we should have bike lanes separated from traffic. Do as the Dutch do. If speed limit
is greater than 30kph=separate from cars completely.

With longer availability, this will become amajor cycling thoroughfare with reasonable safety for all ages.
Withoutquestion, restore to 4 lanes
Would prefer awider bike lane to allow bikes of varying speeds to pass safely.

You are abunchofmoneywasting idiots. Return allof Folsom to it's original configuration. Zane Selvans and
Dom Nozziwere elected by no one and should have no inputon howthe cityis run.

Youdon'tevenshowthe same sectionofroad! No wonderitwas adisaster.

You have already seen the problems with cutting backalane eachwayon Folsom from Pearlto Canyon and
giving more room to bikes. Bumper to bumper trafficon folsom. More traffic diverted to 28th street.
Upset/fighting drivers. Dangerous conditions for people riding bikes. Do notgo back to this awful plan.

boulderis too crowded for 2 lane streets. nowhere to drive and 28th is way too crowded.

bunching cars into 2 lanes causes more congestion and confusion to drivers which represents more danger to
bikers in spite of the silly mallards.

currenttreatmentis confusing, especially at night

folsom is amajor auto travel corridorin the city of boulder. The center turn lane is useless as | have never seen
anyone using it. Transportation is better served by making the roads wider not narrowing them down and
causing congestion, frustration and road rage. If Boulder is truly interested in protecting bicyclists then it will
constructlanes justfor bikes. Nottryto stealthem from autos and not make pedestrians share sidewalks. We
needto investin aseparate place for bicycles. As someone who uses Folsom regularly itmakes no sense to
change the whole structure of the road to accomodate bicycle use for 4 months of the year. There is rarely any
bicycle traffic in the winter months

freekin ridiculos putitback the way itwas stupidestthing ever

itis much safer having the center turn lane. Cars are notjumping outto pass other cars stopped to turn.
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lanes are ok butthe process was terrible. Based on experience, | have no trustor faith in planners to be honest
orsmartaboutfuture projects.

protected bike lanes the whole way
remove or reduce the size of the bollards. Maybe justacurb to separate the lanes
the lastsetofchanges seemed to clear up the auto trafficissues.

the new bike lanes have made things less safe for bikes and everyone, causing traffic backups and dangerous
situations for cars turning. Italso makes ithard for cars to take lefts because of no breaks in oncoming traffic

the previous existing bike path is very adequate

the worstideayet.iam 76 working toward 80 and drive to markets to commercial sites etc. alslo the flashing
lights are oftenignored BY PEOPLE ON BIKES AND WALKING WITHOUT LOOKING.

there was an adequate bike path before, please stop thinking autos are second class citizens, there are a
reality!!

this is nothowitis todaymay 11 2016. but when it was this way there was wasted space withoutthe bike lane
gaining much width and itwas harder for bikes to pass.

this seemedto be asolutionlooking foraproblem.i'm a72year old woman who has enjoyed riding on the
Folsom bike paths for years.

this stretch of Folsom has abitofelevation gain, so |feel substantially safer riding my bike with the protected
lanes. I've never seen any traffic backed up at this stretch of Folsom, either - before or after the installation of
the lanes.

traffic backs up alot/people don'tknowthatthey need to go to the single land at Spruce and there's lots of
confusion and horn blowing



2. Today, Folsom has conventional bike lanes from
Spruce to Canyon.BEFORE: Four travel lanes, some
center turn lanes and conventional bike lanes Summer
2015: Two travel lanes, full center turn lane and
protected bike lanes TODAY: Four travel lanes, some
center turn lanes and conventional bike lanes Based on
your experience with the current treatment, what do
you recommend? - comments
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Bring back the protected bike lanes.

Go backto the protected lanes

Go backto two travellanes, full center turn lane and protected bike lanes

As seen with the original plan, cutting down lanes would cause agridlock. Due to the nature of mywork Imust
drive fulsome sometimes sixtimes aday. Those times occur atall differenthours so Ihave experienced the
gridlock with the original plan please do notchange fulsome between Spruce and Canyon.

"Drop It" should be an option! This surveyis invalid.

"Refine" asinremove.

Ahybrid of the summer 2015 and currentsetup would be better. The cars justfeel so close to the rider on this
section - the space feels tighter (Idon'tknow whether itactually is butitfeels that way).

Aprotected lane between Spruce & Canyon will make bicycling safer and easier and encourage more people (of
all ages and abilities) to bike. The benefits of this restored protected lane outweigh the inconvenience of slightly

longerdriving times on Folsom during rush hours.

Absolutely none ofthe above!! There are plenty of ways to getaround Boulder on bikes withoutclogging
major automobile corridors.

Add /keep the enhanced markings & boxes in the bike lanes (only)
Add bollards along the entire trafficked section of Folsom, north south.

Add colored chip-seal to highlightthe bike lane, like London, UKdoes. When | lived there itseemed to work very
well.

Add the four lanes north of Pine so all traffic can getthrough the stop lighton Pine, inone lightchange.

Admitthese ideas failed and move on....they only obstructed and angered your citizens, while attem pting to
respond to afewvocal bikers.

Again, Ineed more space than abike and notto obstructfaster bike travelers. Also, sustainability requires that
we DISCOURAGE single-passenger automobile traffic!
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Again, Ithink the ideais there - butno matter whatyou do, Folsom will be high-traffic (cars) and is notanideal
streetto do this.

Again, cyclistand autos should notbe onsame streets
Again. You are showing adifferentsection ofroad. UGH! Fix the Potholes in the Bike Lane first.
Allvery confusing, especially for people who do notuse the route frequently.

Anunprotected bike lane with four lanes of traffic is stressful and dangerous. At the very leastamulti-use path
like thaton the north side of Arapahoe going eastfrom Folsom would be animprovement.

As acyclistand adriver who uses Folsom often, and during heavy traffic times, Iwould re-install the "right-size"
treatments or arefined version. Especially between Arapahoe and Canyon.

As adriver, lam always scared of hitting bikers/peds and there are alot! Iwould rather have slower traffic buta
safer barrier for them

As someone who occasionally cycles ilove the ideaof protected bike lanes, buthonestly rush hour is already
bad enough.

Backto four travellanes

Backto original

Backto protected bike lane

Backto protected bike lane and 1 lane of traffic in either direction.

Because Folsom is straighter and flatter here, the currentbike lanes aren'tunreasonable, butwhen the lane
systems switch back and forth, that causes confusion (and frustration, I think). Perhaps having three lanes (two

directional, one turn lane) and wider bike lanes but without the bollards would be agood compromise.

Because there is so much more traffic near McGuckin Hardware, and more bicycles, the traffic needs to slow
down and be careful.

Because this eastern areaofBoulder has been designated for high density housing, Folsom will need to take
some of the traffic overflow from 28th St. lam in favor of improving pedestrian and biking experiences, butnot
atthe sake of having diminished capacity for cars. Idon't believe we can dramatically increase housing in this
areawhile taking away driving lanes. The capacity for cars is already over extended. Walking around 28th St. is
notapleasantexperience because of the noise, pollution, and buildings that lack character. New buildings in the
areaseem to be modeled after new buildings in downtown Denver thatare modern and unwelcoming. Thus, |
do notenjoywalking in the commercial and high housing density areas.

Bike lanes need to be wider, rightnow they are 50% gutter and force you too close to cars.
Boulder has too manydrivers to handle your Summer 2015 plan. This is notasmall village anymore.
Bring back full protected bike lanes, please.

Bring backlarger bike lanes. Do notuse so many bollards but more attractive separation so drivers are aware of
separation butnotoverwhelmed by number and colorofbollards
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Bring back protected bike lanes

Bring back protected bike lanes.

Bring back protected lanes.

Bring back the entire protected bike lane.

Bring back the full bike lane like we had insummer 15

Bring back the protected bike lanes

Bring back the protected lanes

Bring back the two travel lanes with afull center turn lane and protected bike lanes! Iloved them!

Busy bike corridor. Make more room for bikes. Lower speed limitand make shared lanes.

Butldo avoid driving this section, and never ride this section. Bike lanes are too narrowfor the speed of cars for
my comfort. Idea. Rebuild the road. Remove the medians. Make itatruly modern N/S mulituse corridor. Like
they do in Munich.

By that I meanitwas fine before the city messed with itand itis fine the way it has been restored.
Canyoudouble stripe the white line, maybe notenoughroom -globalcommentfor all of the narrower bike
lanes is to make sure the pavementis smooth and kept swept/clean, especially where there is an

asphalt/concrete edge

Change itbackto howitwas insummer 2015! |was appalled by the city council's decision to remove the
protected bike lanes when motorists had adjusted to the new traffic layout, before the trial period had ended.

Change itbackto the summer 2015 treatment. It was so nice for cycling.

Changing this back was the onlyoption. You can'tgetrid of auto lanes inacommercial property section of the

city.

Conventional bike lanes are fine. Need to keep the four travel lanes for cars. Traffic is bad enough without taking
awaydriving lanes.

Conventional bike lanes are more than sufficient.

Conventional bike lanes were justfine here.

Could we have protected bike lanes with 4 travel lanes ?

Currentaccommodation for bikes is inadequate.

Currentbike lanes are totallyinadequate. They are too narrowfor bikes to safely travel and alarge portion of the

lane is taken up by the concrete curb/gutter and potholes. This is the least safe portion of Folsom as it has the
worstprotection for cyclists and the heaviest car traffic.
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1 Currentbike lanes are very substandard, unsafe, and scary. Poor road surface and gutter pan contributes to this
problem. Please make protected lanes again, but with permanentinfrastructure. Consider traffic circles to ease
the motor vehicle backups for the one hour each dayitwas aproblem during the firsttreatment. Please make
roads to move allresidents rather than justcars carrying out-of-town commuters who choose to drive alone
each dayto ourtown.

1 Damned politicians sided with the used car dealer over the safety of cyclists and pedestrians. Seriously! That
was so embarrassing, and the resultis thatIwon'tride a bike there. It's far too dangerous. Thankyou, Lisa
Morzel.

1 Directcyclists off Folsom, there bike paths and side streets thatoffamuch more pleasantriding experience

with little to no added travel time

1 Do notadd bike lanes. Again, there are very few bikers -- especially in winter months and in bad weather --who
use bikes. The streetshould be optimized for those who use it-- CARS!!

1 Don'tchange a THING! The center turn lane at Bluffis useful for left turns when coming off Bluff.

1 EXCELLENT WAY TO TRAVEL BY BIKE.

1 Expand bike lane protection.

1 Farther south and widdened.

1 Feels better when driving. Speed seems more controlled and calm.

1 Folsum is as bad or worse than 28th these days

1 For this partofthe project, the volume of bikers does notjustify the inconvenience to car drivers and to store
owners.

1 Four travel lanes and conventional bike lanes seems optimal.

1 Go backto BEFORE

1 Go backto Summer 2015 configuration.

1 Go backto Summer 2015 treatmentwith separated bike lanes

1 Go backto Summer 2015! If Boulder is going to restrict parking and focus on green transportation, please

reward cyclists with safe passage to their destinations!

1 Go backto Summer 2015.

1 Go backto Summer 2015: Two travel lanes, full center turn lane and protected bike lanes

1 Go backto protected bike lanes

1 Go backto protected bike lanes. Protected bike lanes made cars more aware of cyclists, creating asafer

environment. The extended waittimes for traffic seemed negligible.

1 Go backto protected lanes!
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Go backto protected lanes.

Go backto protected!!

Go backto the fully protected bike lanes. The drivers who think theylose time here are notliving in reality.
Folsom is one ofthe mostheavily populated bike routes in the city and needs protection there. Drivers justuse
Folsom because it's faster than 28th Stcurrently and they are bummed they lostthat speed. Bring back bike
lanes that are protected and make this city progressive. Notthe NIMBY-regressive one itis now.

Go backto the old protected bicycle lanes

Go backto the protected bike lanes and reduce the speed limitto 30 miles per hour, and enforce that with
police. Cars travel too faston this road as itis and many people use itas ashortcutto bypass 28th wheniit's
congested, which adds too much traffic to side streets like this thatshould be safe for cyclists and pedestrians.
Go backto the summer 2015 configuration. The currentbike lanes are too narrow to be safe, as evidenced by
the factthatthe painted green, rectangular lane markers don'teven fit within the lane. Also, there's alotofbrush
onthe southbound side thatis often unpruned, forcing cyclists to swerve to their left.

Go backto the summer 2015 treatment! Otherwise this is along stretch where itdoes notfeel safe to bike,
which has made ithard for me to use Folsom as athrough corridor. I bike with kids in atrailer and there is no way
Iwould take them on Folsom in an areawith 4 lanes of traffic and no protection for the bike lane. The center turn
lane also helped for people entering/exiting side driveways.

Go backto the way itwas before this fiasco started.

Go backto the wayitwas insummer 2015 with the protected bike lanes alldown Folsom.

Go backto two travellanes. Iknow. Impossible with the extreme reaction to Right-Sizing!

Go with Summer configuration

Goodstartbutbikes should nothave to mix with cars to make turns/leftturns

Have four lanes.

Have neverseenabike onit

Having only one lane in each direction was anon-issue. Idrove if many times and Ididn'tsee any problem, nor
could lunderstand why people were so angry aboutit. The protected bike lanes keep thatmuch more space
between bikes and distracted drivers.

Higher automobile traffic should continue to be accommodated along this stretch of Folsom.

ILOVED Right-Sizing. If we are serious about combating global warming, everything possible should be done to
encourage biking.

lam very happy to notbe spending several trips aday, literally yelling and cursing in my car. Yeah, itreally was
thatshitty with the "Summer 2015" configuration.
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lanswered this as Refine because there was not"Go backto the original". Ican't move on since I have to pick
one, butthe response maybe erroneouslyrecorded as avote for change. Ithink the original "before" situation
was fine. The changes thathave been made are more for showthan the actual use of these lanes. Calling the
changes proposed as Complete Streets is justacoverup of the same term "RightSizing".

Ibelieve the cross walk at Walnut still needs to be addressed. It flashes automatically for bikes crossing, which is
nice, butthe durationis much longer than needed for any bike to pass through. Could the button push give a
longer flash and the sensorinthe road give ashorter one?

Ibelieve the presenttreatmentof this areaworks well. When riding this section in Summer 2015, Iwas really
uncomfortable where the automobile lanes crossed the bicycle lanes for rightturns, because they were very
abruptand really putthe two modes of transitatodds with each other. The presenttreatmentflows well and
each mode of transithas high awareness of the other.

Ibicycle through here every workday, but the traffic was horrible after the right-sizing and drivers were (rightly)
angry. Thatmade itless safe to bicycle. Folsom needs to be four lanes through the middle of boulder. Ithink we
should spend the money and build an off street bikepath, hopefully separated from both the road and the
sidewalk butamultiuse path would be okin this zone.

Idid love the safer and wider bike lanes during Summer 2015, butitdid seem like too much car traffic backed up.

Idid nothave anissue with the reduction in automobile travel lanes once Ifigured outwhere to startturn lanes.
Those who had issues sounded like selfish whiners inmyopinion

Ididn't mind the protected bike lanes during the summer. Ithinkit may be safer for cars and bikers.

Ido feel safer as abiker, butturning rightonto Folsom from spruce in acar sucks. Aforeverlong line of cars No
one wants to letyouin.

Idon'tlike coming to the stop lights on big roads unprotected. I'd like to have more of abarrier or signage or
painting atthe stop signs and lights bc lam afraid thatadriver might 'turn right'into me.

Idon'tthinkitwas ever a"broken" thing in the first place and thatthere is some simple face-saving going on. But
enough changes to it.

Ifelt VERY uncomfortable riding in the experimental arrangement and did NOT like being mixed with the
vehicles. Very unnerving. Much clearer to be on the rightside of the road.

Ifeltsafer with the protected bike lanes.

Ifinditcurious that'remove'isn'tin the list... isn't that essentially asking for whatyou wantto hear? If you simply
wantto hear whatyou want, why take the time to have this survey?

lgo outofmywayto ride Folsom for safety

Igo to the dentistin abuilding on Folsom justnorth of Canyon-the turn lane is notdefined and itis sometimes
very difficultto turn leftinto the driveway.

llike having some kind of separation or barrier between the bikes and the cars, butldon'tthinkitneeds to take
up awhole lane.

Ilike how itis today.
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|like protected areas for bikes because so manydrivers are on their phones.

lliked the 2015 solution best- 2 travel lanes with center turn lane and protected bike lanes. Ilive on Folsom. It
appears thatless people ride on Folsom in 2016 than when the other solution existed in 2015. Isawmore
families, kids, and folks with cargo type bikes on Folsom prior to today's solution. If Ican't have the 2015
solution, then Iwill live with today's solution.

lliked the buffered lanes, butldon'tthink it makes that much difference for thatsmall stretch of afew blocks.

Imade more trips through town on Folsom during the summer when there was alarge, protected lane. It was
great. Irealize car drivers were quick to blame the bike lane for their traffic woes, but Iwould pointoutthatmost
driversinthatareaare, atall times, angry and frustrated while driving. Thatsame section of road, now back at
two lanes, appears to create the same levels of frustration for all car drivers. Igenerally now try to avoid that
sectionof Folsom when on abicycle.

Ipersonally thoughtitwas a mistake to revertbackto the car-centric 4 lanes. Aminor driver inconvenience is
worth protecting alife. (source: Driver & Biker).

I prefer the protected bike lanes butsimple bike lanes are ok during mosttravel. Protected space at
intersections really helps.

I prefer the protected lanes

Ireally liked the protected bike lanes. Itseemed to me thatthey weren'tkeptlong enough lastsummer for
people to adjusttheir travel patterns and see the fullimpactof the change

Ireally miss the protected bike lanes, and especially the righthand only car traffic turn lanes that were installed at
Canyon and Pearl. As acyclist, I've had many close calls with cars who were making arighthand turn as Iwas
going straightthrough the intersection. There are sections of the currentbike lanes, particularly on the
southbound side of Folsom between Pearland Arapahoe, where about half the width of the bike lane is in the
gutter. The gutter currently has many potholes along this stretch, and is also commonly filled with various
debris.

Irecommend returning to the Summer 2015 state. Iwas hitby acar turning righton southbound folsom at
Canyonin 2009 and think that protecting this zone should be one of the top priorities. As an occasional driver |
recommend improved notices for those turning onto Folsom (laccidentally turned into the protected lane
instead of the car lane when turning from westbound pearlto northbound folsom) early in the trial of these
lanes.

Ithink this was an absolute disaster. This has too much car traffic to condense down to one lane. Again, the
conventional bike lanes were fine. Ido notthink there was good business reason to change.

Ithink traffic was too backed up during peak times with just 2 lanes for cars. Drivers were angry with bikes too
much already to cause so much grief on aroad thatbikes could avoid and which already had an adequate bike
lane.

Ithinkyou should restore Folsom to a4-lane through road. The turn lanes are unnecessary to me when ldrive,
and the old bike lanes were justfine.

lunderstand the political pushback from the lane reduction lastsummer. Iwould like to see more traffic
enforcementalong the corridor so cars are incentivized to pay attention to allroad users' safety.
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Iwant the protected bike lanes to be putback where they were during the summer.

Iwas disappointed thatthe city dialed back the protected lanes along the areathatfeels like itneeds itthe most. |
would love to see those lanes re-protected in away thatfeels good for everyone.

Iwas verysorryto see the protected bike lanes getremoved, but I did see how the medians and other features
ofthose fewblocks made itproblematic. I'd love to see along-term plan for bringing them back as partofa
largerre-do of Folsom.

Iwe can'thave the buffered bike lanes, perhaps we could atleast have the plastic pylons. | have never seen acar
runover the pylons, Isee cars cross the bike lane white stripe all the time.

Iwill supportany and allimprovements made for bicycling in Boulder.

Iwould like to find a way to make this section of Folsom more bike-friendly and safe for all. lappreciate that
many car drivers were upsetthatsummer 2015 treatmentcaused some minor travel delays, but lexpectthat, if
the experimenthad been leftin place longer, some travel habits (e.g., route, time of day, and mode of transport
decisions) would have adjusted so thatcar delays would have moved downward. Iwould like to have City staff
consider trying another experiment, perhaps widening the bike lane and narrowing the car lanes.

Iwould like to see protected lanes reinstated.

Iwould like to see the protected lanes again. Ido notfeel safe onthose exposed stretches. 30th St. is even
worse. I'm an experienced bike commuter. Ido notride on 30th unless traffic is very light.

Iwould love to see the protected bike lanes.

Iwouldn'tchange this back - in the more heavily car traffic areas | feel the currentbike lanes are adequate.
I'd like to see aseparation of sortbetween bikes and cars.

I'd rather have the full protected bike lane back.

I'm Posts notnecessary. Painted surface slippery when wet. Whatis the costof maintaining the lines?

I'm notsure what"refine" means

I'm notsure whetherto choose "keep" or "refine" here because Imuch prefer the Summer 2015 protected
bike lanes. lactually felt safe from distracted drivers on Folsom for the firsttime when the protected lanes were
putin. Iregretnotattending the City Council hearing onrevision to these lanes because what |

I'm notsure whether to choose "keep" or "refine" here because Imuch prefer the Summer 2015 protected
bike lanes. lactually felt safe from distracted drivers on Folsom for the firsttime when the protected lanes were
putin. Iregretnotattending the City Council hearing onrevisions to these lanes because | have heard thatthe
protected bike lanes were taken away due to a"squeaky wheel gets the grease" kind of situation. Apparently
business owners on Folsom were claiming that protected bike lanes negatively affected their business because
drivers were confused. | believe thatif drivers cannotfigure outhowto turn their cars left and right then they
should notbe driving amotor vehicles. lalso believe that the community should consider the results of vehicle
crashes oncyclists. If I'm going to be dead, the protected bolsters should atleasttotal their car.
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IMHO, the trial configuration did notwork well because itwas basically anewalignmentslapped down on the
existing roadbed, and mostofthe congestion resulted from the lackof accommodation with Folsom's existing
leftturn lanes, especially the one to turn eastbound at Pearl. The bumpouts for those leftturn lanes are
relatively shortbutitwas never thatbig of anissue before because overflowoutofthe bumpoutonly blocked
one lane; after the realignmentthatsame overflowwould block ALL of the Folsom traffic.

If the protected lanes were re-installed, Iwould gladly ride and walk in this areamore often. Folsom feels too
dangerous for biking now, and Itry not to walk there when I can avoid it. I'm having ababysoon and lexpectto
walkon Folsom even less after that. Butif the protected lanes were removed, | know Iwould ride and walk

Folsom more often, because |did when those lanes were there insummer 2015.

Improve cues for turning cars, butbring back the protected lanes. Iwould love to be able to getfrom Valmontto
Boulder Creekwith mytoddler.

In this segment|think the protected bike lanes created more hazards for cyclists, such as cars creeping into the
space. With the protected lanes, itwas more challenging for riders to avoid obstacles. lalso thinkdrivers were
frustrated with traffic back-ups and therefore were more willing to be aggressive towards cyclists.
ltdidn'twork. Stop trying to force it.

Itis an absolute travesty thatthe protected bike lanes, which representacrystal clear bestpractice in virtually
every metric, were pulled. They should be returned immediately before someone is killed on abike on Folsom
street.

Itis much better the way itis now/was before the experiment. We musthave 4 lanes for traffic here.

ltused to be nice to be physically separated from the cars. Now Idon'tfrequent ANY of the businesses along
Folsom-justtoo stressful to ride.

ltwas agoodsystem and lam very glad you replaced it after yourill-planned experimentin summer 2015
Iltwas better before, with justone lane of traffic.
ltwas better whenrightsized. 4 drive lanes is too many

Itwould be greatto go backto the improvements made from July 2015. lknow the commuting po pulation was
upsetwith the changes butlIfeel like they were nottested foralong enough period.

It's definitely better to have the bigger bike lanes. It keeps vehicle speeds down which in turn makes cycling
safer. Unfortunately drivers getupsetwhentheyson'thave both lanes.

It's too busyofaroadto remove lanes of traffic, especially with all the new housing being added to the area
It's too complex.

Justleave itthe way itwas before this ridiculous projectwas entertained. These are busy streets... Stop messing
with traffic. It's already terrible in this town...

Keep 4 generaltravel lanes along the entire corridor. Review and simplify remaining torturous bicycle lane
meanders. Riding a bike along this corridor should notrequire dancing with turning cars.
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Keep 4 lanes with conventional bike lane. Traffic flow was improved when changed back to original formation. |
never see high bike trafficwhenI'm onFolsom.

Keep Four Lanes

Keep as itis today. restore the space between mapleton and valmontas itwas before all the experiments
Keep as many lanes of traffic as possible.

Keep bicycles and cars separate, teach drivers how to use the leftlane as apassing lane, notadriving lane, teach
everyone the laws thatapply to bicyclists, do notincrease vehicular traffic (ergo, congestion, frustration,
pollution, and accidents, etc.) by taking away their space and giving it to bicycles, which are an order of
magnitude less in size and thensome in numbers.

Keep conventional bike lane

Keep four travel lanes.

Keep itthe way you putitback-four drive lanes & bike lanes on either side.

Keep the 4 lanes, butconsider amultiuse path where the sidewalk is.

Keep the 4 travellanes. Travelis too congested and too dangerous withoutthem.

Keep the four lanes and bike lane.

Keep this structure and configuration as it presently stands. The manipulation of the lanes with the bollards was
justplain stupid.

Keep whatyou have today.
Keeping with my former comments, | find the protected bicycle lanes (i.e. poles) to be apoorsolution.

Lastsummer absolutely sucked with one car lane on Folsom. Aregular bike lane is completely sufficient, and |
bike regularly. Butthe amountof traffic back up was insane. You can notgo backto that.

Lastsummer's restrictions were adisaster

Leave itatFour travel lanes, some center turn lanes and conventional bike lanes.

Leave the bike lanes as conventional.

Like Isaid earlier, the protected lanes were MUCH nicer. Iwish there were more protected bike lanes and wider
bike lanes in general all around the city. Pretty sad that, in Boulder of all places, we don'thave much bike

infrastructure.

Make sure to talkto each ofthe areabusinesses and the Chamber. Their inputis important. | can live with multi-
use lanes, like those on Arapahoe eastofFolsom.

Make the bike lane bigger. And/or expand the bike lane to the sidewalk. Elevate the bike lane to separate itfrom
the street. Like the University bike lane along Broadway.
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More protected bike lanes would be nice. Conventional bike lanes are abare minimum
My choice is to getrid of.

Need more center turn lanes to serve businesses and medical facilities along Folsom.
Need protected bike lanes!

Need to be sure thatcars can'tuse Nike lanes as parking lanes

North-bound lanes are narrow and bum py. Navigating turning traffic onto west-bound Canyon requires alotof
caution.

Notrefine. Do away with this whole idea

Personally, I'm always for bolstering alternative transportation infrastructure and reducing car infrastructure,
butlrealize I'm rather biased. (Since Idon'town a car and Iwalk /bike /bus everywhere.) As a biker, I still feel
comfortable with normal bike lanes, and Irarely travel atvery congested times.

Please add protected bike lanes

Please do notspend any additional monies on this.

Please extend the protected bike lanes.

Please go backto summer 2015 conditions - protected bike lanes.

Please keep the 4 travel lanes through this area. Its too congested to narrowto 2 lanes and notenough cyclists
to justify.

Please remove the "rightsizing" completely and help restore my trustin the city government
Please return Folsom to it's original status. Thank you. (FOUR travel lanes, bike lanes and some turn lanes.).

Please return this partof Folsom to the full the conditions of Sommer 2015 (protected bike lanes and turn
lanes)!

Protected

Protected bike lane Iris to Creek path. If we are serious aboutthe promise to make 30% of trips in Boulder
withoutthe car, this has to happen. Routes must CONNECT. Its notan option. Or justbe honestand say the
transportation master plan was adream you are notwilling to implement.

Protected bike lanes option

Protected bike lanes please...

Protected bike lanes should continue south from Spruce to CU, notjuststop atSpruce.

Protected bike lines where possible.

Protected lanes



Count

Response

Pushing all the cars into one lane between spruce and Mapleton *north of HoshiMotors) is aproblem.
accidents waiting to happen

Putitbackthe wayitwas
Putprotected bike lanes in

Putthe protected bike lanes backin.
Putthe protected lanes back.
REMOVE

REMOVE!!!! Families shouldn'tbe riding bikes on amain thoroughfare. Period. That'll help with safety issues
and accidents.

Refine by doing away with the alleged improvements.
Reinstall protected bike lanes

Reinstall the protected bike lanes. The unprotected lanes feel like adeath wish for me when lam on my bicycle,
and Folsom is scarier than ever after the pedestrian was killed lastweek by acar.

Reinstall the removed cycling infrastructure.

Remove median to give bike lane more space, butdon'treduce traffic lanes
Remove the bicycle lanes

Remove the bike lanes and give us more bike paths.

Remove the bollards and confusing lane compressions.

Remove the protected bike lane, place a bike path adjacentto arepaired sidewalk
Remove the white/green bollards

Repairitso it's easier to understand where the lanes go. And start giving tickets to cyclists who break traffic
laws.

Replace separators please!
Restore Folsom to its configuration before the pilotprogram

Restore the two travel lanes, full center turn lane and protected bike lanes. Shame on the City for removing this
redesign.

Restore to previous perfectly fine configuration

Return Folsom to its practical former state. We don'tneed "big brother" deciding what's bestforus!!
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Returnitto the two travellanes plus center turnlane!! Itis much, much safer for both biking and walking. There
was justafatal accidentat Folsom & Canyoninvolving a pedestrian. We have to prioritize bike and pedestrian
safetyover car speed.

Returnto 2travellanes and buffered bike lane

Returnto Summer 2015 configuration with two vehicle travel lanes.

Returnto Summer 2015 status. Center turn lane facilitated better and safer traffic flow for vehicles as well as
safety margin for cyclists with wider bike lane (as both adriver and commuter).

Returnto four lanes and conventional bike lanes.

Return to full protected bike lane

Return to protected bike lanes

Return to protected bike lanes.

Returnto summer 2015 state

Returnto summer, 2015 configuration long enough to getadequate data on effectiveness safety.
Returnto the "before" with four travel lanes.

Return to the protected bike lanes with 2 motor vehicles....Itwas much safer lastsummer...Thanks

Riding on this section of Folsom is unnerving. lt was GREAT lastsummer when we had protected bike lanes.

Right-sizing on thatportion of Folsom created terrible traffic conditions for vehicles and dangerous conditions
for cyclists. Please do notgo backto that!!

Road too busyforonlytwo lanes. Lastsummer was adisaster, notsafer for bikes either.

Same as previous comment. The Folsom experimenthas justmade me question the city's judgment, ability to
use data, and managementoffunds generally.

See my previous Comment.

See my previous commentregarding this stretch of Folsom. The initial experiment for this stretch was a big
time mistake, can'timagine there was anything other than emotion thatwentinto the decision. LEAVE AS
See previous comment

See previous comment.

See priorcomments regarding stretch between justsouth of Valmontand north of Pearl

Separated bike lanes are essential, and should take priority over travel lanes for cars.

Somebodywas crazy to think that the two lane configuration would work.
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Spend time and money on things much more importantand enforce EXISTING BIKE RIDING LAWS > Lights,
single file riding in existing bike lanes This was the biggestwaste of time and money | have ever seen. Whata
friggin eyesore as well. Love how the white marker were almostinvisible at night when they were covered with
dirtand snowfor three months.

Stop wasting $$ on projects like this and startenforcing bikes riding "within" the existing SINGLE FILE bike lanes
Il

Summer 2015is bestfor biking and promoting bike (reducing carbon emissions)
Summer 2015 lanes.

Summer 2015 was aridiculous mess. [t makes absolutely no sense to torture 95% of the traffic on the theory
thatthe 5% bike trips are going to increase. I'm nottaking mykids on Folsom no matter whatyoudo to it,
because of turning vehicle traffic. But lwould take them on 23rd if you worked onit.

Summer 2015was good
Take itbackto summer 2015, the glory days of biking onfolsom!

Take the protected lane all the way up the hillto Colorado. Encourage cars to use alternate route. Folsom isn't
really well suited for high speed travel the way 28th, Broadway or Foothills are. Keep Folsom aneighborhood
streetwith protected bike lanes and sidewalks. The drivers will scream of course butletthem, they have many
good alternatives. Cyclists don't

Thank God we are backto 4 lanes in the commercial areas.

The "protected" bike lanes did notoffer any real protection, butrather afalse sense of protection. ltdid allow
bikers to ride side by side occasionally, which putthem aboutas close to the cars as they were before for the
inside rider (butthose bollards would stop of car from turning hitting them of course because of their invisible
force field?). And I'll repeat, the cones are hideously ugly and make the streets look like permanent
construction zones! In addition, the turn lanes and markings used during the "experiment" had car traffic criss
crossing with bike trafficin aworse and more confusing way the it was before. And I say this as aBoulder
residentand bike rider. Ifit's confusing to locals, thinkhow bad mustbe for others who do notlive here
(Boulder never gets any tourist traffic though of course). Personally, if that's howour we're going to "improve"
our streets for biking, I'll find adifferent, safer, more pleasantroute to take.

The "right-sized" version was visually very confusing to me as adriver, and thus way more dangerous to
cyclists! I hate those stick-up things, too much visual clutter--the less clutter the easier itis to spotcyclists.
Painting the streetgreen was confusing too.

The 2015 was the biggestclusterfuckin allof Boulder bike history.

The Before and currenttreatmentare unsafe atthe portion of the road where traffic is the highestand car traffic
speeds are higher. Car speeds need to be enforced or speed limits should be adjusted to reflectthe danger.

The Original system is preferred by me both in car and on bike

The Summer 2015 configuration feltdramatically safer. Iwas sad to see this forward-looking change reversed
so quickly.
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The Summer 2015 configuration made the car traffic lanes alittle bitnarrow. However, the use of a buffered
bike lane again would be wonderful. Isawso many more parents taking their kids through Folsom on bike when
the buffered lane was there. The returnto 4 travel lanes smelled like Boulder prioritizing car traffic over
alternate methods inadowntown environmentwhere heavy car use should notbe the norm.

The Summer 2015 lanes were much safer and more environmentally friendly. We need to push people to start
being responsible and riding their bikes more, driving less!

The Summer 2015 option was good, buta HAWK (like the one at Regentand the E-Center on campus) was
necessaryto avoid gridlock from the crosswalks.

The added bike lanes in thatsouthern portion actually made me feel LESS safe as a bicyclist, especially with
regards to turning cars. Thankyou for listening to the feedback and removing thattreatmentthere. Ireally do
appreciate the bike lane up near Valmonttho. Cars seem to travel slower there and there are few turns there
anyway. So Ithinkthatwas agood trade off for everyone.

The addition of the center turn lanes was ahuge improvement. Thatwas the first thing | experienced and I felt
more secure as adriver. And look atthatdriver in the top photo encroaching in the bike lane! Let's bring back

the protection along the whole length.

The barriers were nice. They keptdrivers outof bike lanes, and provided atleasta psychological division
between the bike lane and the road. Even if the lane wasn'texpanded again, I think the barriers should go back

up.
The bike lane is narrow along this section and Isee cars half initin my commute daily. tseemed safer for all
involved when there were protected bike lanes. The number of cars speeding has increased since the removal

of protected bike lanes.

The bike lane is narrow and cars regularly drive over the line into the bike lane. It's scary riding a bike through
this section.

The bike lanes from Spruce to Canyon are pothole ridden and too narrow.
The bikers had agood lane before. It creates too much traffic that needs to go for the car lane.

The blinking crosswalk at Folsom and Walnutis a death trap with the 2 lanes of traffic each way. The second lane
can'tsee the peds/bikes thatare trying to cross.

The center turn lane atSpruce (?) sometimes creates messy, dangerous merging of cars as asingle through
lane proceeds from 2 lanes.

The center turn lane is helpful, but the bike lanes may be too wide.

The center turn lanes are awaste of alane and rarely used. If we must have bike lanes, which Idon'tsupport, at
leastfigure outawayto squeeze in more traffic lanes.

The changes onFolsom were horrendous for commuting. lam so happy they have restored the 4 lanes. Itis so
much less stressful than the two lanes, which caused too much traffic congestion and snarled nerves.

The comments thatI've read that this section was "perfectly fine" before and after the "right-sizing" are bald-
faced lies. The experimentshould have continued for ayear as initially planned and then evaluated.
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The four Lane configuration is much less pleasantto ride than the two lane configuration. Riding Folsom is
terrifying and there aren'tmany other options in this areato travel north south.

The importantoptionis (notsurprisingly) absent. The whole mindless operation accomplished nothing.
Unfortunately if people 'stick to the offered choices' you'll still keep your (Isuspect high paying) jobs. Butthen

I'm too old to know everything.

The old lane arrangementwas just fine--changes were notneeded and made trafficon Folsom worse without
increasing bike traffic. Who came up with this ill-conceived notion? Give that person anotherjobto do!!!

The only problematic sections along this stretch seem to be the rightturns lanes at Canyon or Pearl. Cars
turning rightdon'talways realize there's a bike in the bike lane.

The plan previously implemented was horrendous, and lam thankful itreverted back to four lanes.
The protected bike lanes are much better. Cars are constantly riding over the white line as itis today.
The protected bike lanes caused terrible congestion and confusion.

The protected bike lanes feltmuch safer in this central corridor. Often passed by cyclists, or passing other
cyclists, which means the demand for wider road is there, to ensure bicycle safety.

The protected bike lanes really work! Please putthem back so thatlcan be safe ridingon Folsom.
The protected lanes were better

The streetneeds to be reconstructed and widened to accommodate alarger bike lane, even if this means
changing the existing sidewalk and properties

The temporarychange was adisaster

The two car lanes with protected bike lanes was animprovement. City leadership over-reacted to the squeaky
wheel. There was some delay by car northbound at Pearl due to the Walnut pedestrian crossing thatcould have
beenimproved.

The volume of vehicular traffic on this stretch will always be high due to the many shops and businesses and the
intersection with Arapahoe Avenue - amajor city thoroughfare. In aperfectworld, four traffic lanes and
protected bike lanes would be ideal. Butgiven the space constraints, the need for vehicles to easily access this
stretch - both to make itreasonably usable by drivers and, critically, to sustain the customer base of local
businesses - mustwin out.

The white poles are idiotic, they do nothing to enhance safety. Additionally, the intersections are totally
confusing when you're making arightturn. And whatdoes the green paint on the asphalt mean exactly?

There are so many quieter side streets where bike traffic would be more appropriate. Ithink Folsom is too busy
for bikes.

There definitely needs to be two lanes of traffic each way between Arapahoe and Pine.

There is far too much traffic to remove two lanes, especially with cars needing to turn in multiple directions.
This was abad ideathat should have never happened to begin with.
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There needs to be asafe bicycle access to the village complex and the 29th St mall from north Boulder, and
there currentlyisn'tone. Protected bike lanes on Folsom would partially solve this (although an off-road path,
like an extension to the EImer's 2 mile route would be mostpreferable).

There never was aproblem for bikers along Folsom. It, and 19th, have always been the beststreets to get
around town on abike. Inever understood why Folsom was targeted to 'right-size'. It has always been the right
size.

There should be two protected bike lanes on this corridor.

These bike lanes are VERY narrow. You can see that the green and white bicycle logos in the lane don'teven fitin
the lane. For bicycle lanes, I'd prefer wider lanes, and protected lanes are even better.

This areais congested and bicyclist need the additional protection. The sheer disadvantage a pedestrian/biker
has againsta2000# metal can has to be factored into this. The bike hits a car and acts like a fly on the windshield.
Turn onthe wipers and wash them away. A car taps acyclistor pedestrian and its is game over. The recent
accidentwith the 84 year old woman crossing the streetis aperfectexample of the impact. Ifeelfor the driver
butalso the nowdeceased woman. There is no bringing her back. I've watched through the rear windows
drivers ontheir phones. The tight quarters in this areamakes one slip up or lack of attention disastrous.

This configuration seems to be working.

This is abusystretchofFolsom, as it's between the two major thru-ways to downtown - Pearland Canyon.
Automobile trafficis abitmore intense along this stretch, and itwould be nice to have abitmore space between
myself and auto motive traffic while riding. lalso never saw the alleged traffic jams thatoccurred during the
right-sizing projectand think thatthey were exaggerated by drivers.

This is abusy stretch with lots of cars, moving quickly, and unsafe for pedestrians/bikes. Need better bike
facilities.

This is atough one. In principal Isupportrightsizing through the Pearl-Arapahoe areaon Folsom, however it
reallyseemed to be aproblem when only one lane of traffic was able to clear the lights, causing southbound
backups past Mapleton, and causing asubstantial amountof trips to divertthrough the Pine/Spruce area. What
other creative options are there?

This is fine now. ltreally wasn't working with the bollards and fewer lanes, and thatis coming from a bicyclist. |
don'tdrive enough foritto matter to me, butIthink there are still auto traffic bottlenecks during rush hour
around Pine. Maybe itshould be four lanes past pine to north in both directions?

This is much safer and makes people ride their bikes. Don't be stupid and take them away! This is the reason why
Imovedto Boulder in the firstplace, like so many others.

This is the mostefficientmethod. Cars and bikers be aware of each other.

This is the setup thatworks. Don't mess with it. Nothing is perfectly safe anyway.

This projectwas aforeseeable and preventible disaster. This questionis poorlyworded. If Isay "keep" the city
can claim thatIsupportwhatwas done. If Isay "refine" the city can claim thatIsupportthe city effforts at

refinement. Howaboutathird choice "restore" as inrestore itto its original condition which was better before
the city attempted to refine it.
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This questionis unclear, vague and poorlyworded as to what "keep" means. lam choosing "keep" because 4
lanes of vehicular traffic are needed in this section of roadway. As a daily cyclist I never feltunsafe with the old
bike lanes. The right-sizing made itless safe for me as acyclistbecause of the the bollards force turning
motorists to be less clear abouttheir intentions--cars can'tedge over to the right before the intersections but
instead have to make sharp turns infrontofyou. lhave had more trouble being cutoff by right-turning vehicles
with the "protected" bike lanes than with the old ones. Fortunately there are fewer intersections north of
Mapleton, so the currentdesign mostly works. All that being said, I'd certainly supportacurb-separated bike
path.

This questionis unclear. By keep lassume itmeans to bring the protected bike lane back.

This section appeared to have bad traffic when ithad less travel lanes, causing an angry car driver uproar thatdid
notmake for afavorable biking experience either.

This section sucks. Cars expectcyclists to ride in the gutter. There is no protection from aggressive drivers or
big trucks. People in cars would rather pass a cyclists within aninch of the riders life than use their brakes to
slowdown untilitis safe for THEM to pass (isn'tthathow it works with slow moving vehicles??)

This segmentwas more congested than the one further north, so good to keep 4 lanes in this section.

This works.

Too congested for only 2 auto lanes.

Too much space is given to bicycles

Traffic flows well, bikers are safer.

Traveltime and congestion varied widely in this area yetthe only thing that was reported was averages on the
mainstreet-Folsom. Whatwas the side streetdelay? leftturning delay? variation in travel times.

Turnitbackto conventional bike lanes. BTW --the Summer 2015 picture the riders are riding ILLEGALLY as they
are NOT SINGLE FILE.

Two travel lanes, full center turn lane and protected bike lanes

Way too narrow to feel safe considering the gutter, the pavementdeteriorating where the gutter meets the
asphalt, and vehicle within 3' of riders.

We have 28th stfor cars, keep making Folsom more bike friendly
We have to be willing to suffer some inconvenience to increase safety and the number of people biking. With
the original protected lanes Ifeltcomfortable taking my grandkids. Now Idon't. Butldo appreciate, for myown

safety, the partyou kept. And lam an experienced cyclist, riding 4000+ miles annually.

We need the 4 lanes and acenter turn lane. build aseparate structure for bicycles thatgets them away from
autos and pedestrians

We should go backto having protected bike lanes there.

When did the bike lane getremoved? Ididn'tknow thatitwentback to a4-lane road?
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When itwas narrowed, there was serious congestion atsome times of day.

When there was a protected bike lane, lwas able to take my kid to daycare in a bike trailer along Folsom. ltcuta
mile off of my commute each way.

Where childrenunder the age of 14 are expected to be using paths, they should be more defined and removed
from auto traffic.

Why no other option?

Widen bike lanes, improve sidewalks, but DO NOT REMOVE the four automobile travel lanes.

Widen bike path & protect. Use imminentdomain if necessary & create protected intersections. Lookatyour
top photo. There's no way that Jeep is giving the legally necessary 3'to pass & mostpeople would feel
uncomfortable letting their children ride in aconventional bike lane which should be your barrameter of
success.

With the conventional bike lanes it's scaryriding on such abusyroad.

Works fine

Works justfine as is. This was avery bad streetto experimenton. My confidence in the city was somewhat
restored with this was reversed.

Would like to see more bike protection
Would love alonger protected bike lane

Would love to see the bigger, protected bike lanes go backin. This is a high-traffic area and people drive like
totalmorons.

Would prefer easier/safer bike access to CU with bigger bike lanes. Live in 27th and Valmont.

YOU DON'THAVE FULL CENTER TURN LANES. BETWEEN ARAPAHO AND MAPLETON THERE IS HARDSCAPE.
YOU ARE IGNORING AND SUPPORTING AKNOWN DEFECT IN THE PLAN.

You guys fixed this section. Well done.

You have to be crazy to bike with your kid on Folsom. Streetis too busy with in-commuters. As long as transit
sucks, we are going to have alotofin-commuters. Their bike rate is less than 1%.

You've gotto keep the four lanes of travel -- the two lanes was acomplete failure, especially for winter travel.

Youridiotic lanes made cars cutsharply across the bike lanes to turn. With more room is more opportunity to
avoid aproblem

again,you are solving foranon problem.itwasn'taproblem before and nowyou are putting in place asolution
for 1/10 of the users. Maybe 1/100? Based on volume, cars are much heavier users than bikes.

go backto Summer2015-2car lanes

go backto Summer 2015 with more protected bike lanes
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go backto original lanes

iworkoffofspruce andfolsom,irode mybike more to workas itwas so much easier.
itshould be rightsized again with one travel lane for cars and a protected bicycle lane.

itworks well as itis, and those stick things are really ugly (and they seem to be appearing allover town...horrible
atBoulder Junction)

keepit4lanes.

keepitasitis. Familys rarely use this even with the former test, mostpeople are justgetting somewhere and are
fine with cars.

leave 2 carlanes

make existing bike lanes more obvious (color?)

make itlike itused to be!

move barrier backto original bike lane

prefer "Summer 2015: Two travel lanes, full center turn lane and protected bike lanes"
protected bike lanes

protected bike lanes

putitbackthe way itwas before this stupid fiasco

return to normal. This area has too much car traffic to reduce to 2 lanes. why can'tyou justputup cones on
existing lanes and notdestroy currentflow?

see above
see priorcomment
should go backto fourlanes

single lanes both ways was HORRIBLE traffic jam and slowed progress to make for more pollution by cars
continually waiting to drive forward

stillconfusionif bikers and drivers are not paying attention, whichsome are not.isee near misses and saw
some hits.

summer 2015
summer 2015 was the safestway to travel
the lanes are too narrow. it's scary to ride them.

the protected bike lanes were great! too bad they gottakenout.
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1 the redirectof leftlane only turns onto pine is helpful the merge however into one lane prioris dangerous' the
hairpin leftfrom nortbound folsom onto spruce is dangerous in general the city of boulder makes roadways
more dangerous straightis safer than curved curved/wavy lanes on eastbound pearl approaching 28th are

dangerous
1 the resizing created anightmare for cars traveling on the road. The medians created lots of backed up traffic.
1 there are major north south and eastwestauto corridors now. please stop compromising their volume by

dropping lanes for bikes find altroutes for bikes if standard bike lanes notenough. Why frustrate autos for
convenience of afew bikes? Majority rule?

1 unexpected sharp lane changes could be dangerous and are definitely confusing

1 use protected bike lines like in the last question; ldon'tknowwhat "keep" and "refine" mean in this question



3. Today, the Folsom and Pearl Street intersection has a
dashed green stripe.BEFORE: Skip striping between
bike lane and travel lanes TODAY: Green dashright
turn Based on your experience with the current
treatment, what do you recommend? - comments

Count Response

1 "skip" and "green dash" are euphemisms for "the bike lane degrades and cars are encouraged to crash into
bicyclistatintersections when manydrivers are distracted by other traffic and their maps and whatever else they
are doing". Ithink this is problematic. Atintersection are where cars should be encouraged to go slower, check
mirrors etc. Theyshould notbe encouraged to cutthe corner and kill as many people as possible.

1 Awaste of green paintthathas no meaning to drivers or people from outoftown.

1 Add cones orsome physical barrier

1 Adds to clarity of the lane

1 Again, anything that contributes to safer streets for cycling is a big plus.

1 Anypavementtreatmentthatencourages caution, communication and cooperationamong motorists and

people onbikesis agood thing. Keep it.
1 Anything that clarifies which way bike traffic will travel is helpful for everybody.

1 Are we to automatically knowwhatacoloredroadis supposed to mean? People don'teven know the *current*
rules ofthe road, nor do theyabide by them. Nor do the majority of both drivers and bicyclists know the
rules/laws for bicycles (!) To make matters worse, these rules/laws change spontaneously withoutnotice (to
anyone) as one drives/bicycles from one partoftown to another. Please don'tcomplicate itfurther by now
throwing color-codes into the mix. Instead: Keep bicycles and cars separate, teach drivers how to use the left
lane as apassing lane, notadriving lane, teach everyone the laws thatapply to bicyclists, do notincrease
vehicular traffic (ergo, congestion, frustration, pollution, and accidents, etc.) by taking away their space and
giving itto bicycles, which are anorder of magnitude less in size and thensome in numbers.

1 As abike commuter, Ireally appreciate the bright painttreatment. It makes itclear to motorists thatlam
supposed to existon the street, which makes me feelsafer. For turns, |do really appreciate the green blocks
thatare turning areas for bikes making left turns - like the ones on Valmontand 30th. Thereis notalotof bike
trafficon Pearl, butitseems like asimple treatmentthat makes iteasier to interactoff of the standard routes to
getto where you need to go as abiker.

1 As acyclist, Iwould love to see aprotected lane (with bollards). The green paintbyitselfdoesn'tdo much to
make me feel safe/visible.

1 As no data as proven whether this new process has mitigated either safety or traffic flow, no additional work
should be accomplished if and until the data substantiates a positive ROI.

1 As noted previously, the green - lines are confusing to drivers and cyclists alike. There has notbeen any
education onwhatexactly to do. Ihave seendrivers pull over to the rightto make aright-hand turn as well as stay
to the leftofthe bike lane and turn left. People don'tknowwhatto do.
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Atminimum, keep this improvement. Iwould supportexperimentwith additional measures to remind cars
turning rightthata bike lane exists. |do notthink the green stripes are visible enough, though ldo nothave a

specificrecommendation for something more visible.

Atthis pointldo notunderstand or easily recognize the meaning of the green stripes. They seem differentthan
the way greenis used on streets downtown. This may change over time as familiarity increases.

Bicyclists seem to be the only people who are well versed in whatthe green markings mean. Better signage or
more periodic educational campaigns mightbe helpful.

Both as amotoristand. Biker, Idon\'tfind the greens particularly safe when notbuffered

Butnotnearlyas good as aprotected lane and protected intersection as being done in Salt Lake, Davis, and
Austin.

Can'tsee them as well. HOw about NEON green?
Cars do notrespectthe bike lane and itshould be delineated.

Cars turning across abike lane is among the mostdangerous situations for a biker. Definitely keep and keep
improving!

Certain streets should be justfor cyclists

Color makes biking abitsafer; cars are more likely to notice the bike lane before they turn.

Colorthe whole area GREEN. San Francisco does an amazing job of this and itshows motorists that this is not
an appropriate place to park between cyclists. We all pay for roads through various taxes yetcars somehow
monopolize the roads. Its notunreasonable to paint4 feetofthe road to denote safe cycle passage.
Confusing as itnowis. ltwas more clear during the "before" stage.

Confusing. Whatdoes itmean?

Consider greenboxatintersections that put bikes forward of cars for visibility (Dutch design).

Cyclists do notrespectdrivers trying to turn

Do notdo the Criss-Cross like you had at Folsom and Canyon. Very dangerous. Holland stopped doing that 30
years ago.

Do you really think the people who are aproblem pay any attention to details like this?
Does anyone actually think this is important?

Doesn't make adifference, really, one way or the other.

Doesn'tmatter one wayor the other

Doesn'tmatter. Idrive itall the time and never noticed those green dashes. |do watch carefully for bikes,
though. ljustdon't notice the green painton the street.
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Don'tcare.

Don'tfeel this simple paintjob does much, butno needto remove. | believe the pointis to make the bike lane
more visible to cars. Perhaps this can be done by alternating with other colors, like orange.

Don'tthinkitmakes adifference
Drivers avoid the green dash lanes slightly more than the conventional lanes.

Either go backto the original or use awhite bike symbol--thatwould getthe ideaacross more clearly to me than
greenlines.

Either way is okay
Fix signal timing to allow people walking and people who ride bikes to enter the intersection first.

Forunaccustomeddrivers, signage should explain whatthe green paint means. Visitors may be totally unaware
oftheir meaning.

GREAT FOR BIKERS AND DRIVERS.

Give Bikes and Peds 5 second head start atthe light. * Watch outfor the potholes and buckling pavementon
Pearl/Folsom intersection. It will throw you off the bike.

Go backto the fully protected lanes. Atthe very least keep the green striping.
Good to have better protection for bicyclists

Goodto remind motorists to watch outfor bikes in turn lanes

Greendashis code for "rightturn"? Good to know...

Greenis more noticeable? Feels like the people in cars notice me better nowwhen lam stopped there atalight,
butmayit's justinmyhead!

Greenis nice butlam notsure cars understand it. Ithink yellowwould help better. Thanks!
Greenlines remind me to checkmymirrorto lookfor cyclists.

Green paintis an eyesore and confusing for drivers, especially out of town visitors who have no ideawhatthe
colorcoding means.

Green paintseems to came drivers slightly more conscious of the lane's existence.
Greenstripes do help to clarify the use. ButIstill disagree with removing traffic lanes

Green stripes do nothing to inform an out-of-town driver when to pull to the rightto make arightturn
(especiallywhen the lightis red) nor do anything to solve the problem of seeing cyclists whizzing up behind you
whenyou're signalling arightturn, and there is no way to tell if the cyclistis going straightor turning. If autos are
supposed to turn from the middle of the streetinstead of pulling to the rightfirst, there mightbe apainted
arrow indicating this.
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Green zones encourage bikers to simply ride without paying attention or heed to cars, in the false notion they
are safe nowbecause of some paint. The idea of the paintvs. the behavioral changes ofriders are atodds with

eachother.

Have you educated drivers and cyclists aboutwhatgreen paintmeans? Signage, etc. Road users don'tsee alot
of green paint(in mosttowns)

Honestly Idid not(and stilldo not) understand whatthe greenrepresents. There are solid parts and dashed
parts.

Honestly, mostpeople (including me, an avid cyclistand occasional driver) don'tknowwhat these mean.
Drivers NEED to know whatthese mean. We need a big educational campaign.

Howwould anyone who has notkeptabreastofthese changes/developments knowwhatthe green paint
meant?

lam notsure whatthe dashed green lines mean, as there is no signage explaining whatcars are supposed to do
vis avis the dashed lines.

lappreciate thatthe green paint provides avisual cue for drivers that the lane has apurpose for bikes.
lappreciate the criticism thatthe green striping clutters the intersection and creates distraction. However, lalso
have observed thatitresults in greater caution. Cyclists have greater visibility and get cut off far less from

southbounddrivers turning west.

Ibelieve thatthe green dashing does make drivers more aware of the potential for bicycles in thatarea,
although Ifeel thatcyclists mustyield to cars turning for their safety

Ican'ttell thatit makes any difference. Your questions should allow for this option.

Idon'texperience the green mixing zones as all that different. | think the city should focus on educating
bicyclists thatthe law states thatthey muststop behind the firstcar stopped atalightif it has its right turn signal
on. Thisis aregular mistake |see made by other bicyclists. They tend to ride around them to the rightand try to
getinfrontofthem.

Idon'tknowhow much green paintwill actually help, butthere is no downside in my mind.

Idon'tknowifitcould be applied here, butlreally like the green bike boxes atintersections. Makes me feel really
safe when lam biking.

Idon'tsee the pointofthe ugly greenlines, how are they even remotely different from whatwe had before?
Idon'tthink anyone understands it! Especially the drivers!

Idon'tthinkdrivers notice or understand the changes. Idon'tknowwhattheydo in other bike-friendly cities, but
some refinementis needed to help drivers see & respectthe separation.

Idon'tthinkitmakes adifference atall
Idon'tthinkthe greendoes much, butkeepit, Iguess.

Idon'tthinkthey have much effecteither way, so don'tspend any more money changing it!
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Idon'tthink this makes much of adifference. The green doesn't make the lane any easier to see than when itwas
justawhite dash line.

Idon'tunderstand the dashed white lines implying it's alrightfor cars to cross into the bike lane. I'd rather have a
solid white line straightinto the intersection. Vehicles can turn once they enter the intersection, theydon'tneed
to driftinto the bike lane. Iwould also rather see agreen bike box extend into the intersection.

Ifind the green stripes meaningless particularly since there is no effort made to educate the car driving public.
Drivers need to be educated onrights of cyclists. Cyclists need to be educated on howto use infraproperly and

legally.

Ifind these help with awareness and visibility. Butdrivers stilldon'tunderstand that the dashes mean mixing
zone

Igothiton mybike on Arapahoe and fulsom in the bike lane. Iwas goin straight and the car nextto me was going
right. The car hitmy fronttire spead up and continued to drive.

Iguess keep although lam notsure whatthey mean.
Ihave made rightturns using the far rightas aturn lane when unoccupied, butitis confusing if this is allowed.
There is no signage and this is notstandard practice. Even as locals figure itout, tourists and other visitors will

be continually confused.

llike it, butitis small enough thatitfeels like drivers mightnoteven notice the green. Maybe tabs or grooves
betweenrightturnlanes?

llike the attention thatthe green striping gets from motorists. This could probably be greatly expanded
elsewhere. Anything to joltdrivers outoftheir stupor.

llike the extravisual key.

llike the green for the bikes.

llike the green stripes

Inever even noticed the green striping and Iwalk along thatareaeverycouple of weeks!

I prefer the solid line nearly all the way to the intersection, as before. The greencoloris animprovement,
though doesn'tactualdo much to feel bicycle riders feel safer in an unprotected bike lane.

Isee bikes almostgethithere ALOT! Vehicles turning seem confused.

Ithink I've noticed less cars edge into this space with the green.

Ithinkit's a fine way to remind folks thatthere is a bike lane there.

Ithinksome reflective bumps would be helpful as the green is notalways visible.

Ithink thatthe pointofthe greenlanes is to call attention to bikes in their lane, butthe markings don'tfeel like
adequate protection, considering that the lane is still the same width.

Ithinkthe dashed green stripes are fine.
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Ithinkthe greenis astronger signal to drivers to pay attention for bikes.

Ithink the green stripes are helpful.

Ithink the markings for bike lanes are good

Ithink the striped green helps advise cars thatbicycles are turning. But whatabout pedestrians?

Ithinkthe whole strategy of the green striped section needs to be revisited or atleast needs an education
campaign as neither cyclists nor vehicles knowhowthese sections are supposed to be used.

Ithink this could be alittle more prominentand maybe some more protection/plastic posts before the line
dots.

Ithink this helps better distinguish for drivers when they see it that this is a bike lane... Keepiit.

Ithink this is agreatimprovementand hope thatitcan be expanded. Ihave seen enough texting drivers on
Folsom to wish for protected bike lanes all the way from CU to Valmont.

Ithinkwe should keep the green stripes butl'm notsure drivers really understand what they mean.

Iwould like to see an addition thatis more visible in inclementweather and at nightsuch as embedded reflectors
or reflective paint.

I'm abicyclist, and ISTILLdon't know what this street striping means. AFAIK, this does notcomply with any
national or internatio nal traffic standards, but appears to be some ad hoc scheme perhaps copied from another
"bike friendly" community. My feeling in general has been thatwhen Boulder's traffic engineers "go rogue" with
these types of schemes the results are notnecessarily safer or better. Itonly takes one out-of-town driver
(read:anew CU freshman) unfamiliar with these local, non-standard traffic patterns to create atragedy because
of confusionordistraction.

I'm notconvinced ithelps, butitcan'thurt.

I'm notsure whatthis does? Butremoving itis EXPENSIVE and Boulder has already spentenough tearing down
projects

I'm okay if it makes drivers such as myself more aware of cyclists -- the color seems to do that. Justmake sure
yourepainteach year and/ordon'tletthe greenfade over time.

IF this means keeping the striping and nothing else.

IMO, the currentmarkings make more of animpact.

Ifthose stripes are supposed to draw attention to danger zones, they should be more attention grabbing
If we keep this needs to be consistentthroughoutBoulder

Improves safety, butit's only paint. How about addressing vehicular turning actions and signal timing?!

In addition to striping, signage needs to be better for winter months where striping may be obscured.

Include aseries of Rturnarrows
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Indifferent,

ltdoesn'tadd any newinformationfor me.

Itis aterrific visual for allusers.

Itis confusing since people have notseen this in other cities so visitor could be dangerous

Itis fine, butinsignificantand meaningless. Nor worth spending moneyremoving--or doing elsewhere.
Itlooks like the children of the neighborhood found some green paintand had agreattime!

Itmightbe better if there was some continuous marking though the intersection thatreminded drivers that
there was alane of traffic they may be crossing over

ltreallydoes notmake any difference visually - in fact can be confusing.

It's agreatheads up to right-turning vehicles.

It's ajoke the way itis. Putthe protected lanes in

It's asafety hazard because ithas emboldened the already entitled bicyclists.

It's notclear whatthe green striping means. Appears to have adifferentmeaning in differentplaces;isn't always
presentinthe bike lane;doesn'ttell acar whatto do when itis making arightturn.

It's notmuch, butatleastitmightsignal to afewdrivers thatthey are notwhere theyshould be. (Igetdrivers
encroaching prior to turning all the time either way.)

It's notthateasily visible.

Keep and ticket cars thatuse these boxes as turn lanes. Itoccurs daily and nearly every cycle.
Keep butbetter educate both drivers and cyclists whatthe green treatmentsignifies.

Keep the currenttreatmentwhich clearly demarcates the bike lane.

Keep, butadd back the protected lanes.

Like Isaid, lavoid Folsom every which way possible. Ido notcare whatyou do.

Like it-increases car drivers' awareness of cyclists.

Love the green dash--makes me feel more comfortable waiting in thatlane instead of acar trying to encroach
into the lane to make arightturn.

Love the stripes.
Love these, even whendriving it's agreatreminder

Make itsolid green
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Make solid green rather than dashed.

Maybe add "Blue" zones for pedestrians, where bicycles have to yield to pedestrians.

Maybe yellowwould be better

Meaningless

Moneywould be better spentdealing with the seam between the bike lane and gutter and solving the problem in
the summer ofthere almostalways being water in the gutter--pools in places--because of sprinklers. Those
pools are abigger hazzard in the mornings.

More greenwould help catch motorists eyes and raise awareness

More protected bike lanes please...

Move towards bike protected intersections: http://www.protectedintersection.com

Much more conspicuous for drivers to pay attention to bikes when they are aboutto turnright.

Need more signs warning people to stay outof the bike lanes and give bikes the rightof way when they are
turning right

Nice, nowonly if there was some way to educate out-of-town folks aboutthese...
No comment. Leave itto the bikers

No one ever explained the green paint. lt wasn't necessary. Why confuse people who drive and have no idea
whatvarious paintcolors mean?

No one knows whatthese confusing, arbitrary markings mean.
No one knows what this means.

No opinion. Drivers who didn'tunderstand skip striping aren'tgoing to respectgreen-dashing either. The
green paintwould have more impactif applied consistently throughout the city. Otherwise it's justmore noise.

No realopinionongreendashed lines

Nobody knows whatthe green stripes mean. When I'm on my bike Isure don'ttrustthem to keep me safe.
Notimportant. [do wonder aboutcomposition of the green paint.

Notrequired when differentmodes of transportation are notmixes.

Notsure this is clear enough to keep cars from forgetting bikes may be there and turning into them. Prefer bike
firstsignals and some additional bike box

Notsure wthis one. Cars justwear off the green paintand its awaste of tax payers money.

Notsure whatthe purpose of the green stripes are, compared to the white stripes. It makes no difference
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Notsure.

Notice the uneven pavementin the second picture. Even outthe pavement. Cars tend to swerve into the next
lane when bicycle riders ride to the left of their lane to avoid uneven pavement.

OKbutnotgreat. I'm stillworried someone turning rightwill hitme.

OMG - needing ahandbookto try to understand the markings when I'm driving or cycling is insanely dangerous.
Getrid of these unfamiliar markings. Justleave itthe way itwas and route bike trafficon 28th or 29th or 30th
Street. Five yearolds do NOT belong in the street, and nothing you do will change that. Putthem on the
sidewalk. The goal should never be to getpreschoolers nextto trucks, I'm sorry, thatis notgood public policy
oragooduse of taxpayer dollars.

Or, do whatthe bicyclists wanton this one.

Otherthan some increased visibility, I'm notsure how useful this striping is. lwas disappointed that when the
protected lanes were removed from Pine to Arapahoe, thatthe green striping across all the intersections was
removed as well. Ithink the green striping through the intersections has agreater visibility factor and therefore
creates safer streets for cyclists, pedestrians and car traffic.

Otherwise, inattentive drivers treatitas arightturn lane and block the bike lane atred lights.

Paintis agreatideato increase visibility of bikes on the roadway

Painted road surfaces are slippery when wet.

People from outoftown have NO IDEAwhatthese green markers even mean. How can thatbe safe?

Please extend green striping through the intersection

Prefer solid striping. Also, lhave concerns abouttraction onlarge painted areas in wet weather. Has testing
been done to confirm the large green areas do notpresentaslip hazard, especially since they tend to be located
near streetedges where the crown makes the slope steeper than other parts of the roadway?

Preventcars from passing bikes, justto turnrightinfrontofthem.

Protected bike lanes would make this better.

Protected intersections are even more importantthan travel lanes!

Raising awareness for cars thatthere may be cyclists around is great!

Re, myearlier comment. The greenintersections are confusing, can you drive on the green? Are only bikes
allowed onit? That"greencode"doesn'tworkas no one knows whatitis!

Really no opinion on this -doesn'treally make adifference.
Really?

Reminds cars thatthis is a bike lane
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Remove athrough lane in both directions, as well as the mid-block crossing signals. The signals contributed to
the hostility directed toward the right-sizing.

Return to original skip striping.

Safer. Butlwould notride it.

See previous comment

Seems OK

Seems to alertpeople to bikes

Signage to educate both bikers and cars.

Skip striping seemed fine. Green mats give false sense of security to bikers and confuse cars drivers.
Somedrivers need to have the place for bikes in the intersection more in their face.

Stop making up problems thatdon'texist. We are lucky to have so many bike lanes. Perhaps people should
opentheireyes!!

Sure why not. | believe the markings help to inform drivers and cyclists both aboutwhatshould be done at
intersections.

Thankyou for helping automobile drivers be aware of where bikes travel.
Thatis the ONLY feature acceptable of this projectas itis aSAFETY feature that 'might' wake up amotorist.

The Green s very distracting, causes me to take my eyes offthe road in frontof me, thus far more dangerous
for bikers than the more common and familiar white striping. GO BAKTO WHITE!!!

The bike lane should be solid green

The colored lane striping is the ONLY feature of the test projectto keep - getrid of everything else

The colors don'thelp anything. Idon'tunderstand why anyone would think this is safer than no stripping. Its just
confusing. Lets keepitsimple and clean. Remove all the 'right-sizing' paraphernaliaand repave the mess you've
made of this street.

The dashed striping is nice, butgreen bike boxes in frontof the cars and bike turning boxes would be helpful.
The extragreen painthas no impacton traffic. It's fine.

The green alerts people to the presence of cyclists.

The green bicycle marking makes tons of sense. Itraises awareness of drivers, particularly for people from out
oftownwho are notused to so many cyclists on the road.

The greencolordoes drawmore attention and awareness to the book lanes, whichis good, butthere does not
seem to be aclearunderstanding of whatthe new markings really mean besides "be aware".
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The greenis confusing.

The greenis everywhere and loses its meaning when repeated so much

The green lanes call attention to those areas. Expanding them would be beneficial.

The green lines are the only thing keeping this new system safe in many places! It can be otherwise very
confusing and Irecommend keeping them for sure!

The green paintas itis today helps alert motorists that bicyclists may be around, and helps ensure cyclists have
plenty of space to ride safely.

The green paintcatches your eye when you are driving. This treatmenthas to make the bike lanes safer.
The green painthelps drivers see the bike lane better | think.

The green paintis helpful, butnotatnight! We need reflectors, and ideally something that has sufficientheight
thatcars knowwhen theydrive over them.

The green painttreatmentworks well and should be used, rather than trying to block off (protect) bike lanes. It's
agood visual cue for cars and bikes.

The greenseems to help remind the drivers thatthere may be bikes on their right hand side.
The greenstripes are confusing. Ildon'tthink they should stay.
The greenstripes are fine.

The greenstripes give agood visual cue to rightturning drivers atakey intersection between modes of traffic,
and Ithinkthey're animprovement.

The green stripes help better define the bike lane to motorists who notice.
The greenstripes helps for cars & bikes to be aware
The green striping helps cars to see thatthere's bike lane they are turning into.

The green striping is more easily visible to drivers and tells them to be on the lookoutfor cyclists. Isee no
reason why this should be changed, as itdoesn'timpede drivers whatsoever.

The green strips aren'thorrible, atleast compared to the bollards and cross over lanes painted during the
"experiment", butlhave to wonder if they are really accomplishing anything or if anyone really knows what they
stand for or why they are there. Unless we have acomprehensive, easy to understand plan for marking the bike
lanes thatis consistentthroughoutthe city, we mayjustbe wasn'tmore money, labor, and time to create
useless confusion. And is itreally doing anything to beautiful the city?

The green zones are confusing to motorists.

The markings are very confusing, butif kept may eventually make sense

The meaning ofthe greenstripes is notclear.



Count

Response

The more high visibility, the better. How aboutafewneon yellowstreetsigns thatsay "getoff your phone and
pay attention"

The white dashed lines are clear butthe green paintis nearly gone.

These are beneficial and make drivers aware atintersections.

These are very minor differences that make no difference to me.

These don'tdo anything atall to promote safety.

These greenstripes are agreatsafety feature to ensure cars are aware of bicyclists on their rightas they
approach anintersection. Theyshould be added to other intersections and extend through the intersection for
additional safety.

These manydifferentline and color patterns are confusing. Things weemed to be working well before.

These marking are aplus

Theyjustgive bikers false sense of security and encourage asense of infallibility... I've seen them take stupid
chances with this confusion of entitlementto flauntthe laws of the road.

This definitely helps visually when driving to remember that bikes may be present, and to take care when turning
right.

This draws drivers attention to the factthatthere may or will be bikes in this area. It adds alittle space for cyclists
and pedestrians. Withoutitcars feel free to pullright up and through withoutasecond thought. Case in point
would be the same intersection on Pearl heading East/West. There isn'tthe green striping and cars take up as
much areaas possible. Seriously go watch where cars stop N/S vs. E/W and you'll see the positive impactthat|
believe the green stripes create.

This is greatfor awareness, keep it!

This paintscheme confuses those notfamiliar with localissues.

This seems to be telling the motoristitis OKto drive in the skipped areato avoid aright hooksituation. Is that
whatis intended?

This was awaste of moneyforavery minor change. Removing itwould be another waste of money.

Though it makes little difference, the green patches might make drivers more aware. However if the driver
doesn'tsee the biker, he probablywon't notice the green patches.

Today, greendash turnlane.

Unclear. Did notpreventrecenttraffic/pedestrian fatality.

Unless there is also signage, who knows whatthe "green dash" means?
Use colored chip seal for the entire bike lane.

Use skip striping again
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Useless

Very confusing painting. Someone is going to run over abiker. I really am afraid this will happen. |have seen
many near misses.

Veryconfusing to have something onlyused in Boulder. The dashed white lines are much clearer.
Whatever.

While the green blocks make itmore visual to where the bike lane is, car traffic atthe Folsom and Pearl
intersecting ignore the lanes and try to squeeze by on the rightcreating a 3rd lane so, they can make a quick
rightturn.

Who cares.

Why are we paying to paintthe streets green? People knowwhata bike lane is and howto use it, exceptfor
maybe the bicyclists...They seem to enjoy taking up the entire road whenever they wantto.

Youstill feel very vulnerable with 2 narrow lanes and no protection, but anything that makes drivers more aware
you existis good lguess.

add obstacle between bike and car lane
annoying!

dashed lines are better than simply having the lanes go away atintersections. when that happens, drivers
encroachonwhatshould be bike space atintersections.

don'tcare

greenmakes iteasyto see.you could also putlittle flasher reflector things on the edge of the bike lane so cars
could see where their lane ends.

green paintcan be slippery when wet

green paintisagoodcue --ilikeitalot.

helpful without destroying normal traffic flow.

helps cars knowwhere bikes are

idontcare aboutbikers.

it'sokbutunimportanteither way

it's very confusing

keep the conceptbutsee ifitcan be made abitsafer. by the way why green?? people respond to yellow: like we
do notcross yellowdouble lines. go to yellow. greniis nice as an environmental color notasafetycolor. geen

lite=go;red=stop;yellow/orange= caution. go for safelyand notpretty. duh!

keeps cars outof"my" lane
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marginalimprovement

much ofthe newstriping is confusing and contradictory. This is useless and reduces safety.

no clue whatthe strip means

no ideawhatthe dashed green means.

nobody has adapted to safe use ofaturnlane,same goes for your treatmentofbus only lanes atarapahoe and
63rd whatawaste of moneyon 6 and 8 footwide sidewalks on arapaho eastof 63rd. years of constructionfor
nothing.

painttotal lane green and plastic posts if amustbutsnowremoval with posts tough?

putitback the way itwas before this stupid lab thing

seems safer for cyclists

the solid green (notstriped) bike lane paintis more noticeable.

these greenstripes are very confusing --whatdo they mean?

thisis good! itreminds cars thatbikes belong here and to keep an eye outfor them. this would be good atmore
intersections.

too obtrusive

see gray againstgray pavementanyway

who cares aboutcolor-stop wasting time and money on this road



4.Today, Folsom Street between Canyon and Arapahoe
has conventional bike lanes and a bike box at the
Canyon and Arapahoe intersection.BEFORE: Four
travel lanes, some center turn lanes

and conventional bike lanesTODAY: Four travel lanes,
some center turn lanes, conventional bike lanes and a
bike box at the Canyon and Arapahoe intersection
Based on your experience with the current treatment,
what do you recommend? - comments

Count Response

1 Take out 1 car Travel lane and expand bike lane.

1 A"bike box" really? Whatdoes one do in abike box?

1 Awaste of time and money. KISS.

1 Add cones orsome physical barrier to draw attention to bike lane

1 Add protected bike lanes.

1 After the outrage from drivers aboutthe changes to Folsom, IDO NOT use the bike box. Someone would

certainlyrun me over. lhighlydoubtany bikers feel confidentabout the safety of thatbike box.

1 Again ldon'tsee the pointofthis, Iwould never use anything butthe right hand space when on my bike. |
wouldn'twantto be infrontofawhole line of hostile drivers. I've never seen other people on bikes use this
space to the leftofthe bike lane either.

1 Again this is amatter of consistency throughoutBoulder and educating both drivers and cyclists as to what
these boxes mean. Boulderis veryinconsistentin marking and itis confusing for everyone.

1 Again, I think anything you can do to send anoticeable signal to drivers thatthey need to be careful of bikes is a
positive thing.

1 Again, Iwish for this areato be protected. Ido notuse the bike box because drivers don'tunderstand itand stop
on the bike box. Like the cyclistin the photo, |keep way over to the side, then cross the streeton the crosswalks
instead of turning left with the cars.

1 Again, all the green paintis confusing, evento me and I've lived here for along time! Whatwas wrong with the
way itwas before? Were hundreds of people dying in bike accidents? Solve the car traffic problem here and
workon air pollutionin other ways that work for the majority of people. Light Rail between Boulder and DIA?
Light Rail between Eastand West Pearl/Arapahoe/Canyon?

1 Again, anything that makes cars more aware is good.

1 Again,doesn'tseem to do much to protectbikers.
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Again, fairly useless. Mostofthe positive change | have experienced on myway to CU is from the no rightturn
onred. Thathelped, the bike box makes no difference. You mightconsider thatsignage at Canyontoo. Or why
notallowthe peds/bikes afewseconds of walk before the lightchanges?

Again, no good dataon how this change has either benefitted or detracted from requirements at this
intersection. No additional changes until atransparent ROlindicates what the value of this work has
accomplished.

Again, notsure the "bike box" has reallyimproved anything. Idon't think things were unclear before this. They
actually seemed simpler. Ikind of feel this whole "experiment" has been apoorly thoughtout, poorly
researched attempted to fix something thatwasn'treally broken. Sure itwould be nice to see some
improvements to bike route options, butBoulder already has alotofoptions compared to mostplaces. Putting
up cone zones, splashing colorful paintall over things, and restricting auto traffic so afew people canride side
byside,isn'tgoing to improve the transportationissues in Boulder, or force people outoftheir cars onto bikes
oronto the bus. Better bus routes, more frequentservice, cheaper access to the bus, and bike routes away
from autos and notin "construction" type zones with go further to help, rather than throwing money atpoorly
constructed experiments.

Again, signage to explain whatagreen "bike box" areais for. Unless you know, the green paintis meaningless.
Again, the so-called bike-box helps nothing and makes nothing safer.

Again, these lanes are VERY narrow. The painted bicyle logo doesn'teven fitin the lanes. Would be nice to have
wider bicycle lanes.

Again, why are we paying our taxes to paintstreets green??? If bikers want this much special attention, then they
should pay their own taxes that make these changes, noteveryone else's taxdollars thatdo notrequire any of
this! This entire projectis beyond ridiculous and a perfectexample as to why Boulder is alaughing stock to
other Colorado cities and other states. Why should the majority of the people who drive cars and pay for the
streets, suffer so thatafew people canride their bikes and have no consequences for their actions?

Although Ithink both drivers and cyclists need alittle bitof education regarding they should/should notbe when
stopped.

And bring back protected lanes.

Another greatsafety feature to ensure drivers are aware of cyclists to their rightatan intersection! It helps with
awareness, evenifthereis agreen light. If the lightis red, cars are still able to turn rightif a bicyclistis on the right
side ofthe green box, as depicted in the photo above. Therefore, this safety measure should notimpede traffic
very much.

Anything that helps cars see thatthere is bike lane is helpful.

As acyclist-does the bike boxmean Ishould travelin frontof vehicles stopped atared light? Need
signage/education on proper use.

Atthe veryleast, keep the bike box. Additional protections mightbe nice, too, as this is a heavily-trafficked
intersectionfor both cars and bikes. Given thatalotof CU students -many of whom mightbe from out-of-town
and are unfamiliar with the city's geography - ride this on their bikes, Ithinkit's in the city's interestto ensure that
the students have an infrastructure designed to protectthem.

Better educate whatthe box means to both motorists and cyclists.
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Bigger bike box?
Bike biz is better then striped green lines

Bike boxis confusing - ppldon'tknowwhatitmeans/whatto do. This is such busy intersection, itholds up traffic
turning right, too

Bike boxis fine. Center turn lane is awaste of alane

Bike boxis good. Itwould be even better with protected bike lanes restored in the Spruce to Canyon section,
where itcan help transition smoothly from 2 to 4 traffic lanes.

Bike boxis still simply confusing. Bikes don'tgetin frontof vehicles in the painted areas, Ilived in Portland when
they 'unveiled' this new conceptand the same confusion reigned there.

Bike boxis useless withouta bike specific signal.

Bike boxseems like agoodidea.

Bike boxes are better than nothing. Keep them and continue to repaintthem, as they fade quickly.

Bike boxes are the "sharrows" of intersection treatments--they are window dressing with little actual safety
improvement. Butthey are better than nothing, and perhaps improve cyclist visibility a bit. Aprotected
intersectionwould be abetter choice.

Bike boxes make me feel much safer on abike as Idon'tworry aboutinattentive drivers turning rightinto me.
Bike boxes seem to be animprovementas they give the bicycles more visibility at the intersection. However the
bike lanes between canyon and arapahoe are inadequately narrow and ill-repaired. Additio nally co nflict with the
HOP bus stops often forces bikes to dangerously merge with heavy traffic when the bus sits atastop.

Boxis confusing if you are notused to that.

Boxes are okay, theyencourage cars to be on the lookoutfor bikes AND appear to give bikes the rightto move
up atared lightand be firstto start. But this stretch of Folsom feels like the bike lanes are very narrow, so I'd
rather have lanes widened even green paint wentaway.

Bring back protected bike lanes.

Bring back the protected lanes

Can'tsee thatitis making any difference and color coding is confusing to tourists and others.

Conventional bike lanes are fine. Sto p wasting time and tax money.

Conventional bike lanes seemed to workwell. Bike boxis confusing and leads to uncertainty for both bikers and
cardrivers.

Could be better /more protected.

Cyclists and autos should notbe onsame streets
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Definitely keep the bike box. In my experience the cars definitely tend to keep outofthatspace when there are
bikes around.

Do notknowwhat a Bike Boxis supposed to do

Do notunderstand your question concerning the "Canyon and Arapahoe intersection." No intersectionof
these streets exists. Also, see my commentabouttraction during wet weather for the green-painted bike box.

Does anyone knowwhatabike boxis?? This is the onlyone intown Iknow of and whatis the purpose. Do bikers
and cars knowhow to use this?

Doesn't make adifference

Doesn'tmake sense to allow bikes to pile up atstop lights infrontofcars. The cars are in aline, the bikes can be
inaline also

Don'tcare.

Don'tunderstand howthat's used. Does itmean bikes can pull ahead in frontof the cars? Confusing.

Don\'tlike unbuffered bike lanes especially between cars

Drivers can legally go rightonred. Cyclists need to stop atthe rear bumper of the firstcar at the light.

Drivers routinely stop in the bike box. Remove the second white stripe abutting the crosswalk thatseems to
confuse them. Even withoutacar in the bike box, itis awkward to use itwhen cycling because itrequires avery
tightturn. Increase the length of the bike boxso cyclists can use itmore comfortably.

Either way is okay.

Everyone knows Boulder has alotof bikes. Adding abunch of eyesore, confused road markings does nothing
butwaste moneyand create eyesores of unwanted and unnecessary painton the roads. Stop with the signs,
road marking etc.

Explanatory butsimple keyin box

Forallthe reasons listed onthe Pearland Folsom intersection. Allyou have to do is look atthe photos included.
The green bug in the first photo is right on the line. 3' to pass rule? Doesn'tseem to apply within the city. The car
in the second photo has stopped properly at the white traffic line and offers the cyclist alittle buffer. This is huge
having this little space when negotiating the streets. Italso allows the cyclistto getaslighthead starton the
trafficand come closer to the speed the cars are traveling. I think having some uniformity around speed of
movementhelps all the way around. When there are large differentials this is what causes the problems for all.

Goodway forallto be aware

Green paintdoesn't make anyone safer. How about adjusting light timing to allow bikes and walkers an early
startacross the intersection?

Green paintto the Nis between intersections. What s the difference and how s abiker or driver to know what
greenmeans whenthere is notaconsistentuse? Same for University. Oh, here's anideafor you--paintthe
entire bike lanes green--NOT!
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Have consistentintersections so everyone knows whatto expect. People getdistracted when they are trying to
figure outwhatdifferent markings mean and distraction is dangerous, particularly to cyclists.

Helps me see the bikers which is SO helpfulfor everyone

Here's another treatmentldon'tthink allusers understand. It's challenging when in many scenarios bikes
should notpass motor vehicles and here itis encouraged. Much as | hate excess signage, Iwould encourage
something thatencourages move to the front. And don'tforgetto share the cute Lego video on bike boxuse!

Honestly, ihaven't paid much heed to this feature. I'll try to notice nexttime. Sounds good on paper/monitor.
Perhaps expand elsewhere.

Howdoes the bike boxhelpme? I'm notgoing to getinfrontofthe cars evenifthereis agreenbox.

lalmostgotmajorlysquished here lastweek. :-( Idon'tknowwhat the answer is. Iride both cars and bikes here.
Cars are justbadly behaved, and I never see anyone enforcing the law. Chattanoogadid a thing recently where a
bike cop with acamerastopped cars, showed them whatless than 3 feetlooks like to acyclistand educated on
what the lawwas. Mostdrivers hadn'tthoughtofitfrom thatviewpoint. Folsom would be agood areato do that.
Slowenough to catch the carson abike!!!

lam notsure why abike boxis useful or helpful atthatlocation. I'd prefer to see itremoved. Of course, thatis
notin keeping with radically multi-modal orientation of the City, so Idoubtthatany amountoffeedback like

mine will make any difference, butlapplaud your interestin myopinion.

Ibike commute alotand am confidentin mixed traffic, butldo notfeel comfortable using the bike box as the
designers intend. Ithinkitbegs drivers to be aggressive with their throttles and horns.

Ildo notunderstand a"bike box"
Idon'teven notice the difference and Iride this all the time.
Idon'tsee thatitdid anygood. And it's confusing.

Idon'tsee whatthe bike boxis supposedto do. The picture shows acar stopped atitand line the cyclistin the
picture, lwould stay to the rightand notbe in frontof the car, so whatis the purpose?

Idon'tunderstand the bike box

Idon'tunderstand the bike box. [tdoes notmake sense to putbikes infrontof cars, particularlywhen most
people unfortunately are on their phones in some way while driving. And, again with the traffic patterns...it
would be good to notantagonize the drivers in Boulder (many of them who are also cyclists). Slowing traffic
doesn'tgetpeople outoftheircars, itjust makes them angry.

Idon'tunderstand the purpose of the "bike box."

Idon'tunderstand the purpose of the bike box. Ifitis to mean thatcars should be behind bikes, then thatis
illogical. If there is that much traffic, a bike either needs to exist with the cars (to make aleftturn, forexample), or
cross like apedestrianin two segments. Plus, itis confusing to cars making rightturns.

Ifind the green paintareas scary because Idon'tknowwhat I'm supposed to do ornotdo as adriver. [knowhow
to scanfor cyclists. lexpectthem to ride on the rightexceptforintersections where they need to turn, and
otherwise cross with the lights. KEEP IT SIMPLE!
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Ifind this to be confusing for both cyclists and drivers-- cyclists don'treally use it because as soon as the light
changes they have to getbackover anyway. Drivers oftenignore itto turnrightonred.

Igenerally appreciate bike boxes when more protected bike space is notpossible.

Ihave no clue whata"bike box" is. Is itanything like a batter's box?

ljustdon'tsee how letting bicycles pass stopped cars to bunch up togetherinfrontofthem so thatwhen the
lightturns green, the whole line of cars (which are quicker, faster vehicles) needs to drive at 1/4 speed until the
boxclearsinorderto getaround the bicycles. More congestion, more detriment, etc., etc.

llike 'bike boxes'! (and now Iknow what they are called)

llike the bike box. Especiallyifitwere legally enforced to keep cars outof the bike area.

llike the bike boxes and the intersection striping. Would love to see aprotected and wider bike lane.

llove the stripes and bike boxes! Keep those up.

Inever knewitwas called abike boxorwhatpurpose itis supposed to serve. Whydoes itgo infrontofcarlane?
Inever notice the bike boxso Idon'thave an opinion. lam aware of the cyclists, notthe color on the pavement.
Istill feel thata protected bike lane would be the bestoption.

Ithink the bike boxis agoodidea

Ithink this configuration is good butthe signal timing needs to be adjusted to allow bikes and peds to enter the
space first. Consider adding aseparate cross signal for bikes.

luse this bike box often! However, there are also many times when | pullinto this intersection as acyclist and
the bike box has cars in it. With this being the ONLY bike box that I know of in the city, and there isn'tone in the
opposite direction of traffic at thatintersection, Idon'tthink car drivers are aware of whata bike boxis,or how
to useit. Iwould love to see more bike boxes atall the major intersections along the Folsom and 30th street
corridors...I've cycled in Portland, OR where bike boxes are acommon occurrence and seen both cyclists and
car drivers navigate them with ease. So, Ithink having more of them in Boulder would actually increase their
success because theywould justbecome an accepted part of traffic culture in this city.

Iwould go backto protected bike lanes and two lanes of traffic.
I'd like to see apedestrian safety box.

I'm neutral on this feature. It seems to impede right turning vehicle traffic a bit, but getting bikes outslightly
ahead of cars atstoplights has apositive impact.

I'm notexactly sure of whatit's supposed to do orifdrivers even see it!
I'm notsure of the purpose ofthe box. lwish more info had been disseminated on how the decisions were

made. Whatdo other cities do, whathas been found effective where, why were these specificroutes chosen?
Iris is stilldangerous. lhope thatthe dangerous parteastof 30this improved by the currentconstruction.
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I've never noticed these 'bike boxes'and I'm notsure whatthey are supposed to accomplish. Ifis to put bikes in
the lane with the cars thatseems very dangerous. Why would you do this on purpose? Are you trying to get
people hurt?

Improvements are good, butmore separation would be better. This intersectionis still scary as hell.
Indifferent.

Itis RIDICULOUS thatthe bus canstop inthe bike lane!!! Stupid.

It's notclear whatbikes and cars are supposed to do there

It's over killand confusing... no one understand what a 'bike box' eveniis.

Just make the whole thing go away.

Justputitbackthe wayitwas before itall started. No more weird markings.This is Braille to mostfolks. As |
mentioned earlier, five year olds and the elderly should notbe the targetof this public policy. These vulnerable
riders belong onthe sidewalkor on bike paths. They are notcommuting to work, why do they need to be in the
street? Idon'tunderstand the thinking here, and as an ardent cyclist, lunderstand the public outcry. Your policy
is notpractical, is notresponding to real needs. Whatyou need to do is make cycling safer for adults who are on
the fence, notfor the mostvulnerable. No preschoolers on the blacktop. Creek pathis for them. Families don't
ride with their kids to work atrush hour, theydon'tneed this approach. There are plenty oflovely places for the
timid and vulnerable to ride.

Keep bike box, add protected bike lane

Keep bike box. Reduce speed limit, make shared lanes w/bikes and cars.

Keep onlythe colored bike lane differentiation - getrid of everything else from test

Keep the bike box butadd protection. Verydangerous intersection for cyclist today

Keep the bike box, and find away to add protected bike lanes all the way to campus. lam notahuge biker, but |
live inthe area (DepotJunction) and drive this streetregularly. It has to be one of the busieststreets for bikes in

allofBoulder. Isee ahuge need for asafe north-south connection on thatside of town.

Keep the bike box. Any green painttreatmentprovides agood visual cue and keeps the traffic flowof both bikes
and cars from getting too tight.

Lanes are narrow. It's scary to ride a bike through this section, butthe green paintimproves the situation. I'm
notsure whether the bike boxes are used. Istay to the rightin the bike lane atthatintersection.

Lanes narrow and bumpy.
Like bike box.
Lots of traffic here. Canyon & Folsom was ahorrible corner for bike accidents prior to 2015.

Love the bike box. Aprotected lane would make sense here too.
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Make aprotected bike lane. People don'tdrive the speed limit, they drive atthe rate thatseems safe to them.
Narrowing the streetresults in slower speeds, which is safer for bikers, pedestrians, AND car drivers.

Make awider bike lane. Elevate itfrom car lanes. Incorporate the bike line into the sidewalk. Include a
walking/pedestrian lane. Make it like the bike lane on Broadway from 20th Streetto Arapahoe. Also remove bus
stopping in bike lane. Isuffered amajor concussion and broken pelvis while trying to pass astopped/loading
HOP bus while on my bike on March 31, 2015. Had to merge into the leftcar lane. Butwhen Ilooked over my left
shoulder, Iwobbled and crashed. This is averydangerous mix of bikes and cars area. I'm lucky to be alive.

Make more apparent

Make more bike friendly

Makes ittoo confusing for both drivers and riders

Makes right hand turns on red confusing. Also itwould be nice if 'No right had turns onred' were eliminated
throughoutthe city.

More protected bike lanes please...

More protection for the bike lane would be better.

Mostaccidents happen atorinintersections due to volume. Bikes are atriskmore in this area.
Move toward bike protected intersections http://www.protectedintersection.com

Much more clearinrecognizing the presence of bikes and therefore safer.

Need straight thru bike lane NOT in front of the cars.

Needs better bike and pedestrian facilities.

Needs to be clearer atnightand in the rain.

Neither cyclists or drivers seem to know what to make of this.

Never turnrightfrom here - didn'tknow the bike box was there.I'm good either way.

No one ever introduced bike boxes to explain how bikers and drivers are supposed to use them,so no one
uses them.

No one knows whatthese confusing, arbitrary markings mean.

No one knows what this green box means, howthey are supposed to reactto it. Itis confusing. Locals maylearn,
visitors will be confused always.

No opinion
No strong feelings.

Notice uneven pavementin both photos.



Count

Response
Now bikes block the x-walk for me when Iwalk. Hate these!
Omitthe markings in the mvlanes. Keep & enhance the bike lane markings

Once again, creative painting and "bike boxes" mean nothing to drivers from outoftown and they impede the
flow of traffic.

One motor vehicle lane and aprotected bike lane, Please!

Or do whatthe bicyclists feel is best.

People who aren'tfamiliar with this design can easily no understand what the hell to do.

Perhaps, move the bike box back so cars (and bikes) turning right can still do so withoutinterference.
Please add protected bike lanes here, and continue them through to the Boulder Creek Path.

Please consider expanding the protected bike lanes!

Protectcyclists from right-turn vehicles (particularly CU construction traffic at Arapahoe) by installing cement
or plastic dividers.

Protectus from cars with abarrier. We want to survive our commutes.

Protected

Protected Bike lanes and single lane of traffic in either direction.

Protected lanes are safer

Putabike path adjacentto arenewed/repaired sidewalkand move on. Quitscrewing around. This is adding
aggravationto people's lives thatjustdon'tneed aggravated. Rather than blowing money on this airy fairy stuff,
repair the roads.

Putup agreatbig sign atthe intersection explaining what the hell a"bike box" is!

Reduce traffic lanes. This still prioritizes vehicle traffic over other users (and rightnow Idrive more often on this
streetand am concerned for the cyclists). Keep bike box. Alostminute or two for cars is nothing comparedto a
human life. Cars may also use 28th for north south, but Folsom is importantlink for bikes in this direction.
Remove athrough lane in both directions of Folsom.

Remove bike box.

Remove double leftturn lanes from Folsom to Canyon Westbound, visibility is poor for turning autos with high
potential to hitsouthbound peds and cyclists.

Remove the bike box. For bikes going straight or turning rightthere is room to queue in the bikelane
Ridiculous

Safer. Again, Iwillnotuse it.
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Safety hazard. Instead of aggressively "encouraging" bicycling, encourage differentbike routes.
Same commentas before.

See previous comment, ticketdrivers at Folsom/Arapahoe thatuse the box as aturn lane.
Seems confusing.

Seems like with resurfacing and perhaps by taking out partofthe island we could getback a protected bike lane
and still allow two lanes of traffic. Thatwould be nice.

Some people don'treallyunderstand the role of the bike box versus abike lane.

Stillgothiton Arapahoe and Folsom

TONS OF BIKES THERE SO GREAT IDEA...

Thatgreenreally alerts drivers to the presence of cyclists. They are more likely to give cyclists a safe space.
The "bike box" is confusing and ugly. Idon'tknow where to position myself when I'm cycling throughit, and |
don'tknowhowto drive throughit(rightturns, anyone?) when I'm in my car. And AFAIK, there is no "Canyon
and Arapahoe intersection" as referred to in this question.

The Bike lane needs better separation from the car lanes.

The bike boxinfrontofcarsis unnecessary.

The bike boxis GREAT! Please add the bike box to all similar intersections.

The bike boxis animprovement. | like thatthere is space for bikes to congregate atthe frontofthe lane and
clear traffic before itstarts turning and there's ariskof getting right hooked.

The bike box s fine, butdo notexpectpeople to honorit. Rode my bike too many years to trustanything.

The bike boxis misleading to riders. lassume itis used at this sortofintersection because there is no rightturn
onred, and to allowbikes to queue-jump atsuchintersections. That's only permissible if the first car stopped at
the lightdoesn'thave it's right turn signal on. Unfortunately, I thinkitencourages the unsafe behavior where
cyclists always think they can pass stopped cars atalight. Idon'tbelieve the law allows for queue-jumping the
firstcar (stopped atthe light with its right turn signal on) even whenitis posted thatthere is no turnonred. The
bike boxes should be removed.

The bike boxis unnecessary and doesn'tmake sense--cars should nothave to wait behind bikes.

The bike boxis unnecessary and people don'tknowwhatitis for anyway.

The bike boxes actuallyseem to be honored by more cars...

The bike lanes, as you can see in your photo, do nothave level pavement. Hence, bicycles tend to keep left,
close to traffic. If the pavementwas level, perhaps bicycles would ride in the center of the bicycle lane. Keep the

greenbox!

The conventional lanes are crowded there at peak times.
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The double turn lane here seems necessary for traffic flow. I'd prefer asafer treatmentfor bikes since this
stretchis so busy, especially with students, butlcan live with the currenttreatment.

The factthatyou have offered four different questions over such ashortstretch ofroad means thatitis over-
engineered and confusing.

The green bike boxes are safer for bikers because they can enter the intersection before cars. Do theyalso
reduce red-lightrunning because cars need to stop farther back?

The greenis confusing--the meaning unclear.

The green paintis nice, butafull lane bike boxis notneeded and potentiallyimpedes right-turning cars at the red
lightwhen there is justone bicycle waiting.

The green zones are confusing to motorists and cause undue congestion.

The surveyrequires me to answer this question, but |have notused this sectionof Folsom, so lhave no
opinion.

The visual mass of bike boxes and gathering up ofriders creates asafer interaction atintersections. This
conceptshould be expanded and modeled upon traffic flowfor scooters in Taiwan as agood example of how to

integrate differenttravel modes in congested areas.

There is no signage to indicate if "stop here" refers only to when there are bicycles present, or always. The box
effectively eliminates the legal rightturn on red atthis intersection.

There should be protected bike lanes on Folsom Streetbetween Canyon and Arapahoe.

These are better than the dashed striping but again, protected intersections are the single biggest
improvementalong withsome bollards thatyou could make for everyone's safety!

These are too slippery. Also kind of pointless.

These green bike boxes are stupid. Don'tyou know your own city traffic laws? Bicycles are notallowed to
overtake the first vehicle stopped atared lighton the right when the car has its right turn signalon. Let alone
poolingroupsinfrontofthem.lrememberlearning aboutthis lawway backin elementary and middle school
bike safety classes. ljustchecked, and itis stillon the books... These bike boxes encourage breaking the law and
UNSAFE bicycling! Remove them!

Theyneed more frequentrepainting as it fades quite quickly.

This change improves space for cyclists atabusyintersection.

This intersection feels better on abicycle;itseems cars are more aware of me when I'm there. However, Iwould
like to see afully protected lane added.

This intersection is a DEATH TRAP. Buy up the Subway shop and make itwider and safer for all.

This intersection is extremely confusing, and can'tbe understood by either cyclists or drivers interms of "road
rights" and responsibilities. This hasn't helped at all.
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This intersection is still very challenging for southbound, left-turning bicycle riders. Cars seem to noteven
consider thatabike rider mightwantto turn leftusing the car lanes with the protected arrow. If there is away to
make this amore obvious choice thatcan be shared by bikes and cars thatwould be great. Bike boxes and green

paintare animprovementfrom before.

This is acase where as amotoristor abicyclist|do notknow whatto do with the "bike box". Why is itthere and
whatare the traffic rules?

This is achallenging intersection, the bike box is anice buffer zone where numerous bikes can safely waitfor the
green light.

This is avery busy areaand itneed to have its own bike lane with aborder. Cars frequently pull into the green
bike areawhen making arighthand turn.

This is an unsafe option for bikes. Idon'tchoose to ride in the narrow, unprotected bike lanes when I have a
choice. Multi-use sidewalks are far safer.

This is like abike and pedestrian death trap. Drivers are always impatiently trying to turn leftorrighthere. The
only thing thatseemed to improve my feeling of safety here was the protected lane.

This is nice, llike it. Folsom bike lane is very narrow in this right of way, both in absolute width and the shoddy
curb cuts thatsqueeze you into traffic. Could these be redone so the entire bike lane is partofthe concrete
curb?

This is the mostdangerous partof my commute the bike lane is narrow compared to state standards.

This mayincrease cyclistsafety. You should really be basing this decision on statistics, as there is no apparent
downside for drivers (thatlcan think of).

This prohibits orimpedes legalrighton red turns.
This section of Folsom has the highestlevel of cyclistand pedestrian travel, and the worstfacilities! There's not
even afreaking sidewalkon one side of the streetfor partofit! Growaset, Cityof Boulder, and getus protected

facilities!

This sectionof Folsom, between Arapahoe and Canyon, is in bad shape. Potholes, lots of driveways, Buses
stopping in the bike lane.

This seems to be good also.

This was awaste of moneyforavery minor change. Removing or refining itwould be another waste of money.
Today, keep bike box.

Two lane and protected bike lane

Unfortunately this is as good asolution as our city will likely allow to take place. We all know that the safest
bicycling cities in the world have raised lanes. Has our organization had aconversation abouthow wide bike

lanes are and how much room cyclists should give other cyclists to pass? If aserious roadie wants to pass a
touristonacruiser,howmuch space is reasonable and does our currentinfrastructure supportthat?
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Unless oruntilmore can be done here, this is good as itdoes setthe pedestrian/bikeway off from the lane for
turning vehicles.

Unnecessary and dangerous.
Use conventional bike lanes

We had been assured thatwe'd getused to the new format. I stillhave notheard one positive comment-and |
know quite afew people who use their bikes for transportation (mostwere myformer students).

Well, maybe keep butnotsure whatthey mean.

Whatexactly is a 'bike box'? See my previous note aboutnew green markings notbeing well known.

Whatis a"bike box" for? Ididn'teven know it was there. Stop confusing people.

Whatis abike box?? Looks ugly and have no ideahowto navigate it.

Whaton earthis abike box? What's itfor?

What's a "bike box"? The paintand barriers and flashing lights are incredibly confusing and distracting.

What's a bike box?

What's the purpose of abike box? Itlooks like the biker pictured in the "Today" picture is in the exactsame spot
as the biker in the "Before" picture, and the only thing differentis thatlarge driver attention distracting green
areawhich apparently serves little purpose beyond making astatement.

Who cares

Why notkeep the same striping as at Pearl? The problem with having multiple treatments to give visibility to
cyclists is thatdrivers getconfused. Is differentyield behavior expected for stripe vs. box? Consistency will also
make things feel less distracting to drivers.

Works justfine for me as acyclist. And adriver.

You either have to make these intersections "no rightonred", or remove the boxes. Vehicles are currently
ignoring them. ldon'tbike enough to know whether boxes actually make bikes safer.

You should have awhatever column.
add obstacle between bike and car lanes
add pylons

again, confusing

bikes need aplace to stop inorder to avoid right-turning vehicles so the green boxes atintersections mightbe
okay to stay

change color.
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currentmarkings are probably more relevant.

don'tunderstand "Box"

experimentwith making bikers continuing through the intersection more apparentfor cars aboutto turn right).
(perhaps abike-only green lightfor rush hour times thatallows bikes to start moving before cars gettheir green
light)

helps drivers see bikes

i like the bike box (although inever noticed before and Irode up and down folsom every day!)

improve to reduce the frequentrighthooks

make itone car lane

make protected bike lane

marginalimprovement

new configurations can be confusing to residents and especially tourists

no comment/no thoughts

no one seems to know HOW TO USE the bike box - if it will remain there needs to be more education for both
cyclists and drivers on howto use itproperly

notanintelligentquestion and astupid survey function if one has to pickone of 3 bad answers to astupid
question

notsure if this works...there is no canyon and arapahoe intersection, btw
protected bike lanes, please. be sure the bike box green paint, striping is fresh.
putitbackthe wayitwas!!!

remove green box

the bike boxis helpful. It's scary when cars catch up to you mid-intersection as they can bleed into bike space on
the far side of the intersection and squeeze you. Wider, protected lanes are more effective.

this is really great! leaves plenty of space for bikes and brings awareness to drivers! this needs to be done atall
big intersections where there could be bikes!!! pearl and 28th. 30th and pearl. 28th and valmont. 30th and

valmont. foothills and valmont. etc.

whatis abike box?



5.Today, Folsom Street between Arapahoe and Taft has
buffered bike lanes. BEFORE: Two travel lanes, center
turn lane and conventional bike lanesTODAY: Two
travel lanes, center turn lane, and buffered bike lanes
Based on your experience with the current treatment,
what do you recommend? - comments
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Add protected bike lanes

Alittle confusing without something blocking out the divider strip (between white lines).
Add bollards

Add bollards.

Add bollards.

Add some bollards or such to separate the cars from the bikes.

Addsome sortofphysical barrier or marking

Adding bollards to reduce carintrusioninto the bike lanes and prevent people from temporarily parking in the
bike lane would be appreciated.

Again, | like the separation between the cars and bikes. Itfeels safer when I'm on my bike. Ithinkitwould be even
better to have off street bike lanes /paths and stop trying to force the mixing of bikes and cars.

Again, I'm acyclistand I have no ideawhat this striping represents. Do Iride where the green picture tells me or
where I'm used to riding: between conventional bike lane striping? Presumably everyone involved understands

the acronym "KISS"?

Again, itwasn'tneeded before. You add space or lanes for something wheniit's congested, notin the hopes of
increasing usage.

Again, no good dataon how this change has either benefitted or detracted from requirements at this
intersection. No additional changes until atransparent ROlindicates what the value of this work has
accomplished.

Again, safer. Slightimprovement. lavoid this section.

Again, the markings are inconsistentand there are no bollards here which confuses drivers. You need to figure
outaconsistentmarking method for the entire areaand keep itsimple.

Allow pedestrians to use the throughway for events at CU thatcause large crowds

As acyclist | like the flexibility of the buffered bike lanes. I think they improve safety and do notprevent cyclists
from avoiding obstacles.
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As from Valmontto Pine, this section of Folsom has never feltdangerous to ride to me. It has little to do with
the road itself and everything to do with itbeing less busy with fewer side streets and business entrances. Don't

bother thinking about this section.

As to the north, the bikers do notfeelunsafe since only asmall percentage of them wear helmuts. Thatis avery
good measure of howbikers feeland you don'tcountit, as far as [have seenonyourreports.

Bad ideawhich needs to be returned to the way itwas.

Barrier to separate the bike lane from the traffic lane. Was justaboutrun over by aFedEx truck yesterday. He
was driving down the marked bike lane. Buffer does little to protectarider from aggressive or distracted
motorists

Barriers would be safer

Based onthe factthatl've seen no real difference in the bicyclists use of the streetand have never seen
convincing evidence of frequentaccidents atall, letalone because of "smaller" bike lanes Iwould say there is no
need to make the vehicle lane skinnier to accommodate a "buffer" lane.

Buffer = better!

Buffer is better than bollards, but wasted expensive roadway seems unnecessary. Irecommend returning to
"BEFORE" configuration.

Buffer lane is good for the higher use CU traffic. But, again remove the painted surface as itis redundantand
dangerous

Buffered bike lane is good. No bollards, hurray! Green indication is easy to understand.
Buffered bike lane is nice butldon'tthink it needs to be as wide as currentlyimplemented.
Buffered bike lane with bollards or other physical separation would be animprovement.

Buffered bike lanes are agood compromise and mightbe agood approach for the section between Pearland
Arapahoe.

Buffered bike lanes are good, especially when there is on-street parking and a big hazard of getting doored,
which obviouslydoes notapply here butitis good nonetheless.

Buffered bike lanes are safer. They feel safer especiallyon curves.

Buffered is better than conventional, butnotas good as protected. Busses still interfere with lane, as can heavy
traffic, debris, etc.

Buffered is fine there because the streetis wide enough to accommodate it.
Buffered lanes workwell.
Buffering is far less stressful than astripe.

Buffering is fine when trafficisn'timpacted by removing vehicle travel lanes.
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Buffering is good, butwe could do better by putting up some pro'.
Buffering is notneeded.

Car traffic is the greater volume and should be the priority. Return to two lanes. Standard bike lanes are more
than sufficient.

Colored chip seal for the entire bike lane.
Conventional bike lanes are adequate. Stop messing with traffic.

Currentsetupis animprovement, butas with the other sections of Folsom, Iwould love to see afully protected
bike lane (notjust paint).

Cyclists and autos should notbe in same streets

Don'tknow.
Don'treally have apreference on this one, either way works, there's plentyof room and no problem.
Excellent. Much better than before.

Extrabuffer space is abig bonus and doesn'timpede or otherwise affect traffic in any way, as the streetis wide
enough to accommodate the full auto lane in addition to the buffered bike lane in both directions.

Getrid of the buffer. Protect.
Go backto the conventional bike lanes. What was wro ng with that??

Goodsection. Only afewdriveways. From Colorado to the creekitneeds to be re-paved after all the heavy
construction equipment. Make sidewalks wider!

High volume of fast moving traffic

How aboutarumble strip in the barrier. They are super good atwaking drivers up before theykillsomeone. So
long as bikes have room to overtake each other withoutriding the strip then why not?

lam fine keeping this as is. There seems to be adequate space for both the auto lanes and the bicycle lanes. (As
an aside, walking up to CU to teach this semester, lam amazed athow many cyclists take to the sidewalk
northbound onthe eastside of Folsom! There is notenough space for both bicycles and pedestrians and Istep
into traffic to let the bicycles by. Seems crazy to me when there is anice bike lane rightthere.)

Idon'tdrive on this partso cannotcomment

Idon'tfind this section very differentwhether lam driving, walking or biking.

Idon'tknow.

Idon'tsee very much bike traffic.
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Idon'tthinkthe buffering looks like buffering. It looks like a bike passing lane, so remove it. Itis safer to have
wider lanes for cars (especially since Boulder doesn't plowthe ice off of the roads in the winter) than to have

bike passing lanes.

Idon'tuse this stretch ofroad. Only for CU students lwould think. A paintstripe onthe groundis notgoing to
stop acar from hitting a bike no matter where you putthe stripe.

Ihaven'ttraveled this stretch of road for about 30 years, so don't have afeelfor the trafficload and speeds. But
itlooks like alower speed and volume road than Folsom between Arapahoe and Spruce, anditdoesn'tseem to
impede the auto traffic, so llike the buffer zone between the car and biker lanes, and the green appears to be far

enoughremoved from the cars to notbe distracting.

llike the buffer, butthe striping is confusing. Some cyclists ride between the white lines thinking itis a bike lane.
Justmake aproper curb-protected bike lane

llike the buffering.

llike the idea of the buffered lane, but markings are alittle confusing. Looks like another lane.
llike the postseparating the cars from the bike lanes.

Ilike the wide bike lanes.

llove having the buffered bike lanes. Having thatextra bitof space between me as acyclist, and car traffic
provides awider marginof error for automobiles thattend to strayinto the bike lanes.

llove this partbecause then | can pass other cyclists safely

Inever drive here, no opinion. The questionnaire required an answer
Inever found this stretch of Folsom bothersome.

| prefer this setup, butdon'tpersonallyride this sectionof Folsom.

Ireally like these wider buffered bicycle lanes. When riding south, and you getto the bike lane south of
Arapahoe, you breath asigh ofrelief.

Isee alotofpassing bikes here, and it's nice to keep the traffic to the leftedge.
Ithink buffered space onlong straight sections works well. It keeps cars from coming too close. ltis notvisually
distracting and provides reasonable flexibility. "botdots" or similar thathelp remind cars of their space is a

possible enhancement.

Ithinkit's actually a little unclear what's going on here. Itlooks like a bike lane next to traffic, with on-street
parking. Isuggestadding bollards to keep drivers out of the buffer and bike lane.

Ithinkit's fine
Ithink the buffered bike lanes are unnecessary, butif they are notreducing the traffic flow, it's fine to keep them.

Ithink the students feel much safer on this segmentwith buffered lanes especially on the curve.
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Ithink this areaworks fine now. Itis marginally better than before when I bicycle, and made no difference to me
when ldrive. Please don'tadd bollards here.

Ithink this is pretty good, butldon'tride this section very often. So myopinionis short.

Ithink this is working fine and from the cyclsit's perspective it's animprovement over whatwas there. As a
driver, Ifind these markings somewhat confusing - if the bike is in the far right, who goes between the dashed
lines?

Iwish we could do this more, butcan't. here it makes sense

Iwould keep this mainly because of the waste of the taxpayer's dollars in changing itback to the original status. It
shouldn'thave happened in the firstplace.

I'd still like some actual protection. And these views are southbound. Northbound at Taftis treacherous due to
vehicles underestimating bike speeds.

Ideally, protectthe bike lanes (rather than just buffer)
Itappears thatspace is being wasted.
Itis better marked, notabetter experience.

Itis nice to putsome space between the bike lane and the traffic lane, butonlyas long as itdoesn'tcongest
traffic by cutting down on capacity.

ltused to scare me that the bikes did nothave enough space.

It's amazing whatthatsecond line provides. Itseems safe enough that leven bike there while pulling a trailer at
times.

Justadd some flap down bollards where ever possible!

Justimpedes traffic. Bikers and drivers are thrown into confrontation over these meaningless changes. For
example:your pedestrian crossings are seriously abused by bikers, unwilling to go 20 extrayards to the regular
traffic signals...they'd rather run over pedestrians and sto p traffic!

Keep as is, but perhaps reducing the speed limitfor cars???

Keep the buffered bike lanes.

Keep them, butmaybe add bollards! yeah!

Keep. Drivers don'tlike lines. They are like cows and a cattle grate even ifitis painted on. Ifthere is aline on the
pavementthe majority of people driving have ahard time crossing itevenifitshouldn'tbe anissue. Like a
painted cattle grate. The additional buffer thatthe leftmostline creates is great. This allows me as acyclistto
pass slower cyclistin this high traffic area. Additionally, Idon'tfeel as if Ihave to ride my skinny tires along
asphaltcementcurb boundary here and the associated potholes. The leftmoststripe causes minimalto no

disruption to the drivers. Isay this speaking as both arider and adriver.

Looks good.
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Love and feel safe as abiker. Doesntbother me as adriver.
Love the space for cyclists! Also when I'm in my car, | like the reminder.

Make the sidewalk better with atree lawn, the bufferisn'tnecessaryin this stretch butthe road is too wide
withoutit.

More confusing, arbitrary markings that no one can understand. lt makes itlook like bikes should be riding
down the skinny strip between bike lane and cars.

More protected bike lanes please...
More protection all along Folsom would better

More protection, especially some education for the bus drivers who blaze pastcyclists or who block the bike
lane.

My experience (biking up and down this streetdaily since ~2008) is that the traffic is substantially diminished
once you pass canyononsouthbound folsom. Perhaps adding aprotected barrier makes sense here, butit
should be alower priority than zones further northonfolsom.

Needs protected bike lanes, not mere paint. Paintdoesn'tkeep cyclists outofthe emergencyroom.

Needs reflectors setinto the ground to improve demarcation.

Never drive in this part. Good either way.

No big deal either way

No strong opinion.

Notnecessary.

Of anyofthe changes, this seems the simplest, moststraightforward, and leastoffensive to the eye. Notsure
the two white lines are really necessary, much less all the dashes, butthe green painted bike symboldoes show
up alittle better than if it were justawhite symbolon the asphaltas before. Maybe keep itsimple with using one
white line as before, butgive the bike lane more space like it has today. Idoubtthe "buffer" areacreated by all the
extrapaintand dashes really accomplished much. I like the ideaof keeping itsimple and straightforward.
Paintthe lane and the buffer green. Change local laws to allow cars to safely enter the space as long as there isn't
acyclistwithin 50 feet. Cars never drive in the buffer yetcar users getangry atcyclists for using this as entitled
space. Lets settle itwith some green paint.

Please add bollards here.

Please bring back the protective pylons.

Please keep the buffer zone. Distracted drivers (esp w/ Cellphones) are too careless with other people's lives.

Please make aprotected bike lane. Use physical barriers to actually create something thatstops cars from
veering into bike lane please.
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Prettyirrelevant

Probably where Folsom works best.

Protected bike lane

Putthe bollards in atthe very far left white line.

Really don'thave an opinion because Idon'ttravelin this area

Reallyshould be protected bike lane.

Really?

Remove buffer, or splitthe difference and make the bike lane a bitwider.

Remove the buffered bike lane. They are notused properly. Bikers are enabled to ride 2 and 3 abreast.

Remove this stupid EXPERIMENT thatcosttens of thousands of dollars and remove all newrightsize bike lanes.
Backto 4lanes !!!!

Restore the road to its prior number of auto lanes - keep only the bike lane coloring

Same comment - nuts thatthe bus can stop in the bike lane. Then they pull out and blast the bike rider with smelly
noxious bus fumes.

See earliercommentabouttraction in wetweather of green-painted areas.

See myresponse to the previous question. Why not have the same road markings throughoutthe city? Looking
atthe above photo, whatdoes the solid line between the auto lane and bike lane mean? Does itmean something
differentfrom the dashed line? Confusing, confusing.....

See previous comments

See previous comments!

Seems to be working well for both bicyclists and drivers. Idon't need this but, hey, alittle extraspace feels nicer.
Separators would be nice :)

Since lanes were nottaken away, keeping the buffered bike lane is fine.

Since this road is notwide enough to accommodate two car lanes on each side and abike line, the buffered bike

lane is agreatuse of space. Itallows bicyclists to pass one another, and of course is safer because itkeeps bikes

and cars farther apart.

Southboundis reasonable. Northbound looks like cars are backed up. | personally don'tdrive this sectionso |
can'tsay howwellitworks.

Surprisedya, didn'tI? This treatmentis fine, as long as you keep itin effect SOUTH of Arapahoe, where the
University traffic is almostexclusive.
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THERE IS NO CENTER TURN LANE. LOOKAT YOUR OWN PHOTOS. NO EMERGENCY SERVICES CAN PASS
THROUGH ANY AREAWITH HARDSCAPING DURING PEAKHOURS.

Take away the buffer. Return the bike lanes to whatthey were before and give cars more room. The lines are
confusing.

The added space between the lanes is great.

The bufferis essential as many drivers are notvery good atstaying in their own lane. the buffer allows for
exactly that without putting bikers in danger.

The buffer makes itsafer.

The buffered bike lane is essential. Traffic in this areais never bad with the buffered lanes, and this is a heavily
trafficked cycling areadue to the proximity to downtown, the university, and residential housing.

The buffered bike lane is one step toward "keeping bicycles and cars separate". However, if the car lane is made
so narrow thatone cannotdo the speed limitsafely, then the buffer should be reduced. Iwould even advocate
encroaching onsidewalks and pedestrian space before throwing bikes and cars closer together. Theydo not

belong together.

The buffered bike lanes are abig improvement. The previous arrangementwas wasting road space with vehicle
lanes that were way wider than they needed to be.

The buffered bike lanes are safer and better for the "interested butconcerned" cyclist.

The buffered bike lanes are very helpful! Cars still have plenty of room, and the buffered bike lanes keep cars
from encroaching on cyclists' space.

The buffered lane is nice. Acurbed, protected lane would be even better.
The buffering is great!

The buffers are agoodidea, buttoo large. The buffers could be altered to still be effective buttake up less
room.

The conventional bike lanes are fine through here. Again, the extraroom seems to provide afalse sense of
safetyfor cyclists and causes you to letyour guard down and ride more like you're on a bike path, which you are

not.

The extra buffer wasted lane justfrustrates car traffic which adds to the danger to bikes. The purpose should be
to ease car traffic and provide for easy bike traffic. When you bunch up car traffic you also threaten bike traffic.

The only change here seemed to be additional stripes notchanging the traffic patterns. Doesn'tseem worth
spending more moneyto change itbackto basically the same situation.

The original pattern was fine.
The streetis notwide enough for two vehicle lanes anyway, so giving bikes more space is fine.

The surveyrequires me to answer this question, butlhaven'tused this section of Folsom, so Ihave no opinion.
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There is SO much bike traffic nextto the university there that|like the protected lanes. People maintain the
speed limitmore often as aresult.

There is probably more bike travel on this streetsection so Iwould keep the buffered lane.

There should be physical barriers there too. Those flexible plastic things would be perfect.

There should be protected bike lanes in this area.

These are great. Iwas glad to learn thatit's planned to continue this up to Colorado Ave.

These buffered lanes are always nice, though I've seen drunkdrivers all over them atnight. Bolsters would at
leastkeep them from hitting cyclists. I feel like the advocacy of non-protected bike lanes is used as ascare tactic.
Ishouldn'tfeel like lam putting my life atriskwhen Ichoose amode of transportthatdoesn'tharm my
community.

This actually makes good sense.youdon'tneed such alarge lane so why notupdate the striping.

This areais utilized by clueless studentdrivers. Bikes here are atrisk as their concentrationis greater closer to
campus than anywhere else on campus.

This feels much nicer, butsome additional physical protection would feel much nicer.
This feels pretty safe but standards mighthelp.

This is GREAT. Please buffer the bike lanes on 30th, between Arapaho and Iris, and on Valmont, between
Foothills and Folsom.

This isagoodimprovement, however northbound atthe bottom of the hillin the bike lanes there is some sort
ofhole covering thatis depressed belowstreet-level and | fear will take out bicycles thathave gained alotof
momentum coming down the hill.

This is ahigh volume areawith access to CU so |like the wider areas for cyclists. Butwhy notjust make the whole
lane abike lane, as is, it's a bit confusing why there is aconventional bike lane and then agreen box with a bike
and whatmay seem like a parking area.

This is aplace where the buffered bike lane works really well. It offers a place for cyclists to pass in a particularly
busyareafor bikes, and conflictwith cars is lightdue to the scarce number ofrightturns in the area. And thanks
fornotinstalling bollards here!

This is appropriate for this stretch of road.

This is better than itwas, butif possible, create some sortofsoftbarrier between cars and bike lane.

This is definitely animprovementover the previous condition. Physical protection would be animprovement.
Wider sidewalks are absolutely needed along Folsom as well.

This is fine. I'm notsure itmakes much difference one way or the other.
This is less busy and fine by me

This is reasonable without all of the ugly bollards thattend to clutter your field of vision.
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This is safer than four travel lanes and unprotected bike lanes. It can be approved with barriers, butthose
barriers should aesthetically pleasing. Itis generally true thathow the streetlooks affects how people drive.

This is simple enough, justkeep it. tmakes sense on this street, no lanes were lost, etc.

This is the bestpartof Folsom now - the cars have the same number of lanes and yet the bikes are buffered.
This is the heaviestareaof bicycle traffic and the buffer is helpful

This is very appropriate for traffic pastarapahoe. Itis safer to walk on and bike on this street. PLEASE KEEP!

This offers the bestcomplimentofcost-effectiveness and common sense. Trafficis notbeing impacted, and
cyclists are given more room for safety.

This partof Folsom feels safer than the other non-protected bike lanes, | think because mostofthe traffic
diverts from Folsom onto Arapaho. | like the currenttreatment.

This sectionofroad has greatlyimproved in both directions with the protected bike lane atno detrimentto
vehicles. The only currentproblem is the Northbound intersection with Arapahoe where cars treat the bike lane
as arightturn lane (this is usuallyonly aproblem atevening rush hour)

This seems reasonable. Greenis great!

This treatmentis anon-treatment. Allitdoes is make the car lane seem restricted and requires more paint. Lets
use less paintand give itacleaner feel. Remove itall and repave this road.

This treatmentworks exceptwhen abus pulls over to the curb. So, the "buffer" for bikes disappears with
increased transitusage.

This was awaste of moneyforaveryminorchange. Removing or refining itwould be another waste of money.

This was another majorimprovementto bicycle safety atno expense to travellanes. And itdoes great without
the separation sticks.

This works all right.

Too much paint. Replace buffer with something more attractive/vertical.
Unless you use this areadaily, it's stillaconfused mess.

Use bollards or other physical divider, notjustbuffers.

Use conventional bike lanes

Very differenttraffic flowfor north and southbound bikes. North bound bikes are traveling very fast after hill,
should share complete lane with cars all the way to Arapahoe. Keep buffered bike lanes for S bound.

Very little difference.
Works fine.

add protection - make itall consistent
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arapahoe to campus is student turf. bike lane is ok justreview for safety. here itis likley stent car, bike,walkers
competing for the roadaway

buffered bike lanes are much safer and much more pleasantto ride abike on.
buffered lane is safer for cyclists

buffers help. Ido notlike sharing alane with cars, even when I'm going downhill. They wantto go 30 and Ifeel
unsafe going over 20.

doesn'timpactthe traffic pace

feels safer to cyclists

hate hate hate

haven'treally noticed adifference

helpful without destroying normal flow.

idon'tthink the buffered lane is necessary.

improvementand does notimpede drivers

in generalwhen you waste space and over-mark people find it offensive, this slant like this of this slanted like
thatoffends intteligentpeople. and in general your focus inon asubjectwithoutlooking atbigger picture, of
where are bike paths in the areaand why are bikes noton the paths, is offensive. Same goes for 55th street, look
atthe matter of how bikes bestgetfrom Ato Ab, nottryto treatpeople like you in the lab are higher evolved and
are going to force the restofus into your mold

its an accident waiting to happen!!!

n/a

need aconsistentapproach along the whole way. So buffered butwith small berms or something notbig
distracting bollards

no experience

so much more visible and safer

thatbuffered lane looks confusing. why notjustgive the bikes abigger lane to begin with?
the more green painting the better

this is more of an appropriate biking area as you approach campus

this is probably okay -- lots of biking students, fewer cars. have there been accidents? have you found folks who
didn'tbike because of the old configuration?

this sectionof Folsom is great. Lane is wide and the buffer provides even more safetyfor bikes. Cars seem to
go slowly, whichiis great.
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1 typical lanes are enough

1 very confusing, especially at night
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I'maé2yearold native of Boulder. You have allcompletely losttouch with reality to even consider this project.
Notachance this willwork atanytime, anywhere, in any season in this town. You have caused aserious loss to
local business, putpeople indanger, inconvenienced and wasted anungodlyamountofour moneyto "study"”
and implementadumb idea. All staff that put this up to council as agood ideashould me immediately fired. The
City council owes the tax payers an apology. And if any more time is wasted by staff (other than for the removal
ofthe insane structure), Councilshould go! I'm aprogressive democratand have notmissed alocal election
since 1972. You are starting to make Donald Trump look smart (if thats possible). I'm OVER the whole entitled
cycler mentality. When they pay transportation taxes, register & license their vehicles and pay insurance, lets
revisitthe question. Public safety is your number one responsibility, make them have lights, stop at

1. Something is wrong when things have to be this complicated. 2. Ido notbelieve the City statements that 10%
of our commuter traffic is by bicycle and that vehicle miles have notincreased over the lastseveral years. The
survey and analysis methodology need anindependent audit.

Again, lapplaud your willingness to atleastsolicitmyinput, eventhough Iknowthatthere is minimal likelihood
ofseeing any changes to the presentsetup oftrafficon Folsom.

Again, I've been going to Sprouts in Lafayette on myway home from work rather than going on Folsom which is
near where llive. My taxdollars are going to adifferentcity, Ihope your 'living lab'is worth it.

Any bike infrastructure is good and greatly appreciated for those of us who commute mainly by bike. While |
supportthe protected lanes on Folsom, there are other places I'd like to see more infrastructure, including
Broadway. We NEED a bike lane from Iris all the way to Canyon and preferably well past Canyon. Any bike lane at
allwould be good there, though the wider the better. Also, on-street parking with bike lanes to the leftare an
absolutely horrible idea, as cars continually park well into the bike lane and cause aserious hazard, notto
mention the threatof getting doored. If we can limitthese, especially on high traffic roads like Broadway (up
north) itwould make things alotsafer. lknowyou guys have your hands full though. Thanks for all your efforts
and ideas! -Kennett PS as aside note, loverheard some talkabouthow "expensive" itis to implementcross
walks today. When discussing the costs of certain pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, you mightwant to
compare

Appr cite the changes on Folsom. Makes itfeel safer.

Appreciate city trying to make life safer and easier for bikes and encouraging people to getoutoftheircars.|
thinkboulder should leave rtd and set up its own intracounty bus system with vans that make change or take
creditcards . Contractwith rtd onlyfor regionalon 36 and to airport. Rtd has screwed this county and city.

As abusiness onthe corner of Folsom, we've observed firsthand howright-sizing has been anightmare and
completelywrong for the vastmajority of people who use the road: car drivers! Bikers do notuse the street
very much and ithas caused confusion and disruption. Keep the streets the way they are!

As stated, | think this was one big mistake. Keeping the change north of Spruce to me makes no sense and was
justaface-saving move. lhope some lessons have been learned and thategos have been shelved on this
project. Ithink the lane consolidation has merely added unneeded congestion which is no help to cyclists or
drivers. This was notawell-conceived planorrollout.
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As the intensity of traffic and the number of bicyclists has increased over the past 20 years, itis becomingly
increasingly difficult to traverse the city, by whatever means, withoutbecoming more aware of the dangers of
"multi-use" roadways. Boulder is not Amsterdam (a Dutch friend visiting was amazed atthe lack of care taken by
bicyclists on Boulder streets) and it probably never will be. This is adifficult problem, and fiddle faddling around
with paintand poles and confusing signs willnotand does nothelp.

Avid cyclist, bike commuter

Ban bikes on Broadway between Baseline and Iris! They are unsafe, block traffic, and suitable bike lanes existon
9th and 13th.

Based onthe negative community experience with this on Folsom, any possible further site locations need to
be scrapped. Council needs to listen to the public- put this bad idea down and walk away entirely.

Beyond the bike lane debacle, there are other trafficissues on Folsom which should be addressed (and which
crop upinother parts of town as well). In particular, the 3 pedestrian signal crossings suffer from anumber of
egregious faults, mostly due to overly "creative" engineering approaches. Contactme at
steve.hoge@gmail.com and lwill certainly bend your ear on these!

Big supporter of this project. Idrive, ride, and workin Boulder. In my experience, we will ALWAYS get pushback
from the commuters around any changes that may slow traffic down for the benefitof cyclists -itis simply not
possible to make everyone happy. Boulder is renowned as a biking town, and we need to keep pushing and not
looking back. Cars are NOT the future of this town or personal transportation, period. Boulder should be
leading, and I hope this projectcontinues to be on the frontof that wave.

Bike lanes are notfor the sake of bikers, they are for the sake of cars. They move bikes from car lanes, making it
possible for aggressive, high-speed car traffic to continue. If Boulder is serious aboutincreasing the amountof
trips completed withoutcars, the design paradigm will notbe such to optimize such aggressive, high speed car
trafficon all roads.

Bike lanes rock and Ifeel much safer when they are separate from traffic. lhave been hitby carsonanumber of
occasions whistriding my bicycle.

Bike laws need to be enforced as well as auto laws.eg Lights at night. speeding, going form bike to ped to bike
lane. No signaling etcetera

Bike safetyis even more importantwith the increasing density and traffic in Boulder. It's atwo way street; Driver
and Biker Awareness is the key.
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