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Executive Summary

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan is
mandated by the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025, which established the region’s 25-year
transportation investment plan. The Regional Plan is intended to guide the long-term decisions for the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding Program, adopted by the SACOG Board of Directors in September
2003. The projects included in this plan are forward thinking, regionally significant projects that require
at least partial regional funding. This plan is not funding-constrained, so it contains at least 20 years
worth of high quality, high impact, and regionally significant projects.

The Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan represents the efforts of SACOG staff, the
Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, local public agencies, and advocacy groups in
the Sacramento region. SACOG sought to develop a Regional Plan with the following main objectives:
e Provide inter-jurisdictional bicycle and pedestrian connections:
0 To regional and local public transit systems.
0 To carpool/vanpool park-and-ride lots.
0 To regional and local activity centers.
e Provide bicycle and pedestrian access within or through the central business districts of the
region.
« Fill gaps in existing, planned, or proposed interregional bicycle or pedestrian routes.
e Provide bicycle and pedestrian access across barriers.
e Improve the time convenience of walking and bicycling.
e Improve the safety and security of walking and bicycling where needed for utilitarian purposes.
e Provide an aesthetic, pleasant, or more comfortable biking or walking experience.
e Provide capital facilities that support bicycling, such as storage, parking, or bike stations.
e Complement projects funded with other regional or state sources
e Complement bicycle and pedestrian plans and projects in an adjacent region.

To develop the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan SACOG convened an advisory
committee that included SACOG staff, representatives from each of the six SACOG member counties,
Air Quality Management Districts, Caltrans, and local bicycle and pedestrian advocacy groups. This
partnership approach ensured that representatives from a variety of stakeholder groups with different
areas of expertise could provide input and guidance on the development of the plan. The Advisory
Committee provided valuable direction and guidance to the overall plan effort.

The projects included in this plan were submitted by local public agencies, and advocacy groups. These
projects were evaluated by the Advisory Committee, and scored based on the criteria in Appendix C.
The projects included in this plan are a subset of projects identified in the city and countywide Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plans of SACOG’s member jurisdictions, as well as other visionary projects identified by
advocacy groups that are not as of yet included in other plans, these projects are listed in Appendix B.

The development of the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan is oriented around
utilitarian trips, and emphasizes regional connectivity and connections to the transit system. Local
routes may serve other purposes, and identifying regionally significant projects does not imply that local
facilities are somehow demoted or will not be funded.

Many of the projects identified in this plan are conceptual, and exact alignments may not be determined
or may change based on further study. For clarity only high and medium priority projects are shown on
the maps.
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Figure ES-1: SACOG Region
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1 Introduction

1.1 Vision Statement
The SACOG Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, Master Plan envisions a transportation system where:

e People can walk and bicycle throughout the region on a network of multi-use paths and lanes that
connect across jurisdictional lines.

e Multi-use paths throughout the region are developed and maintained for walking and bicycling to
provide attractive, natural, and safe transportation corridors.

» People throughout the region can walk and bicycle safely and conveniently to all destinations,
especially schools and employment centers, within reasonable walking and bicycling distance.

e People can safely walk and bicycle to transit stations and stops and have a comfortable, safe
place to wait or transfer.

» Sidewalk, streets, and roads are designed and laid out according to complete streets
principles to encourage walking and bicycling. Stdewalks-streetsand-roads-are-desighed-to

« All transportation projects are designed to safely integrate walking and bicycling, or provide
alternatives to automobiles.

e All commercial and residential developments are designed to make walking and bicycling the
most attractive and convenient modes of transportation.

« All transportation facilities will be made accessible based on the guidelines of the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) and California Code of Regulations Title 24 (CCR Title 24).

e Adequate, functional, secure and conveniently located bicycle parking facilities are provided at
all regional destinations.

1.2 Why Have a Regional Plan?

The six-county Sacramento region is large, and diverse. In order to capitalize on the assets of each
community it is desirable to provide travel corridors that consistently provide connections between
communities and between jurisdictions. Historically, bicycle and pedestrian planning and policies have
been set at the local level. Given the local focus of bicycle and pedestrian planning, the development of
a regional plan is an opportunity to share best practices, improve coordination and connectivity between
counties and communities. This plan will allow for the coordination of projects among jurisdictions to
ensure that crucial linkages are created in a timely, cost effective, and efficient manner.

Low-density suburban patterns contribute to extensive commuting from one community to another
where people travel overwhelmingly by automobile: 50% of all trips are made by driving alone, 43% of
trips go by auto with two or more occupants, 6% are bicycle or walk trips, and 1% of trips are by transit
(with transit use reaching 20% into downtown Sacramento during commute hours).! Looking forward
to 2025, the State forecasts the Sacramento region’s population to reach 2.8 million, a 49% increase.?
With that comes a 54% increase in travel.®

The region by 2025 will have three major job centers: downtown Sacramento/West Sacramento, Rancho
Cordova/Folsom, and Roseville/Rocklin. The urban edge will expand to encompass El Dorado Hills,
and Lincoln, as well as areas east and west of Elk Grove, south of Rancho Cordova, west of Roseville,
Southport in West Sacramento, North Natomas, and perhaps Sutter County.* Urban growth around the

1 SACOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025
2 ibid
* ibid
*ibid
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edges continues to out-pace infill into existing communities, and businesses increasingly prefer
suburban locations, thus increasing the number of trips between communities and between jurisdictions.
Looking into the future, the Sacramento region needs more transportation alternatives to meet increasing
travel demands. These alternatives should allow people to travel without increasing vehicle emissions
or traffic congestion. Bicycling and walking are ideal modes of transportation for shorter trips to local
facilities. Furthermore the Sacramento region has the ideal climate and terrain to facilitate more bicycle
and pedestrian travel. Local surveys have found that people are willing to bicycle more frequently for
utilitarian purposes when better bicycle facilities are provided.® If more people shift to bicycling or
walking for either their entire trip or for the trip to a transit station, the transportation system can serve
more trips without increasing congestion or emissions.

SACOG’s Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding Program supports both local and regional plans,
focusing on local projects with inter-regional significance. A regional plan for bicycle and pedestrian
projects serves a regional system, both at the local and inter-regional level. A key component of a
successful regional plan is providing local connections to neighboring communities and jurisdictions.
The goal is to integrate local plans to create a seamless regional bicycle and pedestrian system. This
approach prioritizes local projects by their contribution to the regional network, providing key
connections and access between communities, counties and jurisdictions.

1.3 Public Interest

As in many other areas across the United States, residents of the Sacramento region who promote
walking and bicycling as a means of transportation are becoming more organized, with an increase in
pedestrian and bicycling advocacy groups. Bicycling and walking offer low-cost and non-polluting
means of transportation that do not emit greenhouse gases or contribute to global warming. There is
also growing interest in encouraging bicycling and walking as a means for improving public health.
Increasingly, public health organizations are looking to urban planners to create more bicycle and
pedestrian friendly communities to encourage healthier lifestyles.

2 Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Goals

2.1 Specific Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Goals

The Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan is intended to guide the long-term decisions
of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding Program {see-Appendix-B). Projects identified in this plan will
serve as the main list of projects eligible to receive funding under the Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding
Program. The Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan and the corresponding Bicycle and
Pedestrian Funding Program’s emphases are to provide facilities for walking and bicycling in the cities
and towns of the six-county region, and connections between cities and towns, and were designed to
meet the following specific goals:

Specific Goals for Capital Projects
1. Provide bicycle/pedestrian connections

a. Between, through, and within all cities and towns of the six-county region.

b. To regional and local public transit systems (including rail) at stops, stations, and
terminals.

c. To carpool/vanpool park-and-ride lots.

d. Toregional and local activity centers such as schools, libraries, community centers,
colleges, universities, hospitals, medical offices, senior residences, parks, athletic

> CalTrans 2002 Bike to Work Day Survey Findings
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Bicycle signals and sensors at intersections

Pedestrian signal detection

Lighting for bicyclists and pedestrians

Signage and stenciling

Traffic calming beneficial to bicyclists and pedestrians

Streetscaping that shades bicyclists and pedestrians

Upgrades to existing bikeways, including loop detector signals detection, pavement rehabilitation
on shared-use paths, etc.

Class I shared-use paths and paved trails

Class 11 bike lanes

Bike boulevards

Short-cuts’

Bike/pedestrian bridges, tunnels, under-crossings and additions to rail/vehicle bridges and
tunnels

Improvements to substandard railroad track crossings, when appropriate

Portion of one-way street reversion to two-way street that benefits bicyclists or pedestrians
Bicycle parking and storage

Attended bicycle parking facilities or bike stations

Changing and shower facilities (in limited circumstances)

Project feasibility studies

School-Related Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects

Local school bikeway and pedestrian projects
Bicycle and pedestrian access improvements to and through colleges and universities

Transit-Related Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects

On-board bicycle storage

Station or terminal bicycle storage

Transit stop/station bicycle and pedestrian access projects
Express bus bike services

Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning, Education, Information and Marketing

Bicycle and pedestrian master plans

Design manuals

Motorist education about sharing the road with bicyclists and pedestrians
Public agency staff training

Bicycle/pedestrian coordinator positions (up to two years)
Public relations campaigns

Public service announcements

Mapping projects

Brochures and pamphlets

Skills training

Education on health benefits

" An example of a short-cut project is the land acquisition and a bicycle/pedestrian path that connects a neighborhood
to local retail center, library, or school, shortening the travel time and providing convenient and safer access.
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Other projects and programs that meet the goals of this funding program will also be considered.
Projects and programs that are not eligible include facilities that serve only a recreational, rather than a
transportation function, projects in new developments that are considered "good practices™ according to
FHWA guidelines®, bicycle and pedestrian facility maintenance, school education programs, long-term
staff positions, transit operations (except for bike bus services), law enforcement, bike racks for carpools
or vanpools, and signing and striping of local roads.

A local non-federal match of at least 11.47% of the total cost of a project is required for projects to
receive federal funding in the Sacramento region. The minimum amount of funding that will be
dispersed per project is $150,000, and will come from the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding
Program. Therefore the minimum project size for the plan is $164,205-$169,434, where $150,000 will
come from the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding Program and the remaining-$17205-$19,434
(minimum of 11.47% of the total project cost) will be a local non-federal match. Jurisdictions and
agencies considering smaller projects may combine multiple projects to meet the $167,205-$169,434
threshold, or they may want to consider a larger, multi-year program or project. The exceptions to this
rule are plans, short-term bicycle and pedestrian coordinator positions, and projects that would qualify
for Federal Transit Administration exchange funds.

6 Design Guidelines

The State Streets and Highways Code, chapter 8 section 891 requires that local agencies must comply
with design criteria set forth in Chapter 1000 of the Caltrans Highway Design Manual “Bikeway
Planning and Design”. These shall govern design standards for all new bicycle projects. For all new
pedestrian projects locally adopted pedestrian design standards shall govern. If specific pedestrian
design guidelines have not been adopted the City of Sacramento’s “Pedestrian Safety Guidelines™ shall
govern. Additionally the Sacramento Transportation and Air Quality Collaborative’s “Best
Practices for Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Planning and Design” and *“Best Practices for Complete
Streets”, AASHTQO’s “Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities”, and FHWA'’s “Design
Guidance for Accommodating Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel”, and ““Pedestrian Facilities Users Guide
— Providing Safety and Mobility’” are also useful references for the planning and design of bicycle and
pedestrian facilities.

7 Metrics for Improvement and Success

7.1 Performance Measures
Measuring the improvements and expansion of the bicycle and pedestrian system in the Sacramento
Region is important to the long-term success of this plan. There are a variety of metrics that can be
used, including:

» Change in miles of bikeways and sidewalks

e Change in usage

e Impact of bicycle and pedestrian investments on air quality, public health, and other quality of

life indicators

7.2 Safety
The Caltrans Pedestrian Safety Task Force has set a goal of reducing pedestrian and bicyclist injuries by
greater than 20% by 2018.° To evaluate bicycle and pedestrian travel, and the level of satisfaction with

8 Refer to http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/design.htm for Design Guidance for Accommodating Bicycle and
Pedestrian Travel from the Federal Highway Administration
® Pedestrian Safety Task Force, March1999
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the bicycle/pedestrian transportation mode Caltrans plans to conduct a market research survey in
coordination with the Department of Health Service (DHS).X® The survey will be conducted on an
annual basis to determine the level of improvement made in bicycle/pedestrian travel, behavior, and
satisfaction.™

The Federal Highway Administration’s final report of the National Bicycling and Walking Study cites
two overall goals:
e To double the percentage of total trips made by bicycling and walking in the United States from
7.9% to 15.8% of all trips*?
 To reduce by 10% the number of bicyclists and pedestrians killed or injured in traffic crashes™

Likewise the goals of this plan are just as aggressive:
e To double the percentage of total trips made by bicycling and walking in the Sacramento Region
from 6.6%™* in 2000 to 13.2% of all trips by 2020.
e Toreduce by at least 20% the number of bicyclists and pedestrians killed or injured in traffic
crashes by 2020, based on year 2000 data as shown in tables A.5 — A.8 in Appendix A section
5.2

7.3 Economic Indicators

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities not only improve quality of life, but also create a more attractive place
to do business. Many areas have prospered after integrating pedestrian and bicycle facilities into their
communities. Property values go up, tourism increases, corporations relocate to communities with a
bicycle and pedestrian network, and new businesses sprout up near the route. Success of bicycle and
pedestrian projects can be measured by each of these economic indicators.

7.4 Monitoring and Review

Funds can be allocated to measure the effectiveness of improvements made to the regional bicycle and
pedestrian systems after projects have been completed, and may be included as part of the total project
funding. The process used for these measurements is specific to each project and will be managed by
the local jurisdictions.

8 Recreational Trails

Recreational trails are defined in this document as any trail that is intended for recreational use only, and
does not connect to transportation corridors, roads, transit facilities, or shopping and employment
centers, and are therefore not eligible for federal transportation funding. Such projects are not included
in this plan. Recreational trails are typically isolated and remote, and are usually located near special
areas set aside for conservation purposes such as forests, farmland, watersheds, wetlands, wildlife
habitats, scenic vistas, geologic formations, and places of historic and cultural value. Recreational trails
are typically multi-use, and may or may not be paved. These trails provide a wide variety of recreational
opportunities for people of all ages and abilities with attractive, safe, and accessible places to walk, bike,
hike, or ride horseback. It is important however, to note that recreation trails can be connected to
transportation facilities in the future by preserving key right-of-way or open space for future use.

ibid
" ibid
2 FHWA, “The National Bicycling and Walking Study (NBWS)”
13 .y
ibid
' Sacramento Area Council of Governments ““2000 Sacramento Area Household Travel Survey”

10
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Appendix A — Background & Supporting Information

A.1 Who Bicycles and Walks Now?

The population of the six-county Sacramento region in 2000 was 1,886,000, and is expected to grow to
2,814,000 by 2025. The U.S. Census “journey to work” data in Table 3.1 indicates that in the
Sacramento region 2.2% of commuters walked to work, and 2.2% used other means, which includes
bicycling; compared to statewide percentages of 2.9% and 1.9% respectively. Table 3.2 shows this data
for each of the six counties in the Sacramento region.

Table A.1 Commuting to Work in California in 2000*

Sacramento

Region
COMMUTING TO WORK Total California

Total % Total %
Workers 16 years and over 852,362 100.0% 14,525,322 100.0%
Car, truck, or van -- drove alone 642,403 75.4% 10,432,462 71.8%
Car, truck, or van -- carpooled 116,672 13.7% 2,113,313  14.5%
Public transportation (including taxicab) 22,105 2.6% 736,037 5.1%
Walked 18,432 2.2% 414,581 2.9%
Other means 18,667 2.2% 271,893 1.9%
Worked at home 34,083 4.0% 557,036 3.8%
Mean travel time to work (minutes) 25.8 ) 21.7 )

'DP-3. Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics: 2000 Census

Table A.2 Commuting to Work in the Sacramento Region in 2000*

COMMUTING TO WORK?® El Dorado Placer Sacramento Sutter Yolo Yuba
Total % Total % Total % Total % Total % Total %

Workers 16 years and over 72,119 100.0% 116,409 100.0% 536,310 100.0% 30,383 100.0% 75,151100.0% 21,990 100.0%
Car, truck, or van -- drove alone 54,656  75.8% 93,265 80.1% 404,13075.4% 23,756 78.2% 50,498 67.2% 16,098 73.2%
Car, truck, or van -- carpooled 9,599 13.3% 11,718 10.1% 77,021 14.4% 4,492 148% 9,922 13.2% 3,920 17.8%
Public transportation (including taxicab) 1,294 1.8% 1,168 1.0% 16,502 3.1% 193  0.6% 2,799 3.7% 149  0.7%
Walked 1570  2.2% 1930 1.7% 10,999 2.1% 571 19% 2,833 38% 529 2.4%
Other means 785 1.1% 1,437 1.2% 9,368 1.7% 458 1.5% 6,216 8.3% 403  1.8%
Worked at home 4,215 5.8% 6,891 5.9% 18,290 3.4% 913 3.0% 2,883 3.8% 891 4.1%
Mean travel time to work (minutes) 29.7 X) 27 X) 254  (X) 254 (X) 212  (X) 26.2 (X)

'DP-3. Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics: 2000 Census

The “journey to work” data is a limited resource because it asks respondents for their primary mode of
travel to work; bicycling or walking can often be a secondary or linked mode of transit. In addition
bicycle or walking trips to schools are not counted, though they usually directly replace vehicle trips.

In addition to the 2000 Census “journey to work” data, SACOG completed the ““Year 2000 Sacramento
Area Household Travel Survey” to provide data for a better understanding of travel behavior in the
Sacramento Region. The following two tables, A.3 and A.4, summarize the trip mode distribution by
trip purpose. The numbers shown are the percentage of the trip purpose for each mode type. As an
example, 13% of the walking trips are commuting to work and another 8% are for incidental shopping.*®

1> Sacramento Area Council of Governments ““2000 Sacramento Area Household Travel Survey”

11
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Table A.3"
Activity Distribution by Mode
(Percent / Frequency)

(n=33,954)
TRIP MODE
[%2] D E
g)’ - é = E é g‘ ® E 2 g
o & o 8 22 2 = S S _ ~ E 5 = 8 =
| g gg| g4 &5 5§ £ g 3 s g E g3 S
Primary Activity <0 <a = a [ %) = [ = ra) @) (a4 04
% |Freq. (% |Freq. |% |Freq.|% |Freq.|% |Freq.|% |Freq. % |Freq. % |Freqg. % |Freq.|% |Freq. % |Freq. |% Freq.
Personal activities at home 32.7/ 7,698 34| 2,501/39.5| 98/32.1 52/41.9] 140/ 31.3 5/ 30.8 4| 34| 578/38.1] 209 27.8] 15/66.7 2| 33.3%]| 11,302
Internet use at home 0.0 7 0 1 0.2 1 0.0% 9
Work at home 03 79 0 2 0.6 1 0.4 6] 0.7 4 0.3% 92
Work (other than at home) 18.8/ 4,421 3.7 269/19.8] 49 34| 55 138 6/ 12.5 2/30.8 4)13.3] 226{16.4] 90/14.8 8| 33.3 1] 15.1%| 5,131
Telecommunications at work instead
of travel 0.0 1 3.1 0.0% 1
School - college/vocational 1.1 257) 04] 30 81 20 37 5 1.8 6 14| 23/10.6] 58 3.7 2 1.2%| 401
School - daycare/K-12th 0.4 98/11.5| 845 9.3 23 3.1 6| 43.7] 146 11.0] 187 82| 45 19 1 4.0%| 1,351
Shopping - incidental (gas, groceries,
etc.) 9.4/ 2,218| 79| 585 4.4 11 5 6.3 1 79| 134 44| 24 19 1 8.8%| 2,979
Shopping - major (appliances, autos,
etc.) 29| 692 3.3 243 8.0 0.8 14| 0.4 2 2.8%| 951
Personal business 8.8/ 2,079| 7.4 548 6.0, 15 0.6| 13| 2.7 9/ 18.8 3 7.7 1] 6.5 111] 6.7] 37/22.2] 12 8.3%| 2,828
Medical 1.8/ 415 1.9 139 16 4 12 1 154 2 05 9 0.2 1 1.7%| 571
Eat meals outside of home 4.3/1,005 7.0 512 1.2 3 1.9 2 12.5 2l 1.7 1 73] 124 2.6] 14| 19 1 4.9%| 1,664
Social/recreational 6.3/ 1,472/ 11.0f 810 4.4 11| 0.6 3| 42| 14125 2l 1.7 1| 9.3 158 8.6 47/185 10 7.4%| 2,528
Civic activities 14| 337/ 09 69 04 1 1 6.3 1 1.6/ 28 0.9 5 1.3%| 442
Church activities 1.0] 224 1.7] 123 0.8 2 0.3 1 06/ 11] 04 21 19 1 1.1%| 364
Pick-up/drop-off passenger at work 0.9] 214/ 0.8/ 61 0.1 1 0.8%| 276
Pick-up/drop-off passenger at school 4.401,046] 3.4 249 0.4 1 0.6 2 29 500 0.9 5 4.0%| 1,353
Pick-up/drop-off passenger at other
place 5.0[1,186| 4.6/ 336/ 0.8 2| 1.9 3] 0.9 3 0.8 13| 0.4 2 4.6%| 1,545
Other 0.3] 64/ 05 36| 2.8 71 93] 15| 2.1 7 16| 27| 05 3| 5.6 3 0.5%| 162
Don't know/Refused 0.0 2| 0.0 1 04 1 0.0% 4
Column Total (%) 99.8 100.0 99.9 100.1 100.0 100.2 100.1 100.0 100.2 100.2 100.0 100.0%
% ibid

12
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Table A.4"
Mode Distribution by Activity
(Percent / Frequency)
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(n=33,954)
TRIP MODE
[%2] D E
g - é - E_s é’ g‘ @ E 2 c_bg
o8 o 8 22 2 = 3 5 - ~ S 5l =8 =
: y S £ 52 £S5 85 £ = % S 9 £ 8% S
Primary Activity Sdla) g E& =3 a S i = [ 5] oc &
% Freq. % |Freq. (% |Freq. % |Freq. (% |Freq. (% |Freq. |% |Freq. (% |Freq. % |Freq. (% |Freq. |% |Freq. % Freq.
Personal activities at home 68.1|7,698| 22.1/2,501| 0.9 98/ 0.5| 52| 1.2 140, O 0 4/ 51| 578/ 1.8 209/ 0.1 15 O 2| 33.3%| 11,302
Internet use at home 77.8 71 11.1 1 111 1 0.0% 9
Work at home 85.9] 79 22 2 1.1 1 6.5 6] 4.3 4 0.3% 92
Work (other than at home) 86.2/4,421] 5.2 269 1.0 49 1.1 55 0.1 6 0 2| 0.1 4] 4.4 226] 1.8) 90/ 0.2 8 0 1/15.1%| 5,131
Telecommunications at work instead of
travel 100.0 1 0.0% 1
School - college/vocational 64.1 257] 75 30 5.00 20 1.2 5 15 6 57| 23] 145 58 05 2 1.2%| 401
School - daycare/K-12th 7.3] 98/ 625 845 1.7 23] 04 6/10.8| 146 13.8] 187| 3.3] 45/ 0.1 1 4.0%| 1,351
Shopping - incidental (gas, groceries,
etc.) 74.5(2,218| 19.6/ 585 0.4/ 11] 0.2 5 0.0 1 45 134 0.8 24/ 0.0 1 8.8%| 2,979
Shopping - major (appliances, autos,
etc.) 72.8] 692| 25.6| 243 15/ 14/ 0.2 2 2.8%| 951
Personal business 73.5/2,079| 19.4] 548/ 0.5 15 0.5 13| 0.3 9 0.1 3 0.0 1 39 111) 1.3 37/ 04 12 8.3%| 2,828
Medical 72.7] 415 24.3] 139 0.7 4 0.2 1 0.4 2 16 9 0.2 1 1.7%| 571
Eat meals outside of home 60.4{ 1,005| 30.8] 512| 0.2 31 0.1 2 0.1 21 01 1 75 124 08 14/ 01 1 4.9%| 1,664
Social/recreational 58.2|1,472| 32.0f 810] 0.4/ 11) 0.1 31 0.6/ 14/01 2/ 0.0 1] 6.3 158 19 47704 10 7.4%| 2,528
Civic activities 76.2| 337/ 156 69 0.2 1 0.2 1 0.2 1 6.3] 28 11 5 1.3%| 442
Church activities 61.5| 224 33.8] 123| 0.5 2 0.3 1 3.0 11] 05 2| 0.3 1 1.1%| 364
Pick-up/drop-off passenger at work 7750 214|221 62 0.4 1 0.8%| 277
Pick-up/drop-off passenger at school 77.3]1,046| 18.4] 249 0.1 1 0.1 2 3.7, 50 0.4 5 4.0%| 1,353
Pick-up/drop-off passenger at other
place 76.8|1,186| 21.7| 336| 0.1 2/ 0.2 3] 0.2 3 0.8) 13 0.1 2 4.6%)| 1,545
Other 39.5| 64| 222 36| 4.3 71 9.3] 15 4.3 7 16.7] 27] 1.9 31 1.9 3 0.5%| 162
Don't know/Refused 50.0 2| 25.0 1/25.0 1 0.0% 4
Percent of Total Trips 69.3% 21.7% 0.7% 0.5% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 1.6% 0.2% 0.0% 100.0%

" ibid
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Other sources for evaluating bicycle and pedestrian travel are surveys and questionnaires. Specifically
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) conducted surveys in May 2002, 2003, and 2006
to gather information about bicycle commute patterns between Sacramento, West Sacramento and
Davis.

A.1.1 Pedestrians

Pedestrians are people who use the most basic public spaces — sidewalks, streets, and other walkways —
to travel, and have special characteristics that must be considered in planning. They are highly diverse,
including joggers, commuters, people making utilitarian trips such as shopping, groups enjoying a
leisurely stroll, people delivering parcels, parents with children, people with pets on a leash, the elderly,
or people using mobility aids. Pedestrians prefer short and direct routes to their destinations. People will
generally walk one-half mile or less to nearby destinations such as transit stops, restaurants, and
commercial areas. Typically pedestrians do not like indirect routes or routes that are not clearly
delineated. Everyone is a pedestrian, but too often the needs of pedestrians are overlooked in the
planning, design and development of our communities.

Walkability is a more qualitative measure of the pedestrian environment, and refers to the quality of
walking conditions, including safety, comfort, and convenience. Walkability is essential in pedestrian
areas, and areas with multiple pedestrian trip generators, or destinations. Some examples of pedestrian
trip generators are restaurants, parks, schools, transit stations and employment and shopping centers.
Factors affecting walkability include proximity of uses, the presence of buffers from traffic, and
sidewalks wide enough to share comfortably with multiple users. Walkability is key to an urban area’s
efficient transportation system. Every trip begins and ends with walking. Walking remains the most
inexpensive form of transportation for all people, and constructing walkable communities provides the
most affordable transportation system any community can plan, design, construct and maintain.

There is more pedestrian activity in some communities than in others. In downtown Sacramento nearly
24% of residents walk to work.™® Residents in other, older neighborhoods in Sacramento walk to work
more often than suburban residents. Street connectivity and distance to destinations are some of the
reasons for this difference.

A.1.2 Cyclists

Utilitarian bicycle trip lengths are generally 5 miles or less, but much longer trips can be made by
bicycle. Bicycling is the most enerqy efficient mode of travel. Speeds are usually between 10 and
20 MPH, and because of the ability to bicycle directly to destinations without a search for parking,
bicycling can be as fast or faster than driving for short trips.

When options are available, cyclists generally choose a route that provides the best balance of the
following desirable characteristics:

e Directness between the origin and destination points

= Minimal gradients to be negotiated

* A high quality and well-maintained riding surface

e Lower volumes of motor vehicle traffic

e Adequate space for allowing faster traffic to safely pass

e Pleasant environmental surroundings

e Minimal number of stops

18 Geraghty, Anne. Where People Walk in Sacramento, October 2001
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For commuter purposes, the cyclist is most likely to place a significant amount of importance on the first
three characteristics mentioned, because they directly affect the energy requirements for making a trip
by bicycle. Lower volumes of motor vehicle traffic and adequate space to allow faster traffic to safely
pass are desirable for utilitarian trips, but may be sacrificed for speed and directness.

A substantial variation exists in the ages, physical capabilities, and riding philosophies of cyclists
currently active in the Sacramento region. This variation results in differences in both the level of
expertise among riders and the types of trips they are willing to make. The planning, design, and

implementation of the bikeway system should serve as much of this varied population as possible.

A.2 Existing Conditions

A.2.1 Physical and Urban Setting

The six-county Sacramento region encompasses 6,562 square miles of land; this includes hills,
mountains, rivers, lakes, wetlands, agricultural land, and open space. While these natural features
enhance the quality of life, the geography of the Sacramento region presents some challenges for bicycle
and pedestrian transportation.

The density of activities plays an important role in determining how and where we choose to travel. As
land use densities increase, per capita automobile usage and trip lengths tend to decrease. People are
more likely to walk or bicycle when they live in mixed-use, high-density neighborhoods. The more
diversity of jobs, retail, and services available in a neighborhood, the less need there is for people to
drive out of their neighborhood to access what they need.

A.2.2 Pedestrian Facilities

Pedestrian facilities include paths, sidewalks, crosswalks, walkways, stairs, ramps, and building
entranceways. Sidewalks and walkways between homes within residential areas comprise the majority
of pedestrian facilities within most communities in the Sacramento region. Many of the pedestrian
walkways that were once included in subdivisions have been abandoned because of crime or the lack of
connectivity with other pedestrian facilities.® The original intent of these walkways may have been lost
over time with the development of subdivisions that do not include pedestrian amenities.

Sidewalks are often included in some roadway improvement projects to help fill sidewalk gaps.
Sidewalk improvements depend on the density of the residential area, and may not be required in some
cases, for example, in a one-house-per-acre subdivision.?’ Many residents in the rural portions of the
region prefer to have roadways that reflect a more rural setting, that is, without curbs, gutter, and
sidewalks. For that reason sidewalks often are not constructed in rural areas.?> Regardless of these
policies, a priority should be placed on providing safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle facilities
and connections, and meeting the needs of individuals who are disabled or visually impaired.

The width of sidewalks varies depending on the adjacent land uses. In general, sidewalks next to
schools are required to be eight feet, and those next to arterials and thoroughfares are required to be six
feet.?? In rural areas, multi-purpose shoulders are constructed as an interim condition. When the

19 County of Sacramento Department of Transportation, “Pedestrian Master Plan — Draft Existing Conditions Discussion
Paper,” March 10, 2003

2 ibid

! ibid

% jbid
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adjacent land is developed, road widenings and sidewalk installations are often included as part of these
projects.

Multi-use paths are facilities designed to accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists, and other individuals
using non-motorized transportation. These facilities are provided as alternatives to sidewalks or on-
street bicycle lanes. Multi-use paths can be provided along existing vehicular facilities or designed to
link important destinations without being within or adjacent to public motor vehicle facilities. Multi-use
paths can also be characterized as Class | Bikeways as described in section A.2.3.1 below.

A.2.3 Bikeway Facilities®
Bikeway spacing and types of facilities provided are important in the development of a regional bikeway
system. The ideal system would be one where all the roadways are accessible and safe for all users

and are designed based on “Complete Streets” concepts H-is-generaly-acecepted-that-a-grid-system

of bikeways spaced-one-mile-apart would-be-ideal-** 1n-some-cases-more-closely spaced-routes-may
serve-residential-areas: However this is not always possible or practical, outlying areas may see

bikeways spaced at 1-1/2 to 2 miles apart spacing. All streets that serve as radial feeders to the central
business district or major employment centers are prime candidates for inclusion as bikeways, regardless
of distance between the feeders.

A.2.3.1 Class | Bikeways (Multi-Use Path)

A path physically separated from motor vehicle traffic by an open space or barrier and either within a
highway right-of-way or within an independent right-of-way, used by bicyclists, pedestrian, joggers,
skater and other non-motorized travelers. Multi-use paths are the most popular type of facility. Because
the availability of uninterrupted rights-of-way are limited, this type of facility is often difficult to locate
and expensive to build relative to other types bicycle and pedestrian facilities, but inexpensive
compared to new roadways. Also, the position of bike paths may not serve large numbers of bicycle
commuters. Prime locations for the bike paths are areas such as power-line easements, utility easements,
canal banks, river levees, drainage easements, railroad or highway rights-of-way, or regional community
parks.

A.2.3.2 Class Il Bikeways (Bike Lanes)

A portion of a roadway that has been set aside by striping and pavement markings for the preferential or
exclusive use of bicyclists. Bike lanes are intended to promote an orderly flow of bicycle and vehicle
traffic. This type of facility is established by using the appropriate striping, legends, and signs.

A.2.3.3 Class lll Bikeways (Bike Routes)

Bike routes are facilities shared with motor vehicle traffic. Bike routes must be of benefit to the bicyclist
and offer a higher degree of service than adjacent streets. They provide for specific bicycle demand and
may be used to connect discontinuous segments of bike lane streets. Also, bike routes are located on
residential streets, and rural roads. If the pavement width is sufficient and traffic volume/speeds warrant,
an edge line may be painted to further delineate the bike route. Bike routes are signed with the G-93
Bike Route marker, but no striping or legends are required.

A.2.3.4 Bicycle Facilities at Light Rail Stations and Transit Connections
According to the 1995 National Personal Transportation Survey, approximately 63% of all people
nationwide live 2 miles or less from public transportation.”> A key instrument to encouraging higher

%% The 2010 Sacramento City/County Bikeway Masterplan, November 1993
24 .y
-ibid
#1995 National Personal Transportation Survey: http://www-cta.ornl.gov/npts/1995/doc/index.shtml
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levels of bicycling is a public transportation system that accommodates bicyclists’ needs. Within the
Sacramento area there are over 12 different transit agencies. Many of these agencies have active bicycle
programs, and strongly support the use of multi-model transportation options.

The majority of the transit agencies in the Sacramento region are attempting to make transit more
bicycle friendly by providing more opportunities for bicycles to combine biking with riding buses by
providing bicycle racks on buses. For example, when commuting on the Sacramento RT light rail
system a maximum of four bikes are allowed inside each light rail car, and over 150 outdoor bicycle
lockers are provided at 15 light rail stations. Refer to Appendix D for transit information

A.3 Opportunities and Constraints
Many opportunities exist throughout the region to improve bicycling and pedestrian conditions, and
increase the extent of their use, including:
e New transportation projects where bicycle and pedestrian facilities can be integrated into the
design process
e Open space/river areas which can serve as key connections between major
business/employment/educational centers (i.e. Yolo Causeway, Sacramento/American Rivers)
e Scenic corridors that bypass busy arterials
« Bikelanes on collector and arterial streets that offer a good combination of connectivity, lower
traffic volumes and speeds, and wider streets.
e Redevelopment of abandoned railroad or utility corridors as bicycle and pedestrian trails
e Upgrade transit, utility, and freeway corridors to include bicycle and pedestrian facilities

Challenges to the expansion of bicycling and walking in the region that need to be overcome include:

« Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are considered a local problem rather than a regional or
statewide transportation need; in some jurisdictions maintenance of sidewalks is the
responsibility of individual property owners, which often times leads to significant damage that
goes un-repaired for long periods of time

= High speed/volume roadways, typically major arterial roads, are uncomfortable for use by
bicyclists even when bike lanes are provided Narrow,-congested-arterial-streets-with-Hittle roem
to-accommodate-bieyehists

e Narrow rural roadways with poor sight distances and narrow shoulders unable to accommodate
bicyclists and pedestrians

e Lack of sidewalks in urban areas, especially in the vicinity of schools

e Lack of adequate maintenance of sidewalks and bikeways

e Rural environment with large travel distances to destination

e Rural roads unable to safely accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists as automobile volumes
increase as communities expand into rural areas

e Lack of motorist knowledge about the rights of pedestrians and bicyclists

» Lack of adherence to traffic laws by motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians

e Limited law enforcement resources

e Cultural and attitudinal constraints to non-motorized transportation

» Lack of safe bicycle storage facilities at work sites and transit stations

= Natural impediments: rivers, wetlands, etc.

e Large freeway interchanges

e Unsafe or limited access to key bridges or thoroughfares
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e Limited or no capacity on various transit lines/services
e Poor access to major transit hubs
e Poor air quality

The Sacramento area shares many of these opportunities and constraints with other regions throughout
the nation. Building on the opportunities and overcoming these constraints will however require
addressing the specific characteristics of the Sacramento region. If successful, the region will be able to
take advantage of walking and bicycling as useful and environmentally responsible forms of
transportation.

A.4 Facility Design

A.4.1 Motor-Vehicle Speeds and Traffic Calming

Avrterial roadways in California are planned to minimize driving time, particularly during congested
commute periods. While increasing peak-hour capacity offers benefits to motorists, expanded roadways
may lead to higher motor-vehicle speeds, which are less desirable for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Roadways should be designed for their optimum and safe speed consistent with the location and
functional classification, and design speed Hmits should be based on the safety of pedestrians and
bicyclists. Excessive speed is the cause of many serious traffic incidents involving bicyclists and
pedestrians. Therefore, it is important to minimize excessive speed and incorporate traffic-calming
methods for urban/main street arterial traffic. Traffic-calming is the combination of primarily physical
measures that reduce the negative effects of motor-vehicle use, alter driver behavior, and improve
conditions for non-motorized street users.? Traffic calming measures create a safe and comfortable
environment for all users pedestrians-and-bicychists by slowing motor-vehicle speed, and reducing cut-
through motor-vehicle traffic, thus reducing collision frequency and severity.?’ These measures also
increase access for pedestrians and bicyclists.

The four main types of measures are:
e Vertical deflections
e Horizontal shifts
e Roadway narrowings
» Closures

The first three are intended to reduce speed and enhance the street environment for non-motorists.
Examples of these include speed humps, traffic circles, and center island narrowing.?® Closures, such as
diagonal diverters, half closures, full closures, and median barriers, are intended to reduce cut-through
traffic by obstructing traffic movements in one or more directions.?® Traffic calming measures should
be implemented with consultation of public transit and emergency service providers to minimize
Impacts on access and services.

% |_ockwood, lan. ITE Traffic Calming Definition. ITE Journal, July 1997, pg. 22.
27 - -
ibid
%8 |nstitute of Transportation Engineers Traffic Calming Web-site, http://www.ite.org/traffic/index.html
# jbid
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A.4.2 Lighting®

Security for bicyclists requires attention to design details such as trail, path, and sidewalk lighting.
Lighting is important for safe, comfortable bicycle and pedestrian travel. Inadequate or non-existent
lighting may discourage potential bicycling or walking trips, and increase concerns about the potential
for criminal activity. Adequate lighting illuminates walkways and impediments, such as uneven
surfaces or debris, improves safety, and therefore is an essential component of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities.

A.4.3 Landscaping®

Trees are an important amenity, which enhances the bicycle and pedestrian environment. They are a
necessity in the Sacramento region where hot weather is common many months of the year, and should
be selected to provide shade. Landscaping also increases roadway safety by providing a buffer between
traffic and pedestrians, and may cause motorists to slow down. It has also been shown that landscaping
helps increase pavement life, and contributes to improvements in air and water pollution. When
landscaping is included, it should be open and airy to promote good visibility.

A.4.4 Connectivity*?

In many areas in the Sacramento Region, bicycling or walking to schools, employment centers,
shopping centers, or other activity centers can be challenging. While distances may be short, the route
may require traveling on a roadway that is unsuitable for bicyclists or pedestrians, or accessing the
facility through a large parking lot. Unfortunately this situation is all too common, and discourages the
use of bicycles or walking.

To improve connectivity in communities, it is essential to include bicycling and pedestrian
considerations in all transportation and development projects. Circulation studies investigating potential
access routes and crossings to adequately accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians gather important
information for project implementation. Programs that offer incentives to retrofit existing suburban and
urban neighborhoods can also lead to increased connectivity.

Neighborhoods should be planned in a way that is conducive to walking and biking. Studies have
shown that distances less than or equal to one-half mile are the most acceptable to pedestrians.®® Street
crossings must also be convenient. Pedestrians do not want to go more than 150 feet out of their way to
cross a street.** With fewer available crossings people are more likely to cross sporadically or
spontaneously, creating an unsafe environment for both pedestrians and motorists. Therefore cul-de-
sacs and gated or walled communities should be discouraged, unless they include convenient bicycle
and pede3s;[rian connections. Well-designed streets should have convenient pedestrian crossings every
300 feet.

A.4.5 Principles for Pedestrian Design®®
e The pedestrian environment should be safe and attractive
» The pedestrian network should be accessible to all
e The pedestrian network should connect to places people want to go

% California Blueprint for Bicycling and Walking. May 2002
31 - -
ibid

% pedestrian Transportation Program, City of Portland, “Pedestrian Master Plan” 1998
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e The pedestrian environment should be easy to use

e The pedestrian environment should provide good places to rest
e The pedestrian environment should be used for many things

e The pedestrian environment should be economical

A.5 Safety

An important goal of this plan is to reduce bicyclist and pedestrian injury and fatality rates while
increasing bicycling and walking. Bicyclists and pedestrians should be given increased priority in road
safety programs. Education programs will help children and adults bicycle and walk safely, while
increasing motorists” awareness of bicyclists and pedestrians. The personal safety and security of
bicyclists and pedestrians is also a key consideration in facility design and maintenance.

Bicyclists and pedestrians are often difficult for drivers to see and therefore are vulnerable to injury if hit
by a vehicle, particularly when traffic speeds are moderate or high. Pedestrians are particularly sensitive
to traffic congestion, detours, roadway conditions, street aesthetics, and street crime. Pedestrians are
injured and killed in much higher proportion to their trip making than travelers using other modes of
transportation. In California pedestrians are involved in 3% of all collisions, but account for 22% of the
traffic fatalities statewide.*” Those who have a choice will not walk if there is a lack of safe facilities.
Therefore pedestrian-friendly facilities are essential to achieving an increase in walking.

Bicycle and pedestrian planning involves more than just providing and maintaining bikelanes, sidewalks
and paths. It also requires consideration of bicycle and pedestrian needs in roadway design. Designing
streets with narrower roadway widths, median refuge islands, lower traffic speeds, smaller corner radii,
and vertical curbs greatly improves bicycle and pedestrian safety.®® Planter strips, street trees,
crosswalks with audible or countdown signals, and adequate lighting also enhance the safety and
comfort of bicycle and pedestrian environments.*

A.5.1 Street and Intersection Crossings

Safe and convenient street crossings are essential for bicycle and pedestrian travel. When pedestrians
must travel substantial distances out of their way to use a controlled intersection, there is an increase in
jaywalking, which increases the risk of pedestrian/vehicle collisions. On multilane roads, long crossing
distances also increase the potential for bicycle or pedestrian/vehicle collisions. Therefore it is important
to design intersections that are safe for bicyclists and pedestrians of all ages and abilities to cross the
road, with pedestrian safe crossings at convenient intervals.

The following measures can improve the safety of street and intersection crossings:
» Traffic signals, and signal timing to enable safe crossings
» Signal detection for bicycles
e Advance signing and other devices that alert drivers to pedestrian crossings
e Enhanced crosswalk facilities, with textured and/or raised surfaces, and pedestrian activated
signals
e Curb extensions that improve the visibility of pedestrians, and reduce crossing distances
e Pedestrian refuge islands and medians
e Crossings on all four legs of an intersection
e Implement intersection crossing guidelines consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act

%" California Pedestrian Safety Task Force Report: Walking Towards a Brighter Future. March 1999
% Dan Burden, Walkable Communities, Inc
* ibid
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A.5.2 Sidewalks
To maximize pedestrian mobility, there must be a safe place to walk on both sides of the street.

Pedestrians walk on the side of the street that is most advantageous to them in terms of time, comfort,
and convenience. Gaps in sidewalks can lengthen walking trips, which often is the deciding factor in
choosing not to walk. Meandering sidewalks are aesthetically pleasing, but they increase the distance

Final Draft Amendment July 19, 2007

pedestrians must walk to reach his/her destination, and therefore are not suitable for walking trips made
for utilitarian purposes. Suggested sidewalk widths are 5° minimum, with 8’ minimum in front of

schools. Sidewalks must not be placed directly adjacent to a high-speed travel lane (design speed 45

MPH and above). A buffer area between traffic and pedestrians can significantly improve the safety of
sidewalks. Acceptable buffers include a planting strip, a shoulder barrier, a parking lane or a bike lane.
Buffers are also beneficial on lower speed facilities.

A.5.3 Injury Statistics
The following tables show the number of bicycle and pedestrian injuries and fatalities in the Sacramento

region from 1991 to 2000, grouped by age.

40
-I!’—thleitﬁ; Injuries, 1991 to 2004 - Nonfatal Hospitalized Injuries: El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, & Yuba
AGE

YEAR <1 1-4 5-12 13-15 16-20 21-44 45-64 65+ Total
1991 1 38 49 12 24 137 46 33 340
1992 0 32 48 15 21 94 41 22 273
1993 0 43 57 25 23 113 45 33 339
1994 1 38 56 21 20 122 51 30 339
1995 2 37 48 24 19 116 69 35 350
1996 0 33 44 26 16 91 33 49 292
1997 0 31 39 13 14 92 64 35 288
1998 1 24 32 18 15 65 38 23 216
1999 1 22 36 10 30 85 54 49 287
2000 0 25 41 17 22 111 62 44 322
2001 1 27 38 17 31 105 68 31 318
2002 2 27 39 9 25 110 61 37 310
2003 0 21 34 4 24 a 66 39 292
2004 1 29 36 25 39 113 64 33 340
Total 10 1427 297 249 323 1445 162 493 4306

“0 California Department of Health Services, EPICenter.
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Table A.6*
Pedestrian Injuries, 1991 to 2004 - Fatal Injuries: El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, & Yuba

AGE
YEAR <1 1-4 5-12 13-15 16-20 21-44 45-64 65+ Total
1991 0 3 1 0 4 19 10 15 52
1992 0 4 3 2 1 15 12 10 47
1993 0 2 5 2 1 20 9 46
1994 0 5 6 0 3 21 13 55
1995 0 3 6 3 5 20 10 12 59
1996 0 3 2 0 2 15 14 12 48
1997 0 3 3 0 2 20 12 10 50
1998 0 1 2 0 0 14 13 10 40
1999 0 2 2 2 2 13 13 12 46
2000 2 0 1 1 3 11 11 12 41
2000 o |2 4 3 1 21 15 7 53
2002 0 0 0 1 3 12 18 10 44
2003 0 1 3 2 3 16 17 16 60
2004 0 3 0 1 3 23 22 14 66
Total 2 32 38 17 35 240 181 162 107
Table A.7%
Bicycle Injuries, 1991 to 2004 - Nonfatal Hospitalized Injuries: EIl Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, & Yuba

AGE
YEAR <1l (14 5-12 13-15 16-20 21-44 45-64 65+ Total
1991 0 8 79 46 31 132 45 16 357
1992 0 9 80 43 27 127 37 18 341
1993 0 11 77 40 26 120 44 19 337
1994 0 7 68 31 21 141 55 26 349
1995 0 6 72 41 23 157 63 21 383
1996 0 3 55 34 26 144 58 20 340
1997 0 9 88 40 38 166 77 23 441
1998 0 3 61 33 24 141 72 25 359
1999 0 11 72 30 24 146 70 18 371
2000 1 5 58 30 23 121 104 21 363
2001 0 4 52 43 33 126 92 16 366
2002 0 6 49 30 27 107 73 26 318
2003 0 6 45 38 27 94 84 24 318
2004 0 10 25 41 33 116 108 35 398
Total 1 98 911 520 383 1838 982 308 5041

* California Department of Health Services, EPICenter

“2 ibid
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Table A.8%
Bicycle Injuries, 1991 to 2004 - Fatal Injuries El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, & Yuba

AGE
YEAR <1 1-4 5-12 13-15 16-20 21-44 45-64 65+ Total
1991 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 8
1992 0 0 0 0 1 6 3 0 10
1993 0 0 5 0 0 3 2 2 12
1994 0 0 0 1 0 4 1 2 8
1995 0 0 3 1 0 8 2 0 14
1996 0 0 1 1 2 3 1 1 9
1997 0 0 0 0 0 6 5 0 11
1998 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 4
1999 0 0 1 0 2 6 2 0 11
2000 0 0 1 1 0 3 3 0 8
2001 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 1 8
2002 0 0 1 1 0 6 z 1 16
2003 0 0 2 0 3 6 5 0 16
2004 0 0 1 1 0 2 ) 1 10
Total o o 17 z 9 60 41 11 145

A.6 Education
Education programs for bicyclists, pedestrians, motorists, and professionals can be effective tools for
improving safety for everyone.

A.6.1 Pedestrian Education

Pedestrian education programs should emphasize safety guidelines such as the value of crossing at
intersections or crosswalks, and walking on the proper side of the street as defined in the California
Vehicle Code; “When sidewalks are not available pedestrians are required to walk on the left-hand edge
of the road facing traffic”. This definition also applies to the safe usages of class I trails. Programs
designed for children can increase their awareness of motor vehicles and teach appropriate behavior in
the vicinity of traffic. Elementary and high school students should be educated on the “Suggested Route
to School Plan”, as well as provided instruction on pedestrian safety.** School districts and PTA’s
should coordinate and hold public meetings regarding the location and safety of pedestrian or school
crossings in the area.*

A.6.2 Bicyclist Education

Bicyclist education should focus on preventing crashes and injuries. Programs should outline important
safety techniques when bicycling for example, riding with traffic, equipping bicycles with lights and
reflectors, and wearing bright reflective clothing for increased visibility at night. Instruction in the
California Vehicle Code is also important, emphasizing that bicyclists have the same duties and
responsibilities, and must follow the same rules as drivers of cars. Likewise the programs should
highlight the California law regarding youth bicycle helmet requirements.

*% California Department of Health Services, EPICenter
* Pedestrian Safety Task Force, March 1999
* ibid
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A.6.3 Motorist Education

Programs developed for drivers should address subjects like bicyclist and pedestrian right of way,
awareness of children walking to schools and playgrounds, and safe driving speeds in neighborhoods.
These issues can be addressed in curriculum included in drivers’ education programs and the
Department of Motor Vehicles Traffic Violators’ School. These programs could be developed in
conjunction with the Department of Motor Vehicles, Caltrans, California Highway Patrol, Office of
Traffic Safety, and other private organizations.

A.6.4 Professional Education

Professional engineers, planners, and developers often influence how land is used. Therefore it is
important that these professionals are well trained, and understand the important role bicycle and
pedestrian facilities play in efficient transportation systems. Integrating bicycle and pedestrian issues
into mainstream engineering, landscape architecture, and planning education programs can improve
awareness of the significance of bicycling and walking. Curricula for transportation and land use must
present walking and bicycling as normal, expected, efficient, and desirable modes. Professional
organizations, such as the Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals (APBP), can also
encourage practitioners to improve their technical skills by encouraging continuing education for
professionals in related fields. Likewise licensing boards for transportation and trails professionals
should review training and education needs and make appropriate recommendations.

A.7 Measures to Improve Conditions for Cycling and Walking

A.7.1 Increased Access

Communities must be designed to enable safe and efficient travel for non-motorists. People are less
likely to bicycle or walk if they are required to take an indirect route, ef travel long distances out of their
way, or feel unsafe. Therefore, to reduce distances and travel times and improve safety, it is important
to provide bicycle and pedestrian access in areas where vehicle use is restricted or blocked, such as
street closures and cul-de-sacs. Local agencies need to coordinate with developers to maximize
opportunities to provide bicycle and pedestrian friendly development patterns and infrastructure.

Improve connections to transit. Work with transit operators to improve bicycle parking and on-board
bicycle storage. ldentify station access issues and develop a “safe-routes-to-transit” program.

A.7.2 Improve Bicycle Parking*

Bicycles are extremely vulnerable to theft. Bicycle theft is endemic where there is widespread bicycle
use. Therefore, the availability of secure bicycle parking is often the key factor in deciding to travel via
bicycle. Secure bicycle parking should be included in the earliest phases of project planning to ensure
safety and convenience for bicyclists while minimizing obstructions to pedestrians and vehicles.

A.7.2.1 Secure Parking at Destination

Secure bicycle parking is a key factor in deterring opportunistic and organized bicycle theft. This
includes providing secure bicycle parking at destinations bicyclists are likely to visit, including but not
limited to schools, commercial and employment centers, public buildings, recreational facilities, park-
and-ride lots, and public transportation stops and stations.

%8 California Blueprint for Bicycling and Walking, May 2002
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A.7.2.2 Convenient Locations

If bicycling is to retain its inherent advantages, it is essential that cyclists are able to lock their bicycles
at the most convenient location, usually immediately adjacent to their destination. Where bicycle
parking is unavailable nearby, or if the bicycle will be parked for several hours, a bike locker or bicycle
racks in a fenced enclosure with weather protection is desirable.

When adding, changing or improving bicycle storage it is valuable to consult local cyclists to be sure
their needs are met. Bicycle parking facilities must be coordinated with the needs of the user if they
are to be well utilized. Long-term and short-term users require different storage facilities, site
location reguirements, etc. It is also important to locate bicycle parking where it does not cause
obstructions to vehicular traffic or pedestrians.

A.7.2.3 Parking Space Conversion

Another option for providing bicycle parking is converting vehicle parking spaces to bicycle parking
spaces. This is desirable where there is insufficient sidewalk space or where bicycle parking could
obstruct pedestrians, particularly those with disabilities.

A.7.2.4 New Development

State and local jurisdiction agencies should consider adopting ordinances requiring developers and
employers to provide secure bicycle parking at government buildings, commercial developments and
employment sites.

A.7.2.5 Bicycle Parking Equipment

Bicycle parking equipment selected for installation should be secure, reliable, and durable. The
Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals has developed guidelines for short term bike
parking. Local agencies, transit agencies, and bicycle advocacy groups are also good sources of
information regarding secure bicycle parking equipment.
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Appendix B - Regional Project List

PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
El Dorado County Bicycle
07-01-01 H Bass Lake Road Serrano Parkway to Country Club Dr. (U.S. 50 ) El Dorado Transportation Plan $1,058,570 5A
El Dorado County Bicycle
07-01-02 H El Dorado Hills Blvd Governors Drive to Francisco Drive El Dorado Transportation Plan TBD 5A
El Dorado County Bicycle
07-01-03 H El Dorado Hills Blvd Serrano Parkway to Raley's center El Dorado Transportation Plan TBD 5A
Palmer Drive/ El Dorado County Bicycle
07-01-04 H Wild Chaparral Dr Class | connection between Palmer Dr to Wild Chaparral Dr El Dorado Transportation Plan TBD 5B
07-01-05 H Auburn Ravine Auburn Ravine Greenbelt Placer City of Lincoln Bikeway Master Plan $2,360,000 4B
NW Roseville Specific
Plan Powerline
07-01-06 H Corridor Foothills Blvd. to Washington Blvd. to Diamond Oaks Rd. Placer City of Roseville Bicycle Master Plan | $4,000,000 4A
Old Airport Road to
07-01-07 H Bill Francis Dr. Old Airport Road to Bill Francis Dr. Placer Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan $360,000 4C
Pleasant Grove Creek
Foothills Business Foothills business park portion of Pleasant Grove Creek multi-use trail
07-01-08 H Park system Placer City of Roseville Bicycle Master Plan $270,000 4A
Blue Oak Hils
Regional Trail
East Sacramento Draft Sacramento County Open
07-01-09 H County Lake Natoma trail to Deer Creek Hills Sacramento Space Element TBD 6J
Community park to
Granite to Cherry to Community park to Granite to Cherry to Peerless connector with Placer
07-01-10 H Peerless Ave. County boundary trail that skirts Indian Stone Corral Sacramento TBD 6E
Portions included in:
Land acquisition and construction of Class | of the remaining Elder Creek North Vineyard Station Specific Plan &
07-01-11 H Elder Creek corridor (2 miles) that is outside of any specific plan areas. Sacramento Florin-Vineyard "Gap" Plan $2,300,000 6G
07-01-12 H Elk Grove Creek EG Blvd to Emerald Vista, Service Road Sacramento City of Elk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
07-01-13 H Elk Grove Creek Elk Grove-Florin to ElIk Grove Blvd, Service Road Sacramento City of EIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
07-01-14 H Elk Grove Creek Falcon Meadow to EG-Florin, Service Road Sacramento City of EIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
Sel graerts EI.HdEdF : | et _allls
H ElGrove Creek LagunaBlvd—to-Waterman-Rd- Sacramento Committee $2,500,000 61
07-01-15 H Elk Grove Creek Laguna Springs to W. Stockton Sacramento City of EIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
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PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
07-01-16 H Elk Grove Creek Low Water creek crossing at Oneto Park Sacramento City of EIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
07-01-17 H Elk Grove Creek Sirocco Way to Laguna Blvd (East Side) Sacramento City of EIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
City of Folsom Bikeway Master Plan,
Folsom Lake SRA General Plan, &
Folsom Lake Class | East Natoma St. corridor from the Folsom Prison entrance road to the Highway 50 Corridor Bicycle
07-01-18 H Bikeway Folsom/El Do County Line Sacramento Pedestrian Transportation Plan $1,200,000 6E
Portions included in:
North Vineyard Station Specific Plan,
Land acquisition and construction of Class | of the remaining Gerber Creek Vineyard Springs Specific Plan, &
07-01-19 H Gerber Creek corridor (1.5 miles) that is outside of any specific plan areas. Sacramento Florin-Vineyard "Gap" Plan $1,750,000 6G
H Grove St Webh-St-to-Waterman-Ré: Saeramente 5600,000 6t
07-01-20 H Haggin Oaks Fulton Ave to Watt Ave Sacramento TBD 6A
City of Folsom Bikeway Master Plan,
Folsom Lake SRA General Plan, &
Historic Powerhouse Highway 50 Corridor Bicycle $795,000
07-01-21 H Canal Trail East Natoma St. to the historic powerhouse canal Sacramento Pedestrian Transportation Plan $875,000 6E
City-of Folsem-BikewayMasterPlan
Humbug-Wilow Creek-Pkuwway Master
H Humbug-Willow Creek | Blue Ravine Rdto-the Lake Natoma Trail Sacramento Plan $537.000 6C
City of Folsom Bikeway Master Plan
Humbug-Willow Creek Pkwy Master
07-01-22 H Humbug-Willow Creek | East Bidwell St. to Chaffin Ct. Sacramento Plan $490,000 6E
$3,000,000
07-01-23 H 1-5 Corridor Elk-Grove Blvd: Southern Elk Grove City Limits to Freeport Blvd. Sacramento 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan | $7,800,000 | 6C, 6H
City of ElIk Grove Trails Master Plan
Elk Grove Community Services
07-01-24 H Laguna Creek Camden Passage neighborhood to California Family Fitness at Bond Rd. | Sacramento District TBD 6H
H Laguna Creek 0 i ion-of-Bond-Rd-and-W Rd-to-CalvineRd Sacramento Elk-Grove Community-Services District $750,000 61
07-01-25 H Laguna Creek Garrity Drive to Camden Trail Sacramento City of ElIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
City of ElIk Grove Trails Master Plan
Elk Grove Community Services
07-01-26 H Laguna Creek Lewis Stein to Bruceville Sacramento District TBD 6H
H Laguna-Creek PinkertonPark-to-Bruceville Rd- Sacramento Elk-Grove-Community-Services District $300,000 61
City of Elk Grove Trails Master Plan
07-01-27 H Laguna Creek State Route 99 to Camden Park Greenbelt Sacramento Elk Grove Community Services District $800,000 6H
City of Folsom Bikeway Master Plan,
Folsom Lake SRA General Plan, &
Lake Natoma Trail Highway 50 Corridor Bicycle
07-01-28 H Gap Closure Lake Natoma Bike Trail up to the intersection of Riley and Scott St Sacramento Pedestrian Transportation Plan $475,000 6E
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City of Folsom Bikeway Master Plan,
Folsom Lake SRA General Plan, &
Mormon Island Humbug-Willow Creek Trail, north-east of Empire Ranch Rd., to Green Highway 50 Corridor Bicycle
07-01-29 H Wetlands Trail Valley Rd., just west of the intersection with Sophia Pkwy. Sacramento Pedestrian Transportation Plan $475,000 6E
07-01-30 H Qak Ave. Trail System | Folsom City limits and Santa Juanita to Oak Ave. Sacramento TBD 6E
Peerless Ave at At the north end of Peerless at Placer County line, paved fire paved to
Placer County line to Treelake Park, and join up with Placer County trail line along the north side
07-01-31 H Treelake Park of Indian Stone Corral out to Barton Rd. Sacramento TBD 6E
07-01-32 H Powerline Trail Misty Springs Court to Hambly Circle Sacramento City of Elk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
South Sacramento So. Sacramento Pkwy; Bike trail along the area of So. Sacramento City
07-01-33 H City Limits limits between Freeport/I-5 bridge & Franklin Blvd Sacramento 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan | $2,000,000 | 6C, 6H
07-01-34 H Sutter Regional Park From Lanatt St. (off of Elvas in E. Sac) to Sutter Regional Park Sacramento TBD 6B
Reconstruct connection between 1-80 Yolo Causeway and
07-01-35 H Yolo Causeway West Capitol Ave. Yolo TBD 3B
Table B.1-B: Medium Priority Class I
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
07-01-36 M Alder Creek Trail Folsom Blvd. to Payen Rd. Old-Placervile Rd-and-Felsom-Blvd: Sacramento | City of Folsom Bikeway Master Plan TBD 6E
M Bond-Rd- Bradshaw Rd-to-Grant Line Rd- Sacramento $2,506-000 61
Eastern Sacramento
07-01-37 M River Parkway Captain's Table Rd to trailhead at 35th Ave Sacramento TBD 6C
Elk Grove Blvd. to
07-01-38 M Sacramento River Elk Grove Blvd to Sacramento River Sacramento TBD 6H
07-01-39 M Elk Grove Creek Big Horn to EG Creek at Miwok Park Sacramento | City of ElIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
07-01-40 M Elk Grove Creek Oneto Park to Laguna Blvd (West Side) Sacramento | City of ElIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
M Granttine Rd: Bradshaw Rd—to-Central- GaliforniaTraction-Rail- Read ROW Sacramento $1,500:000 6t
| Californi . n | Sel o I'E 5+ G;I.Hdei' It e; 2 I'.al'ls
07-01-41 M Grantline Road Waterman Rd. to EIk Grove Blvd. Sacramento | City of EIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
Haggin Oaks Golf
07-01-42 M Course North-South through Haggin Oaks golf course at Fulton Sacramento TBD 6A
07-01-43 M Hickory/lllinois Ave. Oak Ave. to Sailor Bar Sacramento TBD 6E
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ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
E Bb
07-01-44 M Iron Point Road Prairie City Rd. to E. Bidwell St. Sacramento $950,000 6E
07-01-45 M Laguna Creek Connect Guttridge Park to Laguna and/or Elk Grove Creek Trails | Sacramento | City of Elk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
07-01-46 M Main Ave in Orangevale | Main Ave through the Teichert rock piles at Sunset Ave. Sacramento TBD 6E
McClellan Park - North/South trail on West
07-01-47 M McClellan Park perimeter Sacramento TBD 6A
TvofFol - I
Humbug-Willew Creek-Pkwy-Master
M Oak-Parkway Willow Greek-Dr—to-East Natema-St Sacramento | Plan $550,000 6C
07-01-48 M Olivine Ave. Wachtel Way. to C-Bar-C Park Sacramento TBD 6D
Peerless Ave. at Placer County line west to Hazel, cross Hazel and
07-01-49 M Orangevale SMUD trail | follow SMUD power line easement through Woodbridge to Wachtel Sacramento TBD 6E
M Ranecho-Cordova Drto-UP-RR tracks seuth Saeramento BB 6B-6F
07-01-50 M Sacramento Old Sacramento to Sacramento Intermodal Transportation Facility Sacramento TBD 6B
07-01-51 M Sacramento River From Clipper Way to Garcia Bend Park Sacramento TBD 6C
Santa Juanita Ave. to
07-01-52 M Oak Ave to Main Ave. Class | - Santa Juanita to Oak Ave to Main Sacramento TBD 6E
South Bank of the
07-01-53 M American River Watt Ave. to Gristmill Park Sacramento TBD 6C,6F
07-01-54 M Strawberry Creek Lowes to Jones Park, Service Road and Wetlands Sacramento | City of EIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
07-01-55 M Sunrise Blvd Sunrise light rail station to Douglas Blvd. Sacramento TBD 6F
Twin Lakes/
07-01-56 M Snipes-Pershing Twin Lakes Ave to Snipes-Pershing Ravine to-Lake Natoma Sacramento TBD 6E
07-01-57 M US 50 parallel route Empire Ranch Rd. to Alder Creek Sacramento | City of Folsom Bikeway Master Plan $850,000 6E
07-01-58 M Wackman Park Betschart Park to Big Horn Sacramento | City of ElIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
07-01-59 M Wackman Park Tegan Road Connector Sacramento | City of ElIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
07-01-60 M White House Creek Vintara Park Sacramento | City of ElIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD 6H
West Sacramento City of West Sacramento Parks
Deep Water Ship Class | along Deep Water Ship Channel and South Cross Levee, Master Plan & Bicycle and
07-01-61 M Channel from Port of Sacramento to the Sacramento River Yolo Pedestrian Master Plan $10,000,000 3B
West Sacramento Class | from south of Barge Canal to Deep Water Ship Channel, along City of West Sacramento Parks Master $1.150.000
07-01-62 M Main Drain the Main Drain. Yolo Plan $3,000,000 3B
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City of West Sacramento Parks
West Sacramento Master Plan &
07-01-63 M Sacramento River Class | along the entire river levee within the City Yolo Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan $16,000,000 3B
Table B.1-C: Low Priority Class |
PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
07-01-65 L Bass Lake Rd. Green Valley Rd. to El Dorado Hills Blvd. El Dorado TBD
07-01-66 L Bass Lake Rd. Hwy 50 (Country Club Dr.) to Green Valley Rd. El Dorado $1,058,570
El Dorado County Hiking & Equestrian
Trails Master Plan, &
US Parks Service Pony Express National
07-01-67 L Green Valley Rd. El Dorado County Line to Rescue El Dorado Historic Trail $2,475,000
07-01-68 L SR 49 Coloma to Lotus El Dorado $4,367,000
Connection from Ueda Parkway to Jedediah Smith
07-01-69 L American River Parkway | Memorial Trail Sacramento TBD
L
07-01-70 M Bond Rd. Bradshaw Rd. to Grant Line Rd. Sacramento City of EIk Grove Trails Master Plan $2,500,000
07-01-71 L Cosumnes River Cosumnes River Pkwy Sacramento TBD
07-01-72 L Dry Creek Dry Creek Parkway Sacramento TBD
Earnest Rd./
07-01-73 L East Drainage Between Elkhorn Blvd and proposed class | Sacramento TBD
L Central California Traction Rail Road ROW to Folsom South
07-01-74 M Grant Line Rd. Canal/Sunrise Blvd. Sacramento City of EIK Grove Trails Master Plan $7,700,000
L Elk Grove Blvd. to Central California Traction Rail Road
07-01-75 M Grant Line Rd. ROW Sacramento City of EIK Grove Trails Master Plan $1,500,000
L
07-01-76 H Grove St. Webb St. to Waterman Rd. Sacramento $600,000
L Iron-PointRoad Folsom Blvd-to-eastern-Sacramente-County-line Saeramento TBb
07-01-77 L Mather West Edge Mather west edge Sacramento TBD
Connections from *“'panhandle’ area of Sacramento
07-01-64 L "Panhandle’ Area County to the Ueda Parkway Sacramento TBD

Low priority projects were not scored according to the criteria in Appendix C because they were identified as low priority by the governing jurisdiction, or the scoring

date was not provided
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ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
Sacramento River/ From the Elkhorn Boat Launch, south of SMF, along I-5
Elkhorn Boat Launch turning north at approximately Lone Tree Rd., heading north-
connection to Dry Creek east to the Sacramento County boundary, along the boundary
07-01-78 L Pkwy to the Dry Creek Pkwy. Sacramento TBD
Class | from proposed Folsom-Murieta Trail
07-01-79 L East Sacramento County to Rancho Murieta Sacramento TBD
07-01-80 L Morrison Creek Between Central CA Traction RR and Mather Regional Park Sacramento TBD
it of ievel
Pedestrian-MasterPlan-and-Parks-Master
L Deep-watership-channel SeuthportPkwy-to-Jefferson-Blvd: Yolo Plan $2,750,000
Delta Ecosystem Trail - Along one or both levees of the deep water ship channel Yolo County Bicycle Transportation
07-01-81 L Deep water ship channel between W. Sacramento and Solano County Yolo Plan $4,000,000
From south of Violet Dr., Susan Ct., Phelps Ct., and Linden $256.600
07-01-82 L Morton Canal Rd. to Jefferson Blvd. Yolo $500,000
- -
. . . Yvest S Ie SRR
L West-Sacramente Barge Canal-to-south-end-of Seuth-RiverRed- Yolo Plan $3,400,000
City of West Sacramento Bicycle &
Riverside to Yolo Causeway Connector; Pedestrian Master Plan and Parks Master
07-01-83 L West Sacramento Sacramento Ave/Reed Ave to Yolo Causeway Yolo Plan $1,500,000
07-01-84 L Cache Creek Woodland and Cache Creek Regional Park Yolo TBD
Table B.2-A: High Priority Class Il
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Western EI Dorado County line to
07-02-01 H Green Valley Rd. | Cameron Park Dr. El Dorado $500,000 5A
El Dorado County Bicycle Transportation
Silva Valley Plan
07-02-02 H Pkwy. Green Valley Road to White Rock Road El Dorado 50 Corridor Bike Plan TBD 5A
07-02-03 H White Rock Rd. Western El Dorado County line to Latrobe Rd. El Dorado $500,000 5A
07-02-04 H Pacific Street Roseville City limits to Loomis Town limits Placer Rocklin General Plan $500,000 4A
07-02-05 H Auburn Blvd. Northern Sacramento County line to Howe Ave. Sacramento 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan $2,000,000 6A, 6D
07-02-06 H Freeport Blvd Between 4th Ave & 14 Ave Sacramento City of Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD 6C
07-02-07 H Freeport Blvd Between Meadowview Rd. & South Sacramento City Limits Sacramento City of Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD 6C

31




Adopted November, 2004

Final Draft Amendment July 19, 2007

Table B.2-A: High Priority Class Il

PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Northeast Area Connections
E. Stockton Blvd North
E. Stockton Blvd South
Twin Cities Rd
Marengo Rd
07-02-08 H Galt Vintage Oak Sacramento City of Galt Bicycle Transportation Plan $530,000 6l
Auburn Blvd to Northern Sacramento County Line; Widening of City of Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan
07-02-09 H Roseville Road bridge over Arcade Creek to install bikelanes Sacramento 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD 6A
Old-Placerville Rd. to Eastern Sacramento
07-02-10 H White Rock Rd. County line Sacramento 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan $3,000,000 6E
07-02-11 H Natoma St. Folsom Blvd. to Blue Ravine Rd./Green Valley Rd. Sacramento City of Folsom Bikeway Master Plan $450,000 6E
07-02-12 H Franklin Rd. George Washington Blvd. to Township Rd. Sutter Yuba-Sutter Bikeway Master Plan $653,000 1A
George
Washington
07-02-13 H Blvd. Lincoln Rd. to Franklin Rd. Sutter Yuba-Sutter Bikeway Master Plan $552,000 1A
Franklin Rd. to existing Class | along abandoned Sac. Northern RR
07-02-14 H Township Rd. ROW Sutter Yuba-Sutter Bikeway Master Plan $686,000 1A
Yolo County Bicycle Transportation
07-02-15 H County Rd. 32A Mace Blvd. to County Rd 105 Yolo Plan $800,000 3A
County Road 29 County Road 99 to County Road 99D Yolo County Bicycle Transportation
Yolo $3,300,000 3A
County Roads Plan
07-02-16 H 99/99D County Road 27 to Davis City limits
L Yolo County Bicycle Transportation 3, 3A,
07-02-17 H County Road 98 County Road 24 to Solano County Yolo Plan $1,900,000 3C
M
07-02-18 H Arboga Rd. Erle Rd. to McGowan Pkwy. Yuba Yuba-Sutter Bikeway Master Plan $500,000 2B
07-02-19 H Lindhurst Ave. Olivehurst Ave. to Scale Ave. Yuba Yuba-Sutter Bikeway Master Plan $350,000 2B
Table B.2-B: Medium Priority Class Il
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
El Dorado County Bicycle Transportation
07-02-20 M Bass Lake Rd. Green Valley Rd. to Old Bass Lake Rd/Country Club Dr. El Dorado Plan $1,500,000 5A
Cameron Park El Dorado County Bicycle Transportation
07-02-21 M Drive Green Valley Road to U.S. 50 El Dorado Plan TBD 5A
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PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
El Dorado Hills El Dorado County Bicycle Transportation
07-02-22 M Blvd Green Valley Road to U.S. 50 El Dorado Plan TBD 5A
07-02-23 M Auburn-Folsom Rd. | Auburn City limits to Shirland Tract Rd. Placer Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan $360,000 4C
07-02-24 M Cook-Riolo Rd. From 800' south of Dry Creek bridge to Dry Creek bridge Placer Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan $360,000 4A
07-02-25 M PFE Rd. Walerga Rd. to Cook-Riolo Rd. Placer Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan $840,000 4A
City of Elk Grove Bicycle & Pedestrian
07-02-26 M Bader Road Bond Rd to Calvine Rd Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6H
07-02-27 M Capitol Mall Tower Bridge to 9th Street Sacramento City of Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD 6B
City of Elk Grove Bicycle & Pedestrian
07-02-28 M Corfu Drive Excelsior Rd to Central CA Traction RR Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6H
07-02-29 M Folsom Blvd. Hwy 50 to Natoma St. Sacramento City of Folsom Bikeway Master Plan TBD 6E
07-02-30 M Franklin Blvd 2nd Ave to Fruitridge Rd. Sacramento City of Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD 6C
City of Elk Grove Bicycle & Pedestrian
07-02-31 M Grant Line Rd State Route 99 to Central California Traction Rail Road ROW Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6H
6F, 6G,
07-02-32 M Grant Line Rd. Central CA Traction RR to White Rock Rd. Sacramento TBD 6H
07-02-33 M Main Avenue Natomas East Main Drain Trail to McClellan Air Park Sacramento City of Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD 6A
07-02-34 M McClellan Park McClellan Park, east/west route Sacramento TBD 6A
07-02-35 M Placerville Rd. White Rock Rd. to Iron Point Rd. Sacramento TBD 6E
Pleasant Grove City of Elk Grove Bicycle & Pedestrian
07-02-36 M School Rd Bader Rd to Grant Line Rd Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6H
Sleepy Hollow City of Elk Grove Bicycle & Pedestrian
07-02-37 M Lane Sheldon Rd to Corfu Dr Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6H
lo.C ievel .
M County-Rd-—99 Rd-29-to-Ceunty-Rd-31 Yolo Plan $350,000 3A
M ArbegaRd- Erle-Rd-to-MecGowan-Pkwy: Yuba Yuba-Sutter Bikeway-Master Plan $500,000 2B
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07-02-38 L E16 Pleasant Valley to Amador County line El Dorado TBD
07-02-39 L Francisco Drive Entire length El Dorado TBD
07-02-40 L Harvard Way El Dorado Hills Blvd. to Silva Valley Pkwy. El Dorado TBD
07-02-41 L Latrobe Rd. US 50 to Wetzel-Oviatt Rd. El Dorado TBD
El Dorado County Bicycle Transportation
07-02-42 L Lotus Road Green Valley Rd to US 50 El Dorado Plan TBD
El Dorado County Hiking & Equestrian
07-02-43 L South Shingle Rd. Mother Lode Dr. in Shingle Springs to Latrobe Rd. El Dorado Trails Master Plan $1,837,500
El Dorado County Bicycle Transportation
07-02-44 L State Route 49 Coloma to Cool El Dorado Plan TBD
07-02-45 L State Route 49 Placerville to Coloma El Dorado TBD
07-02-46 L Saratoga Way Western EI Dorado County line to El Dorado Hills Blvd El Dorado County TBD
City of Sacramento
Cental Business
07-02-47 L District Various locations Sacramento TBD
07-02-48 L El Camino Ave Ethan Way to Fair Oaks Blvd. Sacramento 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD
07-02-49 L Elk Grove Blvd. Elk Grove-Florin Rd. to Waterman Rd. Sacramento TBD
07-02-50 L Elkhorn Blvd. Don Julio Blvd to 1-80 Sacramento TBD
07-02-51 L Elkhorn Blvd. Natomas East Main Drain Trail to Lone Tree Sacramento TBD
07-02-52 L Fruitridge Rd. 24th St - Rail Road ROW Sacramento TBD
07-02-53 L H Street 56th Street to Carlson Drive Sacramento TBD
07-02-54 L J Street On CSUS Campus Sacramento TBD
07-02-55 L Palm Ave. UPRR to Arcade Creek Sacramento TBD
Rancho Cordova
07-02-56 L Parkway Entire length Sacramento TBD
07-02-57 L 7th Street D Street to H Street Sacramento City of Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD
07-02-58 L G Street 16th Street to 7th Street Sacramento City of Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD
07-02-59 L H Street 16th Street to 5th Street Sacramento City of Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD
07-02-60 L Iron Point Road Folsom Blvd to eastern Sacramento County line Sacramento TBD
07-02-61 L J Street 55th Street to Carlson Dr. Sacramento City of Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD
2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan
07-02-62 L Watt Avenue McClellan Park to Arden Way Sacramento City of Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD

Low priority projects were not scored according to the criteria in Appendix C because they were identified as low priority by the governing jurisdiction, or the scoring

date was not provided
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Yolo County Bicycle Transportation
07-02-63 L County Road 104 Davis City limits to Grasslands County Park Yolo $840,000
lo.C ievel .
E County-Read-98 County-Reoad24-to-Solano-County Yolo $1,900,000
Table B.3-A: High Priority Class Il
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY | LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
City of Placerville Non-Motorized $75,000 -
07-03-01 H Broadway Main Street to Schnell School Road El Dorado Transportation Plan $150,000 5C
City of Placerville Non-Motorized
07-03-02 H Main Street Clay Street to Forni Road El Dorado Transportation Plan $7,500 5C
07-03-03 H Eureka Rd. Benton Acres to Wellington Way Placer Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan $1,500 4A
Meadow Vista
07-03-04 H Rd. Placer Hills to Sherwood Way Placer Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan $2,250 4D
07-03-05 H Eureka Rd. Benton Acres to Auburn-Folsom Rd. Placer Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan $1,875 4A
Table B.3-B: Medium Priority Class 111
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
07-03-06 M Jackson Hwy Entire length to Sacramento County Line Sacramento TBD 6G
Table B.4-A: High Priority Pedestrian Upgrade
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY | LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Entire length - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, shade Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-01 H Arden Way trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Master Plan TBD | 6A, 6B
Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
Entire length - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, shade Master Plan, & Sacramento County
07-04-02 H Bell Ave. trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Corridor Mobility Study TBD | 6A, 6D
Entire length - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, shade Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-03 H Del Paso Rd. trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6A
Discontinuous Segments only - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-04 H El Camino Ave. | planter strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. | Sacramento Master Plan TBD | 6A, 6D
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PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY | LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Elk Grove Florin Rd to Walnut Ave;
07-04-05 H Elk Grove Blvd | School St. to Waterman Rd. Sacramento $800,000 6H
Watt Ave. to Don Julio Blvd. - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-06 H Elkhorn Blvd. planter strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. | Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6D
Marconi Ave. to Engle Rd. - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-07 H Fair Oaks Blvd. | strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Master Plan TBD | 6B, 6F
Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
Sunrise Blvd. to Aerojet Rd. - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, Master Plan, & City of Sacramento
07-04-08 H Folsom Blvd planter strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. | Sacramento “Main Street” Plan TBD 6F
Arden Way to Auburn Rd. - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-09 H Fulton Ave. strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Master Plan TBD | 6A, 6B
Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
U.S. 50 to Madison - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, Master Plan, & Hazel Avenue
07-04-10 H Hazel Ave. shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Widening Project TBD 6E
Discontinuous segments only - separated sidewalks on hoth sides of street, Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-11 H Marconi Blvd. planter strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. | Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6D
Discontinuous segments only - separated sidewalks on hoth sides of street,
planter strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings.
Pedestrian breakthrough connection connecting high density residential with Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-12 H Northrop Ave. regional commercial shopping centers on Fair Oaks Blvd. Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6B
Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
Entire length - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, shade Master Plan, & Sacramento County 6A, 6B,
07-04-13 H Watt Ave. trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Corridor Mobility Study TBD 6C
Grant Ave.
(SR128)/
Morgan St. Morgan Street Area Circulation
07-04-14 H Intersection Pedestrian circulation & safety improvements Yolo Study $250,000 3D
Table B.4-B: Medium Priority Pedestrian Upgrade
PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Entire length - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, shade Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-15 M Bradshaw Rd. trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6G, 6H
Walnut Ave - Grove St to Emerald Park Dr;
Lark Ave - Kent St to Webb St;
Polhemus Dr - 2nd Ave to Quaymas Ct;
Elk Grove - city- Porta Rosa Way - North of Elk Grove Blvd,;
07-04-16 M wide Elk Grove Florin Rd - Aizenberg Cir to Bond Rd Sacramento $353,800 6H
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Table B.4-B: Medium Priority Pedestrian Upgrade

PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Entire length - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, shade Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-17 M Freeport Blvd. trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6C
Entire length - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, shade Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-18 M Fruitridge Rd. trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6C
Sand Cove Park to Northgate - separated sidewalks on hoth sides of street, Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-19 M Garden Highway planter strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. | Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6B
Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
Sunrise Blvd. To Hazel Ave. - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, Master Plan, & Sacramento
07-04-20 M Greenback Lane planter strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. | Sacramento County Corridor Mobility Study TBD 6D, 6E
Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
Entire length - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, shade Master Plan, & Sacramento 6A, 6B,
07-04-21 M Howe Ave. trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento County Corridor Mobility Study TBD 6C
American River to Watt Ave. - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-22 M Hurley Ave. planter strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. | Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6B
Entire length - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, shade Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-23 M Meadowview Rd. trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6C
Entire length - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, shade Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-24 M Northgate Blvd. trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6A
Entire length - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, shade Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-25 M Richards Blvd. trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6B
Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
X Street to Riza Ave. - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, Master Plan, & Stockton
07-04-26 M Stockton Blvd. shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Streetscape Plan TBD 6B, 6C
Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
Discontinuous segments only - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, Master Plan, & Sacramento
07-04-27 M Sunrise Blvd. planter strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. | Sacramento County Corridor Mobility Study TBD 6D, 6F
West Stockton City of ElIk Grove Bicycle &
07-04-28 M Blvd Laguna Palms Way to shopping center - curb, gutter, and sidewalk gap closure Sacramento Pedestrian Master Plan TBD 6H
Entire length - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter strips, shade
trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Also includes
purchasing property enabling linking ped/bike accessibility through Arden Sacramento Draft Pedestrian
07-04-29 M Winding Way Creek to American River College Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6D, 6F
School Crosswalk/School Zone Improvements for Various Schools in Sutter
County: Upgrade school crosswalks - implement a crosswalk lighting
system/flashing beacon program to mitigate potential pedestrian/vehicle
07-04-30 Sutter County accidents. Sutter $193,000 N/A
E New sidewalks on: Edwards St., Grant Ave., &
07-04-31 M Winters Hemenway St. Yolo $188,506 3D
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Table B.4-B: Medium Priority Pedestrian Upgrade

PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Pedestrian improvements at multiple intersections:
Railroad Ave./Main St.
Railroad Ave./Abbey St.
E. Main St./Elliot St.
Main St./First St. City of Winters Downtown
07-04-32 M Winters Main St./Second St. Yolo Master Plan $500,000 3D
Table B.4-C: Low Priority Pedestrian Upgrade
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY | LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
Fair Oaks Blvd. to Arden Way - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter
07-04-33 L Fulton Ave. strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Sacramento Draft Pedestrian Master Plan TBD
Greenback Madison Ave. to Sunrise Blvd. - separated sidewalks on both sides of street, planter Sacramento Draft Pedestrian Master Plan, &
07-04-34 L Lane strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block crossings. Sacramento Sacramento County Corridor Mobility Study TBD
Madison Ave. to Northern Sacramento County Line - separated sidewalks on both
sides of street, planter strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid- Sacramento Draft Pedestrian Master Plan, &
07-04-35 L Hazel Ave. block crossings. Sacramento Hazel Avenue Widening Project TBD
07-04-36 L Esparto Provide sidewalks for access to Esparto Middle & High Schools Yolo Esparto General Plan $850,000
E Winters Hemenway St ¥eolo $188:506
Table B.5-A: High Priority Combined Projects
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Parallel route to US Class I, 11, Il parallel route to US 50 on the north side from Tong Rd. in El
07-05-01 H 50 dorado Hills to Ponderosa Rd. in Shingle Springs El Dorado TBD | 5A,5B
Portions included in Placer County
Dry Creek Parkway | Dry Creek Greenway Segment 1; Placer-Sacramento County line to Dry Regional Bikeway Plan & City of $3,504,700
07-05-02 H Segment 1 Creek-Cirby Creek Placer Roseville Bicycle Master Plan $5,500,000 4A
Portions included in Placer County
Dry Creek Parkway Regional Bikeway Plan & City of
07-05-03 H Segment 2 Dry Creek Greenway Segment 2; Dry Creek-Galleria - Douglas Blvd Placer Roseville Bicycle Master Plan $6,610,000 4A

Low priority projects were not scored according to the criteria in Appendix C because they were identified as low priority by the governing jurisdiction, or the scoring
date was not provided
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Table B.5-A: High Priority Combined Projects

PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Portions included in the Placer
County Regional Bikeway Plan, &
Dry Creek Parkway Dry Creek Greenway Segment 3; Cirby Creek- City of Roseville Bicycle Master
07-05-04 H Segment 3 Linda Creek-Swan Stream-Powerline Corridor to Baldwin Reservoir Placer Plan $4,873,000 4A
Portions included in the Placer
County Regional Bikeway Plan,
City of Roseville Bicycle Master
Dry Creek Parkway Plan, & Town of Loomis Bikeway
07-05-05 H Segment 4 Dry Creek Greenway Segment 4; Local Greenway Connections Placer Plan $9,790,200 | 4A,4B
US 50 to Florin Rd - bikelanes and separated sidewalks on both sides of 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master
65th Street street, planter strips, shade trees, improved intersection crossings, mid-block Plan, & Sacramento Draft $12,000,00
07-05-06 H Expressway Crossings. Sacramento Pedestrian Master Plan 0] 6B,6C
From Rio Linda Blvd to the Placer County line. Includes installation of four
multi-use bridges across Dry Creek, construction of at least three signaled Sacramento County Dry Creek
07-05-07 H Dry Creek Parkway | street crossings, and construction of three staging areas. Sacramento Parkway Master Plan $7,000,000 6A
Land acquisition and construction of Class | from Excelsior Rd to the
Triangle Rock property of approximately 7.5 miles. Trailside amenities
Laguna Creek such as benches, picnic tables, drinking fountains, & parking. Intersection Portions included in the Vineyard $16,700,00
07-05-08 H Greenway crossings. Shade trees. Sacramento Springs Specific Plan 0 6G
From Folsom So. Canal to Excelsior Rd., with a 0.4 mile connecting to
Mather Blvd. Includes installation of a crossing over Morrison Creek and
Mather Regional the construction of three street crossings, one of which will be controlled by Portions are included in the Mather
07-05-09 H Park a signal. Sacramento Regional Park Land Use Plan $1,675,000 6F, 6G
McClellan Air Force Base Reuse
Plan
McClellan Park bicycle & pedestrian improvement project - various McClellan Park Transportation
locations; class 11, sidewalks, streetscaping, medians, crosswalks, Systems Management/Air Quality
07-05-10 H McClellan Park landscaping, lighting, bike parking, shower facilities Sacramento Plan $2,555,000 | 6A, 6D
Class Il & 6' sidewalk on both sides of
Roseville Rd.; Northern Sacramento County Line to Longview Dr. Will
also include landscaping to further enhance the corridor and encourage bike 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master
07-05-11 H Roseville Rd. & ped travel Sacramento Plan $1,200,000 | 6A, 6D
Remove, re-grade, & replace sections of trail plagued by standing water.
Install sump drains to alleviate standing water problems. Add/replace
benches at regular intervals for comfort. Replace picnic table, drinking
fountain and lighting. Upgrade street intersection with signing, striping,
curb-cuts/ramps, & lighting. Upgrade fence and add barriers for safety,
prevent unlawful use of trail. Planting 50 shade trees. Acquisition and
07-05-12 H Tillotson Parkway construction of the final eastern most section (5/8 mile) of the Pkwy. Sacramento $3,340,000 6H
West Sacramento
Riverfront Bikeway | Class | and improved access from Tower Bridge to Bryte Bend Bridge, and Sacramento $49,700,00
07-05-13 H Improvements additional river crossings. Yolo Sacramento Riverfront Master Plan 0 3B
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PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Connect low volume frontage roads on the west side of SR 113 with bridge Yolo County Bicycle
L Davis-Woodland over Willow Slough, and RR crossing/bypass. The bikeway will be Class | Transportation 3, 3A,
07-05-14 H Bikeway &l Yolo Plan $5,500,000 3C
Lower Northwest Class | along LNWI alignment from Yolo St. / Sacramento Ave. to Stone $4,000,000
Interceptor Blvd. Clarenden-St{River City High-Sehool). Includes at-grade grade- $12,000,00
07-05-15 H alignment separated crossing of UPRR and undercrossing of US 50. Yolo 0 3B
Citywide Class Il & Il1:
II: Walnut St. - Kentucky Ave. to Beamer St.
Thomas St. - E. Main St. to E. Gum Ave
Harter Ave. - E. Kentucky Ave. to E. Beamer St
E. Oak Ave. - Thomas St. to Matmor Rd.
Court St. - Ashley Ave. to Sonoma Way
Churchill Downs Ave. - Pioneer Ave. to East St.
Il E. Oak Ave. - East St. to Thomas St.
California St. - Greenwood Dr. to Gibson Rd.
Woodland - city- North St. - Fifth St to Fifth St. City of Woodland Bicycle
07-05-16 H wide Lemen St. - East St. to Matmor Rd. Yolo Transportation Plan $44,330 3C
Table B.5-B: Medium Priority Combined Projects
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY | LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Gage St - Elk Grove Blvd to Truman St;
Walnut Ave - Elk Grove Blvd to Grove St;
Grove St. - Gage Street to Webb Street;
Kent St. - EIk Grove Blvd to Grove St.;
Elk Grove - Webb St. - EIk Grove Blvd to Grove St; Elk Grove Community Services
07-05-17 M city-wide Bikelanes, sidewalk, grade separated x-ing of UP RR Sacramento District $2,400,000 6H
Florin Creek Replace lighting in Hwy 99 tunnel, reconstruct 1.75 miles of trail pavement,
07-05-18 M Trail reconstruct retaining wall, remove & replace existing bollards Sacramento $580,000 6C
Class | & Il along Iron Point Rd from Folsom Blvd to eastern Sacramento
07-05-19 M Iron Point Rd. County line Sacramento TBD 6E
Ninos Class | along WAPA transmission lines between Garden Hwy & Elkhorn Blvd.
Pkwy/WAPA Include bridge over 1-80 between Truxel Rd & Northgate Blvd. Portion on- 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master
07-05-20 M Corridor Trail street (class I1) along Vista Park Ct. Sacramento Plan $6,000,000 6A
State
Reclamation Crossings of Gateway Park Blvd, National Dr., & Northgate Blvd. with Class |
Dist. 1000 C1 along State Reclamation Dist. 1000 C1 Canal between Gateway Parks Blvd and 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master
07-05-21 M canal Northgate Blvd. Sacramento Plan $2,000,000 6A
Ueda Parkway | Between San Juan Rd & Elkhorn Blvd. Include x-ing of 1-80, Arena Blvd, &
East Drain Del Paso Road. Portion being an on-street bikeway along San Juan Rd Portions included in the 2010
07-05-16 M Canal connecting to Bannon Creek Pkwy Trail. Sacramento Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan $6,500,000 6A
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Table B.5-B: Medium Priority Combined Projects

PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY | LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Class Il and sidewalk both sides of Westacre Rd from West Capitol Ave to Park West Sacramento Bicycle and
07-05-22 M Westacre Road | Blvd Yolo Pedestrian Master Plan $5-6 mil 3B
Widen and reconstruct 7th Ave to provide class Il bicycle lanes, curb, gutter,
and sidewalk on both sides of the roadway. 0.95 mils from Powerline Rd to
07-05-23 M 7th Avenue Arboga Rd. Yuba Yuba-Sutter Bikeway Master Plan TBD 2B
Construct class Il bicycle lanes on both sides of the roadway and to construct
Powerline curb, gutter and sidewalks along the western side of Powerline Rd. 1.3 miles
07-05-24 M Road from approx. 800' south of 11th Ave to Olivehurst Ave. Yuba Yuba-Sutter Bikeway Master Plan TBD 2B
Table B.5-C: Low Priority Combined Projects
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
US Parks Service Pony Express
Pony Express El Dorado County line to Pollock Pines - Class | (where it can be accommodated) National Historic Trail, & CA Cross State
07-05-25 L Trail Class Il on each side of roadway where trail and roads are co-located El Dorado Bicycle Route Study $10,500,000
- Bucks Bar to E16
- Patterson to El Dorado Township
- Pioneer School to Pioneer Park
- Missouri Flat Rd from Pleasant Valley Rd to Green Valley Rd
- Slug Gulch from Fairplay to Indian Diggins School
Safe Routes to - Class Il - Diamond Springs to Pollock Pines along the Pleasant Valley/Sly Park
07-05-26 L School corridor El Dorado TBD
Bicycle Pedestrian Connector Demonstration Fund - The purpose of the fund
would be to encourage jurisdictions to create new connections by purchasing small
properties that can be utilized for connecting bicycle and pedestrian paths to
connect key destinations such as community colleges, shopping centers and transit
07-05-27 L Region-wide hubs. Region-wide TBD
Arcade Creek Connector - There is an opportunity to purchase property to the
south of ARC abutting Arcade Creek and Winding Way and build a connecting
American River | path from Winding Way to ARC to enable pedestrians to gain access from the
07-05-28 L College southeast. Sacramento Sacramento Draft Pedestrian Master Plan TBD
College Oak Dr, Myrtle Ave, Winding Way, Auburn Blvd, Orange Grove
Ave, Walnut Ave, Auburn Blvd. continuous sidewalks on both sides of streets,
bicycle lanes, improved pedestrian crossings. Pedestrian/bicycle trail along
American Arcade Creek, bridges across Arcade Creek at the south and west sides of the
07-05-29 L River College campus. Sacramento TBD

Low priority projects were not scored according to the criteria in Appendix C because they were identified as low priority by the governing jurisdiction, or the scoring

date was not provided
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Table B.5-C: Low Priority Combined Projects

PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
Cosumnes River Blvd, Bruceville Rd, Center Parkway, Calvine Rd, Ehrhardt
Av, Shasta Ave, continuous sidewalks on both sides of streets, bicycle lanes,
improved crossings. Pedestrian/bicycle trail along Union House Creek with
Cosumnes enhanced pedestrian/bicycle crossing to Cosumnes River College, trail
07-05-30 L River College connections between Cosumnes River College and nearby trails. Sacramento TBD
Bicycle/pedestrian trail along East Bidwell portion of Sacramento-Placerville
Transportation Corridor. Pedestrian and bicycle connections to Folsom
Folsom Lake Class I trails. Improved pedestrian crossings of East Bidwell adjacent to
07-05-31 L College Folsom Lake College. Sacramento TBD
Continuous sidewalks on both sides of streets, bicycle lanes, improved
crossings, along Freeport Blvd, and Sutterville Rd (especially across the
Union Pacific Railroad tracks and Highway 99). Pedestrian/Bicycle Crossing
Sacramento from the Light Rail Station at Sacramento City College to the neighborhoods
07-05-32 L City College east of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks Sacramento TBD
Bavis-
Woedland Yolo-County-Bicycle Transportation
L Bikeway ¥eolo Plan $5:500;000
TableB.6-A: High Priority Rails-to/with-Trails
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
El Dorado Trail - along the Sacramento- Placerville Transportation Corridor El Dorado County Bicycle
(SPTC) ROW. From Ray Lawyer Dr. to Missouri Flat Rd., includes Weber Transportation Plan
07-06-01 H El Dorado Trail Creek trestle bridge El Dorado SPTC Master Plan $1,500,000 5C
El Dorado Trail El Dorado County Bicycle
Caltrans-owned Transportation Plan
07-06-02 H former RR ROW Parallel to Forni Rd./Main St. to Ray Lawyer Dr. in Placerville El Dorado SPTC Master Plan $300,000 5C
Folsom Parkway City of Folsom Bikeway Master
07-06-03 H Rail Trail Folsom BIvd/LRT Corridor from Natoma Station Dr. to Aerojet Rd. Sacramento Plan $850,000 6E
Folsom/Placerville City of Folsom Bikeway
07-06-04 H Rail Trail E. Bidwell St. to Glenn Dr. Sacramento Master Plan $395,000 6E
Folsom/Placerville City of Folsom Bikeway $395,000
07-06-05 H Rail Trail Oak Ave. Pkwy to Folsom City limits at U.S. 50 Sacramento Master Plan $595,000 6E
Southern Pacific Rail
07-06-06 H Trail Sacramento/CSUS to Power Inn Rd. Sacramento TBD 6B, 6C
Union Pacific Rail 2010 Sacramento Bikeway
07-06-07 H Trail City of Sacramento to Morrison Creek Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6C
Yolo Short Line RR City of Woodland Bicycle
07-06-08 H - Woodland Yolo Short Line RR parallel to Main St. from Pioneer Ave. to East St. Yolo Transportation Plan $346,000 3C
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TableB.6-A: High Priority Rails-to/with-Trails

PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
| r i
I Faill m a =TaalsTalda \/ ' _( ip‘( e_f \Al_e_st saeramen{e PaF(S
H Sycamere-Canal drain)-to-Stone Blve: Yolo MasterPlan $1.150,000 3B
City of West Sacramento
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master
Yolo Shortline Rail Plan, & Rails-to-Trails $2,200,000
07-06-09 H Trail Barge Canal to southern end of South River Rd. Yolo Conservancy Program $5,000,000 3B
Table B.6-B: Medium Priority Rails-to/with-Trails
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
El Dorado Trail - along the Sacramento- Placerville Transportation El Dorado County Bicycle
Corridor (SPTC) ROW. From Latrobe to Western El Dorado County Transportation Plan
07-06-10 M El Dorado Trail line El Dorado SPTC Master Plan $1,500,000 5
El Dorado County Bicycle
El Dorado Trail - along the Sacramento- Placerville Transportation Transportation Plan
07-06-11 M El Dorado Trail Corridor (SPTC) ROW. From Missouri Flat Rd to Mother Lode Dr El Dorado SPTC Master Plan $1,500,000 5B
Folsom LRT Rail 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master 6C, 6E,
07-06-12 M Trail Entire length Sacramento Plan TBD 6F
Southern Pacific Rail
Trail/ Del Rio Rail Former Southern Pacific Rail Road ROW between Sutterville Rd./Land 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master
07-06-13 M Trail Park Dr. and Freepot/I-5 bridge Sacramento Plan $4,000,000 6C
Union Pacific 4A, 6A,
07-06-14 M Roseville Rail Trail American River/Sacramento to Roseville Sacramento TBD 6D
Central California
Traction Company Sacramento 6C, 6G,
07-06-15 M Rail Trail Sacramento to Lodi/Stockton San Joaquin $50,000,000 6H, 61
Sacramento
Sutter 6A, 1A,
Sacramento Northern Yuba 1B, 2A,
07-06-16 M Rail Trail Sacramento to Chico Butte TBD 2B
Sacramento Northern | Between Apricot St. to a point where Ramsdell Dr. is proposed to be
07-06-17 M Rail Trail extended. Sutter $93,000 1B
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Table B.6-C: Low Priority Rails-to/with-Trails

PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
El Dorado Trail - along the Sacramento-Placerville Transportation Corridor El Dorado County Bicycle
(SPTC) ROW. Mother Lode Drive in El Dorado to Mother Lode Drive in Transportation Plan
07-06-18 L El Dorado Trail Shingle Springs El Dorado SPTC Master Plan $1,900,000
El Dorado Trail - along the Sacramento-Placerville Transportation Corridor El Dorado County Bicycle
(SPTC) ROW. Mother Lode Drive in Shingle Springs to Shingle Lime Mine Transportation Plan
07-06-19 L El Dorado Trail Road El Dorado SPTC Master Plan $1,000,000
El Dorado County Bicycle
El Dorado Trail - along the Sacramento-Placerville Transportation Corridor Transportation Plan
07-06-20 L El Dorado Trail (SPTC) ROW. Shingle Lime Mine Road to Latrobe Road El Dorado SPTC Master Plan $3,200,000
El Dorado County Draft Bicycle
Within the Michigan/California Rail Road ROW from Parkway Dr. to Snows Transportation Plan
07-06-21 L El Dorado Trail Rd. El Dorado SPTC Master Plan $2,366,000
07-06-22 L Sacramento Del Rio - Railroad Museum to city limits Sacramento TBD
07-06-23 L Southern Pacific Rail Trail | Sacramento/CSUS to Power Inn Rd. Sacramento TBD
07-06-24 L CA Northern Rail Trail Between Woodland and Davis Yolo TBD
07-06-25 L Sierra Northern Rail Trail Between Woodland and West Sacramento Yolo TBD
Union Pacific Rail Trail
(old SP east/west
07-06-26 L mainline) Yolo bypass to | St. Bridge Yolo TBD
Table B.7-A: High Priority River Crossings
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
M
07-07-01 H American River All weather crossing of the American River at Discovery Park Sacramento TBD 6A, 6B
07-07-02 H American River Hazel Ave bridge upgrade Sacramento TBD 6E
07-07-03 H American River Sacramento RT Light Rail/BRT DNA Line Sacramento City of Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD 6A, 6B
07-07-04 H American River Sunrise Blvd bridge upgrade Sacramento TBD 6F
07-07-05 H American River Sutter's Landing Regional Park Sacramento TBD 6B
Sacramento 6A, 6B,
07-07-06 H Sacramento River At an extension of Richards Blvd Yolo TBD 3B
Sacramento
07-07-07 H Sacramento River Sutterville Road to Linden Road Yolo TBD 6C, 3B

Low priority projects were not scored according to the criteria in Appendix C because they were identified as low priority by the governing jurisdiction, or the scoring
date was not provided

44




Adopted November, 2004

Final Draft Amendment July 19, 2007

Table B.7-A: High Priority River Crossings

PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Deep Water Bridge connecting Stone Blvd to Arlington Blvd along Lower Northwest
07-07-08 H Channel Interceptor (LNWI) alignment Yolo TBD 3B
Main Drainage West Sacramento Bicycle & Pedestrian Path
07-07-09 H Canal Bridge connecting Summerfield and Patwin Parks Yolo Master Plan $500,000 3B
Yolo
07-07-10 H Sacramento River From the Garden Highway - between Discovery Park & 1-80 Sacramento TBD 6A, 3B
Table B.7-B: Medium Priority River Crossings
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
A bicycle/pedestrian facility on U.S. 50 attached to the Weber Creek
Bridge and Class | connecting Missouri Flat Rd. and Placerville Dr. (near El Dorado County Bicycle
07-07-11 M Weber Creek/U.S. 50 Placerville) El Dorado Transportation Plan $1,750,000 5C
M American-River Allweathererossing-of-the-American Riverat Discovery-Park Sacramento BB BA
07-07-12 M American River Glen Hall park Sacramento TBD 6B
H St. Bridge, north side with connection from westbound Fair Oaks Blvd
07-07-13 M American River to American River Pkwy at east end of bridge Sacramento TBD 6B
Sacramento
07-07-14 M Sacramento River Broadway to S. River Rd. Yolo TBD 6B, 3B
Sacramento
07-07-15 M Sacramento River | Street Bridge upgrade Yolo TBD 6B, 3B
Sacramento
07-07-16 M Sacramento River R Street to S. River Rd. Yolo TBD | 6B, 3B
Sacramento
07-07-17 M Sacramento River Tower Bridge upgrade Yolo $9,000,000 6B, 3B
Table B.7-C: Low Priority River Crossings
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
07-07-18 L American River Ancil Hoffman Park Sacramento TBD
07-07-19 L American River Harrington Way to Grist Mill Park Sacramento TBD
07-07-20 L American River Howe Ave. bridge upgrade Sacramento TBD
07-07-21 L American River Illinois Ave. Sacramento TBD

Low priority projects were not scored according to the criteria in Appendix C because they were identified as low priority by the governing jurisdiction, or the scoring

date was not provided
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Table B.7-C: Low Priority River Crossings

PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
US Dept. Int. Comprehensive Mgt & Use Plan
El Dorado NF Land & Resources Mgt Plan
El Dorado County General Plan
El Dorado County Trails Master Plan
07-07-22 L American River Pony Express trail crossing near Brockliss Creek El Dorado CA Cross State Bicycle Route Study $1,900,000
07-07-23 L American River State Route 160 bridge upgrade Sacramento TBD
07-07-24 Yuba River State Route 70 bridge upgrade Yuba TBD
Table B.8-A: High Priority Over/Undercrossing
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
$2-$3
07-08-01 H US 50 El Dorado Hills Blvd El Dorado million 5A
Andorra West Union City of Roseville Draft
Pacific Rail Crossing — Washington Boulevard - Diamond Oaks Road to NWRSP Power Line Bicycle Master
07-08-02 H Roseville Corridor Bike Trail Placer Plan Update TBD 4A
City of Roseville Bicycle
07-08-03 H Interstate 80 — Roseville | Dry Creek Greenway - Marlin Drive to Joanne Lane Placer Master Plan TBD 4A
Draft City of Roseville
07-08-04 H State Highway 65 North of Galleria Boulevard Placer Bicycle Master Plan Update TBD 4A
Draft City of Roseville
Bicycle Master
07-08-05 H State Highway 65 North of Pleasant Grove Boulevard Placer Plan Update TBD 4A
Union Pacific Rail Yard City of Roseville Bicycle
Crossing at Dry Creek Master Plan, Placer County
07-08-06 H Greenway in Roseville Foothills Boulevard to Atkinson Street Placer Regional Bikeway Plan TBD 4A
Union Pacific Rail Yard
Overcrossing just east of Draft Downtown Roseville
07-08-07 H Washington in Roseville | Downtown to Old Town, east of Washington Placer Specific Plan $12,000,000 4A
Union Pacific Rail Draft City of Roseville
Yard Undercrossing at Bicycle Master Plan Update
Washington St.in Draft Downtown Roseville
07-08-08 H Roseville Washington Boulevard from Vernon Street to Church Street Placer Specific Plan $500,000 4A
$1.600,000
07-08-09 H Folsom Blvd. Overcrossing at Humbug-Willow Creek Sacramento $2,400,000 6E
07-08-10 H 1-80 Between Greenback & Antelope Sacramento TBD 6D
Elk Grove Community
07-08-11 H State Route 99 Between Elk Grove Blvd. & Bond Rd. at Elk Grove Creek Sacramento | Services District $1,200,000 6H
07-08-12 H State Route 99 Between Elk Grove Blvd. and Grant Line Rd Sacramento | Laguna Ridge Specific Plan $1,200,000 6H
Elk Grove Community
07-08-13 H State Route 99 Between Sheldon & Bond Rd. at Laguna Creek Sacramento | Services District $1,200,000 6H
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Table B.8-A: High Priority Over/Undercrossing

PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Union Pacific RR ROW
07-08-14 H @ R Street R St. Bridge over I-5 from 2nd St. to Sacramento River Trail Sacramento TBD | 6B, 6C
07-08-15 H US 50 East of Zinfandel Sacramento TBD 6F
City of Folsom Bikeway
07-08-16 H US 50 Folsom Blvd. in the City of Folsom Sacramento | Master Plan TBD 6E
City of Woodland Bicycle
07-08-17 H County Road 102 Overcrossing just south of County Road 25 Yolo Transportation Plan $2,270,000 3C
City of Woodland Bicycle
07-08-18 H Gibson Rd Overcrossing between Pioneer Ave. and Ogden St. Yolo Transportation Plan $2,270,000 3C
M Yuba-Sutter Bikeway Master
07-08-19 H State Route 70 Overcrossing at Powerline Rd. to Twain Dr. Yuba Plan TBD 2B
Table B.8-B: Medium Priority Over/Undercrossing
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Interstate 80 -
Roseville/
adjacent City of Roseville Draft Bicycle
07-08-20 M jurisdictions Whyte Avenue at Auburn Blvd. to Whyte Avenue at Melody Lane Placer Master Plan Update TBD 4A
Undercrossing at Powerline Trail connecting to Laguna Creek Trail City of EIk Grove Trails Master
07-08-21 M Bond Road system and local roads Sacramento Plan TBD 6H
Grantline Railroad Overcrossing at Grant Line Rd/UPRR between SR 99 City of EIk Grove Trails Master
07-08-22 M Road/UPRR and Waterman Rd. Sacramento Plan TBD 6H
City of Sacramento Bikeway $2,500,00
07-08-23 M 1-80 At the West Canal, just west of 1-5/1-80 interchange Sacramento Master Plan 0 6A
City of Sacramento Bikeway
07-08-24 M 1-80 East of Truxel Rd Sacramento Master Plan TBD 6A
07-08-25 M I-80/UPRR RR crossing at UPRR/I-80 intersection south of McClellan Sacramento TBD 6A
07-08-26 M State Route 99 Between Mack Rd. and Calvine Rd. Sacramento TBD 6H
Union Pacific RR
07-08-27 M tracks Curtis Park to Sac City College/LRT Station Sacramento TBD 6C
Undercrossing at Laguna Creek connecting to Powerline Trail City of Elk Grove Trails Master
07-08-28 M Waterman Road system and local roads Sacramento Plan TBD 6H
M State-Route 70 Overcrossing-at-Powerline-Rd—to-Twain-Dr Yuba Yuba-Sutter Bikeway Master Plan BB 2B
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Table B.8-C: Low Priority Over/Undercrossing

PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
07-08-21 L 1-5 Morrison/Union House Creek Sacramento TBD
07-08-22 L 1-80 Approximately Rosswood (park) Sacramento TBD
07-08-23 L 1-80 Elkhorn Blvd. Sacramento TBD
07-08-24 L 1-80 Myrtle Sacramento TBD
07-08-25 L 1-80 Palm Ave Sacramento TBD
07-08-26 L 1-80 Southwest of Madison Ave Sacramento $3,000,000
US 50 & Adjacent
07-08-27 L Railroad ROW Bewteen Routier Rd. and Mather Field Rd. Sacramento TBD
Table B.9-A: High Priority Lighting
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Sacramento
Northern
07-09-01 H Bridge Lighting on Sacramento Northern Bridge over the American River Sacramento TBD 6B
Table B.10-A: High Priority Shortcuts
PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Camada Ct. to Camada Ct & Laguna Creek Off-Street Trail; paved connection from Portions of
07-10-01 H Laguna Creek Camada Ct. to the Laguna Creek Class | trail Sacramento $353,800 6H
City of Elk Grove Trails Master
07-10-02 H Laguna Creek Pave at Water Basin, Tributary at Stonebrook Sacramento | Plan TBD 6H
City of ElIk Grove Trails Master
07-10-03 H Powerline Trail Pave Connector and curb cuts at Waterman Grove Sacramento | Plan TBD 6H
Connection to one of either the Dave Pelz or Pole Line Road
07-10-04 H US 40 trail in Davis | overcrossings of 1-80 Yolo TBD 3A

Low priority projects were not scored according to the criteria in Appendix C because they were identified as low priority by the governing jurisdiction, or the scoring
date was not provided
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PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
07-10-05 L 12th St. to Broadway From 12th St. to the Target on Broadway Sacramento TBD
American River Parkway has commuter shortcuts a the trail "oxbows" near C.M. Goethe Park
07-10-06 L American River Parkway | and Rossmoor Bar Sacramento TBD
07-10-07 L Country Club Plaza From Lusk Dr. to Butano Dr. Sacramento TBD
Pavilions shopping
07-10-08 L center From Sierra Blvd to back of Pavilions shopping center on Fair Oaks Blvd. Sacramento TBD
Table B.11-A: High Priority Intermodal Access
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY | LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
City of Folsom Bikeway Master
07-11-01 H Folsom Folsom Downtown Bikestation @ downtown light rail station Sacramento Plan $350,000 6E
07-11-02 H Sacramento Bikestation at Sacramento Intermodal Transportation Facility Sacramento TBD 6B
Table B.12-A: High Priority Intersections
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
Signalized Street Intersection Improvements at various
07-12-01 H Folsom locations Sacramento City of Folsom Bikeway Master Plan $375,000 N/A
07-12-02 H Folsom South Canal Access at Folsom Blvd Sacramento TBD 6F
07-12-03 H Folsom South Canal Safe crossings of Douglas Blvd. Sacramento TBD 6F
07-12-04 H Folsom South Canal Safe crossings of Sunrise Blvd. Sacramento TBD 6F
07-12-05 H Folsom South Canal Safe crossings of White Rock Rd. Sacramento TBD 6F
07-12-06 H Folsom South Canal Signage on the trail at all intersections and access points Sacramento TBD N/A
07-12-07 H Olive Dr./Richards Blvd. Bicycle & Pedestrian improvements Yolo TBD 3A

Low priority projects were not scored according to the criteria in Appendix C because they were identified as low priority by the governing jurisdiction, or the scoring

date was not provided
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Table B.13-A: High Priority Traffic Calming

PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION DESCRIPTION COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST MAP #
07-13-01 H Folsom School St-Wales St.-Dean St.-Montrose Dr. Glenn Dr. Bicycle Boulevards: Sacramento $350,000 6E
State Route 16 Traffic calming — Provide pedestrian facilities and enhancements
07-13-02 H Esparto in downtown Esparto to improve safety, and access to CBD of Esparto Yolo $7,000,000 3E
Table B.14-A: High Priority Education & Promotion
PROJECT PROJECT
ID PRIORITY LOCATION DESCRIPTION COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
Roseville — Dry Creek
07-14-01 H School District Safe Routes to School Pilot Program Placer City of Roseville Bicycle Master Plan $215,000
07-14-02 H Region-wide Region wide bicycle map; printed hardcopy Region-wide SACOG OWP TBD
07-14-03 H Region-wide Region wide on-line bicycle trip planning tool Region-wide SACOG OWP TBD
City of Elk Grove Bicycle & Pedestrian
07-14-04 H City of EIk Grove City wide bicycle safety education & map Sacramento Master Plan $80,000
McClellan Air Force Base Reuse Plan
McClellan Park Transportation Systems
07-14-05 H McClellan Park McClellan Park non-motorized education & promotion campaign Sacramento Management/Air Quality Plan TBD
07-14-06 H Sacramento County Region wide bicycle safety education project Sacramento 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan $180,000
Sacramento
07-14-07 H Folsom Lake SRA Folsom Lake State Recreation Area Bicycle Trail Map/Brochure Placer Folsom Lake SRA General Plan $20,000
$100,000
07-14-08 H City of West Sacramento City wide bicycle and pedestrian education project Yolo $200,000
Table B.15-A: High Priority Planning
PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION DESCRIPTION COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
07-15-01 H City of Colfax Bicycle & Pedestrian Network Planning Placer City of Colfax General Plan $1,000,000
San Francisco to Cross State Bicycle Route Study
07-15-02 H Lake Tahoe Cross State Bicycle Route Implementation SACOG Region (Caltrans) TBD
07-15-03 H American River College American River College (ARC) Pedestrian Circulation Plan Sacramento N/A TBD
07-15-04 H City of EIk Grove Pedestrian Master Plan Sacramento City of Elk Grove General Plan $20,000
07-15-05 H City of Elk Grove Trails Master Plan Sacramento N/A $20,000
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Table B.15-A: High Priority Planning
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PROJECT PROJECT
1D PRIORITY LOCATION DESCRIPTION COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
07-15-06 H City of Isleton Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan & Feasibility Study Sacramento N/A $75,000
07-15-07 H City of Live Oak City of Live Oak Bicycle, Pedestrian, & Trails Master Plan Sacramento N/A $35,000
07-15-08 H City of Wheatland Wheatland Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan Yuba City of Wheatland General Plan $50,000
07-15-09 H Yuba County Yuba County Bicycle & Pedestrian Transportation Plan Yuba TBD
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