Comments on §11-1206-Riding two abreast
Comments by Brian Copeland and Renee Hurtado, DKS Associates
Lines 8-12 contradictsthe first part of the section, where it says that riding two abreast is NOT allowed except for paths or parts of roadways set aside for the exclusive use of bicycles. Why would this ever be allowed on a roadway?
Comments by Eli Damon

§11-1206(d) - Proposed wording is confusing. Change "at times of no conflicting traffic" to "if no conflicting traffic is present" for parallelism.

Comments by John Fisher

The last sentence in blue text is verbose.  Use traditional language.  It should state, "Riding two abreast does not constitute an impediment to normal traffic, if passing can be done under conditions that are reasonable and prudent."

Comments by Herman Hill
Unnecessary, provides unsafe exemption to bicycles.

Comments by the League of American Bicyclists

The proposed revisions are excellent and strengthen the ability of bicyclist to ride two abreast and pass one another. The proposed alternative language is intended to address the clarity of the section rather than the substance. The length of the proposed section makes it difficult to cite to the particular sentences of the section that may be important to bicyclists and law enforcement officers as they apply the old and new rules. The proposed alternative language is intended to make this section easier to cite.

Proposed Alternative Language (changes are highlighted):

a) Persons riding two abreast shall not impede the normal and reasonable movement of traffic and, on a laned roadway, shall ride within a single lane. 

b) Persons riding bicycles upon a roadway shall not ride more than two abreast except on paths or parts of roadways set aside for the exclusive use of bicycles. 

1. Riding two abreast does not constitute an impediment to normal traffic at times of no conflicting traffic, if motor vehicle traffic can overtake in the adjacent lane, or if the lane is too narrow for a bicycle and a motor vehicle to travel safely side-by-side within the lane.

2. This provision does not prohibit the operator of one bicycle from passing other bicycles.

Comments by David Royer

Motorists should not be required to change lanes to accommodate bicyclists that want to ride side by side. Unnecessary lane changes increase collision potential for all road users.

Comments by Virginia DOT

Virginia disagrees with the proposed change to the UVC. The Code of Virginia includes provisions requiring bicyclists riding two abreast to move into single file formation as quickly as practicable when bring overtaken from the rear. The proposed change to the UVC could potentially be interpreted by some to mean this as well, since, “Persons riding two abreast shall not impede the normal and reasonable movement of traffic,” and “Riding two abreast does not constitute an impediment to normal traffic at times of no conflicting traffic…” However we believe it is more prudent to explicitly state the requirement the duty of bicycle riders to form a single file line when an overtaking vehicle approaches. The language used in §46.2-905 of the Code of Virginia is as follows: 

Persons riding bicycles, electric personal assistive mobility devices, or electric power-assisted bicycles on a highway shall not ride more than two abreast. Persons riding two abreast shall not impede the normal and reasonable movement of traffic, shall move into a single file formation as quickly as is practicable when being overtaken from the rear by a faster moving vehicle, and, on a laned roadway, shall ride in a single lane. 
We also suggest addition of a definition of a “laned roadway” to the UVC. Police in Virginia have interpreted that this means any road with marked travel lanes (stating that laned and lined are the same), thereby ticketing those riding two abreast on a road with center line or edge line stripes.
Comments by David Woosley

This section already permits riding two abreast; I think the addition makes it more confusing than clarifying.
