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Executive Summary

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan was
mandated by the previous long-range transportation plan for the region, Metropolitan Transportation
Plan (MTP for 2025). In the current Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2035 (MTP2035), specific
investments were identified based on direction provided in the Master Plan. The Master 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.
o To carpool/vanpool park-and-ride lots.
0 To regional and local activity centers.
» 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.
» Provide bicycle and pedestrian access across barriers.
e Improve the time convenience of walking and bicycling.
= Improve the safety and security of walking and bicycling where needed for utilitarian
purposes.
» 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. The
aforementioned projects are listed in Appendix B.
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Finally, participation in May is Bike Month, an annual campaign to encourage bicycling as a legitimate
transportation option, has increased significantly each year since the campaign began in 2005.
SACOG and the region's transportation management organizations coordinate the campaign and
events are held throughout the region.

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 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. To regional and local activity centers such as schools, libraries, community centers,
colleges, universities, hospitals, medical offices, senior residences, parks, athletic
facilities, government services, employment centers, high-density residential areas,
and commercial centers.

2. Provide bicycle and pedestrian access within or through the central business districts of the
region.

3. Fill gaps in existing, planned, or proposed interregional bicycle or pedestrian routes.

4. Provide bicycle and pedestrian access across barriers such as arterial roads, highways,
freeways, rivers, canals, creeks, and railroads.

5. Improve the time convenience of walking and bicycling, for example with shortcuts or
special facilities such as bike/pedestrian boulevards.

6. Improve the safety and security of walking and bicycling where needed for utilitarian

purposes.

Provide an aesthetic, pleasant, or more comfortable biking or walking experience.

Provide capital facilities that support bicycling, such as storage, parking, or bike stations.

9. Complement projects funded with other regional or state sources such as the Community
Design or Safe Routes to School programs, thereby improving bicycle and pedestrian access
provided by those programs.

10. Complement bicycle and pedestrian plans and projects in an adjacent region.

© N

Specific Goals for Non-capital Projects and Programs
1. Encourage biking and walking through public information, education, and awareness.
2. Where needed, perform studies and plans that support the goals for capital facilities stated
above.
3. Increase the level of public agency staff expertise on bicycling and walking.
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2.2 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2035

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2035 (MTP2035) links land use and transportation
planning, with $42 billion in transportation investments in the six-county Sacramento region over
the next 28 years. By 2035, the Sacramento region will add a million people, 535,000 workers and
525,000 homes. The increase in population means an increase in traffic and congestion. With
strategic investments in the current transportation system, we can curb the growth in traffic
congestion each household experiences. We can create opportunities for residents of the region to
spend less time in their cars, and protect air quality while improving quality of life. By tying the
transportation plan to the future land uses identified in the Preferred Blueprint Growth Scenario,
communities across the region give individuals more transportation options.

This plan increases the investment in bicycle and pedestrian facilities by 56 percent, to $1.4 billion
over the next 28 years. Additionally, 25 percent of the local road investments in the project list
include bicycle and pedestrian components. Policies and investments in the project lists include:

e Projects that implement “Complete streets” concepts, where the right-of-way is designed for all
modes of travel, including pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit, as well as automobiles.

» Sidewalk network extensions in urban neighborhoods with segments widened where needed.

e Complementary pedestrian bridges and pedestrian intersection improvements that include ADA-
compatible ramps, bulb-outs and special crossing signals.

» Bike lanes on more neighborhood and major streets.

e Multi-use bike/pedestrian trails (off-street, grade-separated) that offer residents the opportunity
to make utilitarian and leisure trips separated from vehicular traffic.

» Bike facilities (racks, lockers, bathrooms) at major transit stops/hubs (light rail, BRT, etc.) and at
key activity centers (downtown Sacramento, shopping malls, large office complexes, etc.)

2.3 Blueprint Smart Growth Principles

In 2002, SACOG undertook the Blueprint visioning project, working collaboratively with 5,000
residents, community leaders and elected officials to study future land-use patterns and their
potential effects on the region’s transportation, air quality, housing, open space and other resources.
Through a series of community workshops, SACOG planners discovered how they can reduce air
emissions, traffic congestion, and urban sprawl. Computer modeling showed that implementing
smart growth principles would shorten commute times, reduce traffic congestion, lessen dependence
on automobiles, provide for a range of housing choices affordable to the workforce and more
aligned with the needs of an aging population. The Preferred Blueprint Scenario adopted by
SACOG calls for development based on seven growth principles:

« Transportation Choices: Developments should be designed to encourage people to sometimes
walk, ride bicycles, ride the bus, ride light rail, take the train or carpool. Use of Blueprint growth
concepts for land use and right-of-way design will encourage use of these modes of travel and
the remaining auto trips will be, on average, shorter.

« Mixed-Use Developments: Buildings homes and shops, entertainment, office and even light
industrial uses near each other can create active, vital neighborhoods. This mixture of uses can
be either in a vertical arrangement (mixed in one building) or horizontal (with a combination of
uses in close proximity). These types of projects function as local activity centers, contributing to

Regional Bicycle Pedestrian Master Plan Amended August 20, 2009 8



a sense of community, where people tend to walk or bike to destinations and interact more with
each other. Separated land uses, on the other hand, lead to the need to travel more by auto
because of the distance between uses. Mixed land uses can occur at many scales. Examples
include: a housing project located near an employment center, a small shopping center located
within a residential neighborhood, and a building with ground floor retail and apartments or
condominiums on the upper floor(s).

« Compact Development: Creating environments that are more compactly built and use space in
an efficient but aesthetic manner can encourage more walking, biking, and public transit use, and
shorten auto trips.

« Housing Choice and Diversity: Providing a variety of places where people can live — apartments,
condominiums, townhouses, and single-family detached homes on varying lot sizes — creates
opportunities for the variety of people who need them: families, singles, seniors, and people with
special needs. This issue is of special concern for the people with very low-, low-, and moderate-
income, often our teachers, other public employees and professionals, as well as retail
employees, service workers and other people for whom finding housing close to work is
challenging. By providing a diversity of housing options, more people have a choice.

» Use of Existing Assets: In urbanized areas, development on infill or vacant lands, intensification
of the use of underutilized parcels (for example, more development on the site of a low-density
retail strip shopping center), or redevelopment can make better use of existing public
infrastructure. This can also include rehabilitation and reuse of historic buildings, denser
clustering of buildings in suburban office parks, and joint use of existing public facilities such as
schools and parking garages.

« Quality Design: The design details of any land use development - such as the relationship to the
street, setbacks, placement of garages, sidewalks, landscaping, the aesthetics of building design,
and the design of the public right-of-way (the sidewalks, connected streets and paths, bike lanes,
the width of streets) - are all factors that can influence the attractiveness of living in a compact
development and facilitate the ease of walking and biking to work or neighborhood services.
Good site and architectural design is an important factor in creating a sense of community and a
sense of place.

» Natural Resources Conservation: This principle encourages the incorporation of public use open
space (such as parks, town squares, trails, and greenbelts) within development projects, over and
above state requirements; along with wildlife and plant habitat preservation, agricultural
preservation and promotion of environment-friendly practices such as energy efficient design,
water conservation and storm water management, and shade trees to reduce the ground
temperatures in the summer. In addition to conserving resources and protecting species, this
principle improves overall quality of life by providing places for everyone to enjoy the outdoors
with family outings and by creating a sense of open space.

2.4 Desired Outcomes for Land Developments and Redevelopments

By linking land use and transportation planning, and bringing jobs, housing and retail closer
together, computer traffic modeling revealed that strategic transportation investments can
significantly improve our travel by increasing transit, walk and bike trips, shortening our remaining

Regional Bicycle Pedestrian Master Plan Amended August 20, 2009 9



car trips and reducing the time we spend in heavy traffic congestion. Drawing on community
interests and the SACOG Board’s support, the MTP2035 is the first to be significantly influenced by
Blueprint growth principles. The land use pattern that forms the foundation for the MTP2035 is
based on the policy directions cities and counties are pursuing with the land use patterns and the
estimated performance of the market. The market performance is influenced by state and federal
regulations as well as local policies and codes.

The MTP2035 includes a regional funding program, called Community Design, for smart growth
incentives in new developments and redevelopments in the region. Community Design is a
transportation-funding program providing a means to: encourage patterns of land development that
foster walking, biking and the use of public transit instead of driving; implement “Complete Streets”
design concepts and best practices to improve pedestrian and bicycles facilities and transit use in
existing communities where there is the potential for infill and redevelopment; improve a
community's sense of identity and place as well as its quality of life through integrated transportation
and land-use development or redevelopment projects. Offering transportation choices, and making
communities bicycle and pedestrian friendly are fundamental principles of smart growth.

Therefore the Community Design funding program has defined desired outcomes for new land
developments and redevelopments that incorporate smart growth principles, and are applicable to
the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. These outcomes are summarized as follows:

For a central business district, urban activity center, commercial corridor or town/village activity
center:
e Maximum block size of 360 feet, or 1-1/2 acres
e Maximum parking (less preferred) is 1.25 spaces/residential unit, 3.5-spaces/1000 square
feet retail and office
e Pedestrian and transit connectivity standards, both internal and external to the project

In addition, an urban activity center or commercial corridor should offer a community shuttle transit
service, with transfers to regional service. Likewise a town/village activity center or commercial
corridor shall offer a transfer point for regional transit connections, or park-and-ride lots.

For neighborhood-scale development:

» Neighborhood-serving retail center with strong pedestrian and bicycle connections to the
development and adjacent neighborhoods

» 80% of residences are within 880 feet of a park, open space, or agricultural land

e Predominantly grid street pattern

e Maximum parking (less preferred) is 1.5 spaces/residential unit, 4-spaces/1000 square feet
retail and office

= Street connectivity to adjacent areas (i.e. limited cul-de-sacs, no gated communities)

» Right-of-way is designed using multi-modal “skinny street” principles, while maintaining
bicycle and pedestrian accessible facilities.

« Identified stops and a good local circulation system for public transit or park-and-ride lots

» Sidewalks and bike routes provided throughout the development, with passages connecting
cul-de-sacs and non-connecting streets
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3 Criteria for Inclusion in Regional Plan

The proposed regional pedestrian and bikeway network defines the corridors that are of regional
significance. This network was developed using local city and county plans as a framework. It also
provides a snapshot of what is needed to build a connected system of routes and facilities to support
safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian access throughout the region. Most local jurisdictions
have developed bikeway plans, or have bicycle and pedestrian facilities incorporated in their General
Plan; these are listed below with adoption or publication dates.

County of El Dorado
e El Dorado County Bicycle Transportation Plan (January 2005)
e El Dorado Hills Community Services District Bikeway Master Plan (February 1995)
e City of Placerville Non-Motorized Transportation Plan (April 2005)

County of Placer
e Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan (September 2002)
e City of Auburn Bikeway Master Plan (April 2002)
e City of Colfax Bikeway Master Plan (July 2003)
e City of Lincoln Bikeways Master Plan (October 2001)
e Town of Loomis Bikeway Master Plan (February 2003)
e City of Rocklin General Plan (1991 as amended)
e City of Roseville Bicycle Master Plan (July 2002)

County of Sacramento

e The 2010 Sacramento City/County Bikeway Master Plan (County Adopted November
1993 / City Adopted April 1995)

e City of Citrus Heights General Plan — Chapter 3: Circulation (April 1999)
e City of EIk Grove Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (July 2004)

e City of EIk Grove Trails Master Plan (January 2007)

e City of Folsom Bikeway Master Plan (November 2002)

= City of Galt Bicycle Transportation Plan (May 2002)

e Rancho Cordova Draft Bicycle Master Plan (2009)

Counties of Sutter & Yuba
e County of Sutter and City of Live Oak Bicycle Transportation Plan (2008)
e County of Yuba General Plan Update (2009)
e Yuba-Sutter Bikeway Master Plan (December 1995)

County of Yolo
e City of Davis Comprehensive Bicycle Plan (May 2001)
e City of Davis Adopted Budget and General Plan
= City of Davis Bicycle Plan
e City of West Sacramento Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan (October 1998)
e City of Winters Bikeway System master Plan Update (November 2002)

Regional Bicycle Pedestrian Master Plan Amended August 20, 2009 11



« City of Woodland Bicycle Transportation Plan (2002)

e County of Yolo Bicycle Transportation Plan — Bicycle Routes and Priorities (December
2006)

e UC Davis Bikeway and Transit Network Study (2009)

The development of the regional network is oriented toward utilitarian trips and emphasizes regional
connectivity and connections to transit systems. Local routes may serve other purposes, and
identifying the regional network does not imply that local sidewalks, or bikeways are somehow
demoted or will not be funded. The regional system may have greater significance or emphasis for
decisions being made at the regional level with respect to pedestrian and bicycle transportation.

The recommended regional projects were selected based on costs, benefits, and how well they meet
the program specific goals outlined in section 2.1 above.

A complete list of regional projects is shown in Appendix B. This list will be amended as projects
are completed and priorities change. The projects identified do not represent the entire network —
only those segments that have yet to be built and require funding.

4 Project Evaluation for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding
Program

Projects included in the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan were evaluated and prioritized
as informed by the scoring criteria included in Appendix C. To be chosen to receive funding under
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding Program a project or program must be nominated from the
Master Plan project list and then evaluated consistent with the Funding Program Guidelines.

5 Financial Plan for the Regional Network

The emphasis of the SACOG Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding Program is to provide facilities for
walking and biking in the cities and towns of the region, or to provide connections between cities
and towns. Developers, in cooperation with cities and counties, are expected to fully fund bicycle
and pedestrian facilities in new developments®. Facilities that serve strictly recreational trips or
equestrians are also expected to obtain other funding.

Non-capital programs and projects such as staff training, developing design manuals, and public
relations campaigns are eligible for funding, but are of lower priority than capital projects. Up to
10% of the program funds may be set-aside in a funding cycle for non-capital programs.

5.1 Program Funding
Projects will be selected for funding based on the procedures and criteria established in the Bicycle
and Pedestrian Funding Program.

3 Local agencies and developers should refer to the Federal Highway Administration's Design Guidance for
Accommodating Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel for a list of good practices in new developments. It is not the intent of
the SACOG funding program to fund these basic good practices.
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Appendix A—Background and Supporting Information

A.1  Who Bicycles and Walks Now?

The population of the six-county Sacramento region in 2005 was 2,057,000, and is expected to grow
to 3,350,000 by 2035. 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% 2,113313  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 (X) 217 (X)

1DP-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% 75,151 100.0% 21,990 100.0%
Car, truck, or van -- drove alone 54,656  75.8% 93,265 80.1% 404,130 75.4% 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% 77,021 144% 4,492 148% 9922 132% 3920 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 1,570 2.2% 1930 1.7% 10,999 21% 571 19% 2,833 38% 529 24%
Other means 785 1.1% 1437 12% 9368 1.7% 458 15% 6,216 8.3% 403 1.8%
Worked at home 4215 5.8% 6,891 59% 18290 34% 913 3.0% 2,883 38% 891 4.1%
Mean travel time to work (minutes) 29.7 (X) 27 (X) 254 (X) 254  (X) 212 (X) 262  (X)

1DP-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
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mode type. As an example, 13% of the walking trips are commuting to work and another 8% are
for incidental shopping.®

13 Sacramento Area Council of Governments “2000 Sacramento Area Household Travel Survey”
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Table A.314
Activity Distribution by Mode
(Percent / Frequency)

(n = 33,954)
TRIP MODE
N
o ) — 3 = § =
5 2 2L g = 9 o 2 S EF S
22 29 S 3 cE e = "2 = & ==
Primary Activity 35 28 =3 e=E g g & O F & 5 &% g
% |Freq. % |Freq. (% |Freq. |% |Freq. % |Freq. |% |Freq. (% |Freq. |% |Freq. |% |Freq. [% |Freq. |% |Freq. % Freq.

Personal activities at home 32.7) 7,698 34| 2,501| 39.5| 98| 32.1| 52| 419 140 313 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 04 6| 0.7 4 0.3% 92
Work (other than at home) 18.8| 4,421 3.7 269 19.8) 49| 34| 55 1.8 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 11 257 04 30 81 20| 3.7 5 1.8 6 14| 23106 58/ 3.7 2 1.2% 401
School - daycare/K-12th 04| 98/ 115 845 93] 23 31 6| 43.7| 146 110/ 187/ 82 45 19 1 4.0%| 1,351
Shopping - incidental (gas, groceries,
etc.) 94| 2,218/ 7.9] 585 44| 11 5 6.3 1 7.9 134 44| 24 19 1 8.8%| 2,979
Shopping - major (appliances, autos,
etc.) 29 692 3.3 243 8.0 08 14 04 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| 65 111 6.7 37/222 12 8.3%| 2,828
Medical 1.8/ 415 19| 139 1.6 4 12 1 15.4 2| 05 9 02 1 1.7% 571
Eat meals outside of home 43| 1,005 7.0 512| 1.2 3 1.9 2 12.5 2| 1.7 1| 7.3 124/ 26| 14| 1.9 1 4.9%| 1,664
Social/recreational 6.3 1,472| 11.0f 810| 4.4 11 0.6 3 42| 14/ 125 2| 17 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 16/ 28/ 0.9 5 1.3% 442
Church activities 1.0 224f 17| 123 0.8 2 0.3 1 06/ 11| 04 2 1.9 1 1.1% 364
Pick-up/drop-off passenger at work 09 214 08 61 0.1 1 0.8% 276
Pick-up/drop-off passenger at school 4.4) 1,046| 34| 249 04 1 0.6 2 29/ 50 09 5 4.0%| 1,353
Pick-up/drop-off passenger at other
place 5.0/ 1,186 4.6/ 336| 0.8 2 19 3 09 3 0.8 13| 04 2 4.6%| 1545
Other 03 64/ 05 36/ 28 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%
14 |bid
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Table A.415
Mode Distribution by Activity
(Percent / Frequency)

(n = 33,954)
TRIP MODE
N
. ] = 3 = § =
5 2 22| g2 = ° o 2 S| 2% g
o > o a c = c e o 2 = = [ = >
Primary Activity 5| 22 E3 Es gl 5 B s g & &% g
% Freq. |% |Freq. (% |Freq. [% |Freq. (% |Freq. |% |Freq. |% |Freq. (% |Freq. % |Freq. |% |Freq. |% |Freq. |% Freq.

Personal activities at home 68.1| 7,698/ 22.1{ 2501| 0.9 98 05 52| 12| 140 O 5 0 4 51/ 578 1.8 209 0.1 15 O 2| 33.3%| 11,302
Internet use at home 77.8 7 111 1 11.1 1 0.0% 9
Work at home 859 79 22 2 11 1 6.5 6 4.3 4 0.3% 92
Work (other than at home) 86.2| 4421 52| 269 1.0 49 11| 55 0.1 6 0 2 0.1 4 44| 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 50 20 1.2 5 15 6 57 23] 145 58 0.5 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| 02 2 2.8%| 951
Personal business 735 2,079] 19.4| 548/ 05/ 15 05 13| 0.3 9/ 0.1 3] 0.0 1| 3.9 111 13| 37 04 12 8.3%| 2,828
Medical 727 415 24.3] 139] 0.7 4, 0.2 1 0.4 2| 1.6 9 0.2 1 1.7%)| 571
Eat meals outside of home 60.4| 1,005/ 30.8 512| 0.2 3 0.1 2 0.1 2| 0.1 1| 75 124/ 0.8 14| 0.1 1 4.9%| 1,664
Social/recreational 58.2| 1,472| 320 810 0.4/ 11| 0.1 3] 06/ 14/ 0.1 2| 0.0 1| 6.3 158 19| 47 04 10 7.4%| 2,528
Civic activities 76.2| 337| 15.6| 69 0.2 1 0.2 1 0.2 1 6.3 28 11 5 1.3%| 442
Church activities 615 224| 33.8] 123] 05 2 0.3 1 3.00 11] 05 2| 0.3 1 11%| 364
Pick-up/drop-off passenger at work 775 214 221 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 37/ 50| 04 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 08 13 0.1 2 4.6%| 1,545
Other 395 64 222 36| 4.3 71 9.3 15 43 7 16.7] 27 19 3 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 energy 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

e Minimal gradients to be negotiated

e A high quality and well-maintained riding surface

» Lower volumes of motor vehicle traffic

e Adequate space for allowing faster traffic to safely pass

16 Geraghty, Anne. Where People Walk in Sacramento, October 2001
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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 pedestrian 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
e The pedestrian network should be accessible to all
e The pedestrian network should connect to places people want to go
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

A5 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 bike lanes,
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.*

% |bid

31 Ibid

32 |bid

33 Pedestrian Transportation Program, City of Portland, “Pedestrian Master Plan” 1998

34 California Pedestrian Safety Task Force Report: Walking Towards a Brighter Future. March 1999
35 Dan Burden, Walkable Communities, Inc

3 Ibid
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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 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

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 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 2006/7, grouped by age.
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Table A.5%7

Pedestrian Injuries, 1991 to 2006 - 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 a1 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 17 24 91 66 39 292
2004 1 29 36 25 39 113 64 33 340
2005 0 20 23 24 21 108 75 28 299
2006 1 23 21 19 20 106 52 32 274
Total 11 470 641 292 364 1659 889 553 4879
Pedestrian Injuries, 1991 to 2007 - 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 7 9 46
1994 0 5 6 0 3 21 7 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
2001 0 2 4 3 1 21 15 7 53
2002 0 0 0 1 3 12 18 10 44
2003 0 1 3 2 5 16 17 16 60
2004 0 3 0 1 3 23 22 14 66
2005 0 2 2 2 0 27 24 9 66
2006 1 2 0 2 4 9 21 9 48
2007 0 2 1 1 3 21 16 12 56
Total 3 38 41 22 42 297 242 192 877
37 California Department of Health Services, EPI Center.
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Table A.738
Bicycle Injuries, 1991 to 2006 - Nonfatal Hospitalized Injuries: EI 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 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 55 41 33 116 108 35 398
2005 0 5 54 30 22 112 94 21 338
2006 0 9 56 34 25 99 116 26 365
Total 1 112 1021 584 430 2049 1192 355 5744
Table A.83%°
Bicycle Injuries, 1991 to 2007 - Fatal Injuries EI 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 5 2 1 8
2002 0 0 1 1 0 6 7 1 16
2003 0 0 2 0 3 6 5 0 16
2004 0 0 1 1 0 2 5 1 10
2005 0 0 0 1 1 4 3 1 10
2006 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 1 7
2007 0 0 1 0 0 1 5 3 10
Total 0 0 18 9 12 66 51 16 172
38 |bid

39 California Department of Health Services, EPI Center
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A.6  Education
Education programs for bicyclists, pedestrians, motorists, and professionals can be effective tools
for improving safety for everyone.

A.7  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.8 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.

A.9 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.10 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.

%0 pedestrian Safety Task Force, March 1999
“! 1bid
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Appendix B - Regional Project List

Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan

DRAFT Amended July 29, 2009

Table B.8-B: Medium Priority Over/Undercrossing

PROJECT ID [PRIORITY PROJECT LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
Interstate 80 - Roseville/ Whyte Avenue at Auburn Blvd. to Whyte City of Roseville Draft Bicycle Master
07-08-21 M adjacent jurisdictions Avenue at Melody Lane Placer Plan Update TBD
Undercrossing at Powerline Trail connecting to Laguna Creek!
07-08-22 M Bond Road Trail system and local roads Sacramento City of EIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD
Railroad Overcrossing at Grant Line Rd/UPRR between SR 99
07-08-23 M Grantline Road/UPRR and Waterman Rd. Sacramento City of EIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD
07-08-24 M 1-80 East of Truxel Rd Sacramento City of Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan TBD
07-08-25 M 1-80/UPRR RR crossing at UPRR/I-80 intersection south of McClellan Sacramento TBD
07-08-26 M State Route 99 Between Mack Rd. and Calvine Rd. Sacramento TBD
07-08-27 M Union Pacific RR tracks Curtis Park to Sac City College/LRT Station Sacramento TBD
Undercrossing at Laguna Creek connecting to Powerline Trail
07-08-28 M Waterman Road system and local roads Sacramento City of EIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD
09-08-03 M Drummond Avenue Bikeway Grade-Separated Crossing Yolo City of Davis Bicycle Plan TBD
Table B.8-C: Low Priority Over/Undercrossing
PROJECT ID | PRIORITY PROJECT LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
07-08-29 L 1-5 Morrison/Union House Creek Sacramento TBD
07-08-30 L 1-80 Approximately Rosswood (park) Sacramento TBD
07-08-31 L 1-80 Elkhorn Blvd. Sacramento TBD
07-08-32 L 1-80 Myrtle Sacramento TBD
07-08-33 L 1-80 Palm Ave Sacramento TBD
07-08-34 L 1-80 Southwest of Madison Ave Sacramento $3,000,000
US 50 & Adjacent
07-08-35 L Railroad ROW Bewteen Routier Rd. and Mather Field Rd. Sacramento TBD
Table B.9-A: High Priority Lighting
PROJECT ID [PRIORITY PROJECT LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
Sacramento Northern Lighting on Sacramento Northern Bridge
07-09-01 H Bridge over the American River Sacramento TBD
Table B.10-A: High Priority Shortcuts
PROJECT ID [PRIORITY PROJECT LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
Camada Ct & Laguna Creek Off-Street Trail;
Camada Ct. to paved connection from Camada Ct. to the Laguna Creek Class | Portions of
07-10-01 H Laguna Creek trail Sacramento $353,800
07-10-02 H Laguna Creek Pave at Water Basin, Tributary at Stonebrook Sacramento City of Elk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD
07-10-03 H Powerline Trail Pave Connector and curb cuts at Waterman Grove Sacramento City of EIk Grove Trails Master Plan TBD
Connection to one of either the Dave Pelz or
07-10-04 H US 40 trail in Davis Pole Line Road overcrossings of 1-80 Yolo TBD
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Appendix B - Regional Project List

Table B.10-C: Low Priority Shortcuts

Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan

DRAFT Amended July 29, 2009

PROJECT ID [PRIORITY PROJECT 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
07-10-06 L American River Parkway "oxbows" near C.M. Goethe Park and Rossmoor Bar Sacramento TBD
07-10-07 L Country Club Plaza From Lusk Dr. to Butano Dr. Sacramento TBD
Pavilions shopping From Sierra Blvd to back of Pavilions shopping center on Fair
07-10-08 L center Oaks Blvd. Sacramento TBD
Table B.11-A: High Priority Intermodal Access
PROJECT ID | PRIORITY PROJECT LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
07-11-01 H Folsom Folsom Downtown Bikestation at downtown light rail station |Sacramento City of Folsom Bikeway Master Plan $350,000
07-11-02 H Sacramento Bikestation at Sacramento Intermodal Transportation Facility |Sacramento TBD
Table B.12-A: High Priority Intersections
PROJECT ID [PRIORITY PROJECT LOCATION SEGMENT COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
09-13-02 H City of Rancho Cordova Bicycle Signal Attenuation for Traffic Signals Sacramento Rancho Cordova Draft Bicycle Master Plan $300,000
Signalized Street Intersection Improvements
07-12-01 H Folsom at various locations Sacramento City of Folsom Bikeway Master Plan $375,000
07-12-02 H Folsom South Canal Access at Folsom Blvd. Sacramento TBD
07-12-03 H Folsom South Canal Safe crossings of Douglas Blvd. Sacramento TBD
07-12-04 H Folsom South Canal Safe crossings of Sunrise Blvd. Sacramento TBD
07-12-05 H Folsom South Canal Safe crossings of White Rock Rd. Sacramento TBD
07-12-06 H Folsom South Canal Signage on the trail at all intersections and access points Sacramento TBD
State Route 16 Traffic calming - Provide
pedestrian facilities and enhancements in downtown Esparto to
07-13-02 H Esparto improve safety, and access to CBD of Esparto Yolo $7,000,000
09-13-01 H First and B Street intersection Intersection Improvements Yolo City of Davis Bicycle Plan TBD
07-12-07 H Olive Dr./Richards Blvd. Bicycle & Pedestrian improvements Yolo TBD
Table B.13-A: High Priority Traffic Calming
PROJECT ID | PRIORITY PROJECT LOCATION DESCRIPTION COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
School St-Wales St.-Dean St.-Montrose Dr. Glenn Dr. Bicycle
07-13-01 H Folsom Boulevards: Sacramento $350,000
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Appendix B - Regional Project List

Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan
DRAFT Amended July 29, 2009

Table B.14-A: High Priority Education & Promotion

PROJECT ID |PRIORITY PROJECT 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
Sacramento County General PlanCirculation
09-14-02 H Region-wide Bicycle Education and Promotion Coordinator SACOG Region Element $50,000
09-14-01 H Region-wide Bicycle Mapping Enhancements SACOG Region $25,000
07-14-02 H Region-wide Region wide bicycle map; printed hardcopy SACOG Region  [SACOG OWP TBD
07-14-03 H Region-wide Region wide on-line bicycle trip planning tool SACOG Region 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 Park non-motorized education & promotion
07-14-05 H McClellan Park campaign Sacramento TBD
07-14-06 H Sacramento County Region wide bicycle safety education project Sacramento 2010 Sacramento Bikeway Master Plan $180,000
Folsom Lake State Recreation Area Bicycle Sacramento
07-14-07 H Folsom Lake SRA Trail Map/Brochure Placer Folsom Lake SRA General Plan $20,000
City wide bicycle and pedestrian
07-14-08 H City of West Sacramento education project Yolo $200,000
Table B.15-A: High Priority Planning
PROJECT ID | PRIORITY PROJECT 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
$10,000 +
$5,000
09-15-02 H Region-wide Bicycle Counts SACOG Region recurring|
San Francisco to Cross State Bicycle Route
07-15-02 H Lake Tahoe Cross State Bicycle Route Implementation SACOG Region  [Study (Caltrans) TBD
07-15-03 H American River College American River College (ARC) Pedestrian Circulation Plan  |Sacramento TBD
07-15-04 H City of Elk 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 $20,000
09-15-01 H City of Galt City Of Galt Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan Sacramento TBD
Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan &
07-15-06 H City of Isleton Feasibility Study Sacramento $75,000
07-15-07 H City of Live Oak City of Live Oak Bicycle, Pedestrian, & Trails Master Plan Sacramento $35,000
Southern boundary of American
09-15-03 H River College (Winding Way) ARC Arcade Creek Bridge & Trail Access Plan Sacramento Los Rios Transportation Connections Plan $200,000
Table B.16-A: High Priority Other Programs
PROJECT ID | PRIORITY PROJECT LOCATION DESCRIPTION COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
09-16-01 H Region-wide Trail signage and pavement markings SACOG Region $500,000
09-16-02 H City of Rancho Cordova Completion of the Class Il Trail System Sacramento Rancho Cordova Draft Bicycle Master Plan $250,000
Table B.16-B: Medium Priority Other Programs
PROJECT ID | PRIORITY PROJECT LOCATION DESCRIPTION COUNTY EXISTING PLAN COST
09-16-03 M City of Davis Citywide Off-Street Wayfinding and Signage Program Yolo City of Davis Bicycle Plan TBD
09-16-04 M UC Davis Bike Parking Additions and Replacement Yolo UC Davis Bikeway and Transit Network Study TBD
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Appendix C—Project Evaluation and Scoring Criteria

1 Evaluation Methodology

Numerous local cities and counties, recreation and park districts, air quality management districts,
TMAs, and advocacy groups submitted the projects included in this plan. The projects were sorted
by projects type; it is the goal of the Advisory Committee to fund multiple types of projects during
each funding cycle to assure diversity in the bicycle and pedestrian transportation system. The
advisory committee initially evaluated the projects and categorized them as high, medium, or low
priority. The following scoring criteria were applied to the high/medium priority projects. All of
the project scores, again sorted by type, were then compared to each other. The median score was
calculated, and those projects with scores above the median are categorized as high priority, those
projects with scores below the median are categorized as medium priority, low priority was given to
those projects for which scoring data was not provided or were specifically ~ as low priority.

A.12 Scoring Criteria

Possible Points

LINKAGES

To Activity Centers Max. Pts.: 20

Points are awarded for projects that are adjacent to, or provide access to, activity
centers:

®  Schools & Colleges 20/use
®  Parks/Libraries/Community Centers 10/use
= Commercial Centers 5/center
= Employment Centers 5/100 employees
®  High Density Residential 5/site
Notes:
= Commercial Centers—Sites containing a minimum of
40,000 sq. ft.
= Employment Centers—Sites containing a minimum of
100 employees

®  High Density Residential—Sites containing 20 dwelling
units/acre and a minimum of 100 units

To Transportation System Max. Pts.: 12

®  Links to other bikeways—Two points are awarded for 6
each existing or planned bikeway to which the candidate
bikeway will connect.

®  Links to other modes—~Four points are awarded for a 4
connection with another transportation mode with high
capacity or serves longer trips, and that accommodates
bicycles by carrying them or providing secure parking.
These modes include light rail, or Amtrak stations.
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®  Links to other modes—Two points are awarded for a 2
connection with another transportation mode with lower
capacity or serves shorter trips, and that accommodates
bicycles by carrying them or providing secure parking.
These modes include bus stops, or park-and-ride facilities.

Barrier Elimination Max. Pts.:

15

Points are awarded based on the reduced distance cyclists and
pedestrians would travel with the project in place (miles):
= >20

==
ool

16-20

11-15

05-10

25-05

oIN B~

>.25

Ten (10) points will be deducted from projects that include,
or direct bicyclists and pedestrians to, a barrier (freeway)
interchange, routes through areas subject to flooding, etc.

To Other Jurisdictions Max. Pts.:

Does project cross jurisdictional boundaries to address a
regional issue?

DESIRABILITY

Traffic Characteristics Max. Pts.:

15

Sidewalks—~Points are awarded based on the type of facility to
which the sidewalk provides access:
= Arterial 9

(o]

= Collector

= | ocal Road 3

Two (2) additional points will be added for each improved
crosswalk with a maximum of six (6) additional points.

Class 1—Points are awarded based on the number of vehicular

crossings (street and/or driveway):

Crossings per Mile:

< 15

3-4 10

]
m 5-7 S
]

>8 0
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Class 11—
Volume — ADT:
> 40,000

[EN
o

30,000 — 40,000

20,001 — 30,000

10,001 — 20,000

3,000 - 10,000

< 3,000 (Class 3 recommended)

OIN | B~ OO0

Speed/MPH:
m >45

40

35

30

25

<25

OR[N W Mol

High Existing Usage—Five points are awarded if bicycle
counts on the candidate bikeway segment indicate 25 or more
bikes per hour (Up to 15 total points maximum)

Class 11—
Volume — ADT:
= <1000

1,000 — 3,000

3,001 - 5,000

5,001 - 10,000

10,001 - 20,000

> 20,000

OR[N W M~ ol

Speed — MPH:
<25

25

30

35

40

> 45

O INW|A~|lo

High Existing Usage: Five points are awarded if bicycle counts
on the candidate bikeway segment indicate 25 or more bikes
per hour.
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Continuity—~Points are awarded based on the number of Max. Pts.: 8
stops, or intersection crossings, per mile along the route.
Stops per Mile:

= 0

1-4
5-9

O~ ||

>10

IMPLEMENTATION

ROW/Environment Max. Pts.: 10

Land Ownership:
®=  County/City-Owned 2

= Public (Non-County)

[N

®m  Private 0

Land Use:
= Unused/Vacant 2

[ERN

= Relocatable Use

o

= Non-Relocatable

Environmental Document
®  |n Plans Already/Already Complete

m  Categorical Exemption

= Negative Declaration

Ol INW

= EIR

Project Commencement
m  Short Term (1 — 5yrs)

Medium Term (6 — 15yrs)

Ol |INW

n
® |ong Term (> 15yrs)
= No Estimate

EQUITY

Geographic Distribution Max. Pts.: 5

Points are awarded based on the candidate bikeway's distance
(miles) from the nearest parallel existing route at the closest
point.

Distance (Miles)

= >15

12-15

08-11

04-07

PRI W A~ Oo1

0-03
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SATISFY DEMAND

Five (5) points will be awarded if demand for new facility is Max. Pts.: 5

documented (please attach documentation).

SAFETY

Five (5) points will be awarded if safety improvements are Max. Pts.: 5

documented (please attach documentation).
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Appendix D—Transit Information

Table D.1: Transit Information

Summary of Bike
Services Accessible/|Customer Service
Transit Operators Communities Served Provided Capacity |Telephone Number | URL
El Dorado County
El Dorado County (Cameron
Park, Pollock Pines etc.), local, commuter,
El Dorado County commuter service to downtown |shuttles, Dial-a- | yes/2 per
Transit Sacramento Ride vehicle 888.246.BUSS (2877) [www.eldoradotransit.com
Placer County
local deviated yes/2 per
Auburn Transit City of Auburn fixed vehicle 530.823.4211 www.auburntransit.com
City of Lincoln, DAR service to |local & Dial-a- yes/2 per
Lincoln Transit the City of Roseville Ride vehicle 916.645.8576 www.lincolntransit.com
Cities of Auburn, Colfax,
Lincoln, Loomis, Rocklin,
Roseville (Galleria) & the local, commuter, | yes/2 per |530. 885.BUSS or
Placer County Transit |community of Granite Bay Dial-a-Ride vehicle 916. 784.6177 www.placer.ca.gov/works/pct/pct.ntm
Seniors First
Western Placer CTSA 1.800.878.9222
(JPA/PCTPA/Seniors |Western Placer County & Health Express
First) portions of Sacramento County |ADA/Dial-a-Ride | no 1.800.655.7433 www.seniorsfirst.org
City of Roseville: Fixed Route
and Dial-A-Ride (connects
Sacramento and Placer
Counties); commuter service local fixed route,
between Roseville and Dial-a-Ride, and | yes/2 per
Roseville Transit downtown Sacramento commuter vehicle 916.774.5757 www.roseville.ca.us/index.asp?page=169
Sacramento County
CSUS campus and areas local &
immediately surrounding the intercampus yes/2 per
CSUS Hornet Shuttle  |campus w/in 5 mi. radius shuttle vehicle 916.278.5483 www.csus.edu/utaps/hornet_express.htm
City of Elk Grove, commuter racks on all
service to downtown fixed route
Sacramento, eVAN paratransit  |Local, commuter, |and eTRAN
eTRAN (City of EIk  |service Elk Grove and regionally |Dial-a- commute  |916.683.8726 eVAN |eTRAN www.e-tran.org
Grove Transit for a higher fare Ride/Paratransit |buses 916.683.8726 eVAN http://www.e-tran.org/paratransit.asp
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Table D.1: Transit Information

Summary of Bike
Services Accessible/|Customer Setvice
Transit Operators Communities Served Provided Capacity |Telephone Number | URL
racks on
City of Folsom, commuter large buses
service to Downtown local, commuter, [only / 2 per
Folsom Stage Lines Sacramento Dial-a-Ride vehicle 916.355.8395 www.folsom.ca.us/depts/public_works/transit_division.asp
Elderly and Qualified: 916.
Urban Sacramento County, complementary 429.2744; Non-
including the Cities of paratransit; qualified:
Sacramento, Citrus Heights, EIk |neighborhood 916.557.4685 or
Paratransit, Inc. Grove, & Rancho Cordova shuttles no TDD 916. 557.4686 |www.paratransit.org
Urban Sacramento County,
including the Cities of yes/2 per
Sacramento Regional  |Sacramento, Citrus Heights, Elk | local, commuter, |bus or 4 per
Transit Grove & Rancho Cordova shuttles, light rail |light rail car {916.321.BUSS (2877) |www.sacrt.com
Southern Sacramento County,
including local services in Galt
and Isleton and connecting
South County Transit |services to Elk Grove, Lodi, and | local & Dial-a- yes/2 per  [209.745.3052 or
Link Sacramento Ride vehicle 800.338.8676 www.sctlink.com
Sutter and Yuba Counties
Cities of Live Oak, Marysville,
Wheatland & Yuba City,
commuter service to Downtown
Sacramento. Unincorporated
Yuba/Sutter Transit communities of Brownsville, local, commuter, | yes/2 per
Authority Dobbins and Olivehurst Dial-a-Ride vehicle 530.742.2877 www.yubasuttertransit.com/home.htm
Yolo County
Davis Community
Transit City of Davis Dial-a-Ride no 530.757.4408 www.city.davis.ca.us/pcs/transit/
City of Davis, University of
Unitrans California at Davis local no 530.752.BUSS (2877) |www.unitrans.com
Woodland, Davis, West
Yolo County Transit  |Sacramento, Winters & the local, commuter, | yes/2 per
District Capay Valley communities Dial-a-Ride vehicle 530.666.2877 www.yolobus.com
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Table D.1: Transit Information

Summary of Bike
Services Accessible/|Customer Service
Transit Operators Communities Served Provided Capacity |Telephone Number|URL
Other Jurisdictions
Commuter service from Amador
County to the Downtown
Sacramento and immediate area,
also fixed route and DAR service | local, commuter, | yes/2 per
Amador Transit w/in Amador County Dial-a-Ride vehicle 209.223.BUSS (2877) [www.amadortransit.com
Commuter service between
downtown Sacramento and
BART via Davis, Dixon,
Vacaville and Fairfield, and
connects with Sacramento RT,
Yolobus, Vallejo and Vacaville
City Coach. Also provides local commuter
and intercity fixed route, and local & routes
ADA paratransit within Solano  [commuter, only/2 per
Fairfield Suisun Transit |County. ADA/Dial-a-Ride |vehicle 707.422.BUSS (2877) |www.ci.fairfield.ca.us/busroutes.htm
Fixed route and DAR service
throughout San Joaquin County,
as well as interregional
San Joaquin Regional  |commuter services to the Bay local, commuter, | yes/2 per
Transit Area and Sacramento areas Dial-a-Ride vehicle 209.943.1111 WWW.Sj-smart.com
Shuttle between | racks on
UCD and UCD |large buses
TAPS (UCD Med Med Center only / 2 per |530.752.TAPS or
Center Shuttle) UCD Med Center Shuttle Sacramento vehicle 916.734.8630 www.taps.ucdavis.edu
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Appendix E—Links to Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans

El Dorado County Transportation Commission
http://www.edctc.org/_bikeped.htm

Placer County Transportation Planning Agency, including the cities of Auburn, Colfax, Lincoln,
Loomis, Rocklin, and Roseville
http://www.pctpa.org/modes/bikeways.htm

Sacramento County Department of Transportation
http://www.sacdot.com/services/Bikeways.asp

Yolo County Planning, Resources, and Public Works Department
http://www.yolocounty.org/Index.aspx?page=834

City of Davis
http://www.ci.davis.ca.us/topic/bicycles.cfm

City of Elk Grove
http://www.egplanning.org/projects/bikeway/
http://www.egplanning.org/trails/documents/ TMP/TMP.html

City of Rancho Cordova
http://www.cityofranchocordova.org/Index.aspx?page=336

City of Sacramento
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/transportation/engineering/fundingalternate.htmi

City of West Sacramento
http://www.cityofwestsacramento.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=3790

City of Woodland
http://www.cityofwoodland.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?Blobl D=6429

UC Davis
http://www.ormp.ucdavis.edu/btns/
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Appendix F—Glossary of Terms

AASHTO—American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials and including
their publications

Access Management—T he principles, laws and techniques used to control access to a highway.

Actuation—The output from any type of detector to the controller unit.

ADA—The Americans with Disabilities Act: civil rights legislation passed in 1990, effective July
1992.

ADT—Average Daily Traffic. The measurement of the average number of vehicles passing a certain
point each day on a highway, road or street

All-Terrain Bike (ATB) Trail—An unpaved trail winding through areas of natural beauty with
only a minimum of grading required. Some brush removal may be advisable to offer an
unobstructed path. This type of trail should have some short, steep grades to challenge the rider;
however, level, wide trails would appeal to the majority of riders. The most satisfactory ATB trail is
not shared with other users.

Amplifier Detector—A device that is capable of intensifying the electrical energy produced by a
sensor. A loop detector unit is commonly called an amplifier even though its electronic function is
actually different.

Area Detection—The continuous detection of vehicles over a length of roadway wherein the call is
intended to be held as long as there is a vehicle in the detection area.

Arterial (Street)—A street designated to carry traffic, mostly uninterrupted, through an urban area,
or to different neighborhoods within an urban area.

Bicycle—A vehicle having two tandem wheels, a minimum of 14" (35 cm) in diameter, propelled
solely by human power through a belt, chain, gears, or pedals, upon which any person or persons
may ride. A three-wheeled adult tricycle is considered a bicycle.

Bicycle Facility—Any facility provided for the benefit of bicycle travel, including bikeways and
parking facilities as well as all other roadways not specifically designated for bicycle use

Bicycle-Friendly—Used to describe man-made environments designed to accommodate bicycles
and facilitate their use.

Bicycle Institute of America (BIA)—An international, nonprofit organization promoting bicycle
sales and use through increased media coverage.

Bicycle Parking Cage—A steel or wood frame open structure with sides and top of chain link
fence or expanded sheet steel to permit continual security inspection. The interior of the parking
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cage can accommodate Class Il or Class 111 parking racks. A bicyclist must obtain a key to the
entrance door.

Bicycle Shower/Locker Facility—A shower/locker facility of sufficient size to accommodate
both male and female employees who commute to work by bicycle.

Bicyclist/Cyclist—Any bicycle operator

Bike Lane—A portion of a roadway, which has been designated by striping and pavement markings
for the preferential or exclusive use of bicyclists

Bikeway—A bikeway is created when a road has the appropriate design treatment for bicyclists,
based on motor vehicle traffic volumes and speeds: shared roadway, shoulder bikeway, bike lane or
bicycle boulevard. Another type of facility is separated from the roadway: multi-use path.

Call—A registration of a demand for right-of-way by traffic at a controller unit. The call comes to
the controller from a detector unit that is outputting an actuation.

Caltrans—California Department of Transportation
CBD—Central Business District -A traditional downtown area usually characterized by established

businesses fronting the street, sidewalks, slow traffic speeds, on-street parking and a compact grid
street system.

Circulation Path— An exterior or interior way of passage from one place to another for
pedestrians, including but not limited to walks, hallways, courtyards, stairways, and stair landings.

Class I (Multi-Use Path)—A completely separated facility designated for the use of pedestrians,
bicycles, or other non-motorized transportation. The facility is separated from any street or highway
by a physical space, berm, fence, or other barrier.

Class II (Bike Lane)—A lane within a street or roadway designed for the one-way use of bicycles.
It is an on-street facility with signs, striped lane markings, and pavement legends.

Class III (Bike Route)—Any on street right-of-way recommended for bicycle travel that provides
for shared use with motor vehicles or pedestrian traffic.

Class I Bicycle Parking Facility—An enclosed box with a locking door, typically called a bicycle
locker, where a single bicyclist has access to the bicycle storage compartment.

Class II Bicycle Parking Facility—A stationary bicycle rack designed to secure the frame and
both wheels of the bicycle, where the bicyclist supplies only a padlock.

Class III Bicycle Parking Facility—A stationary bicycle rack, typically a cement slab or vertical
metal bar, where the bicyclist supplies a padlock and chain or cable to secure the bicycle to the
stationary object.

Clearance, Lateral—The width required for safe passage as measured in a horizontal plane.
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Clearance, Vertical—The height required for safe passage as measured in a vertical plane

COG—Council of Governments

Collector (Street)—A street designated to carry traffic between local streets and arterials, or from
local street to local street

Complete Streets—Streets that adequately provide for all roadway users, including bicyclists,
pedestrians, transit riders, and motorists, to the extent appropriate to the function and context of the
street.

Cross Section or Typical Cross Section or Typical—Diagrammatic Presentation of a highway
profile at right angles to the centerline at a given location

Crosswalk—Portion of a roadway designated for pedestrian crossing, marked or unmarked.
Unmarked crosswalks are the natural extension of the shoulder, curb line or sidewalk.

Curb Ramp— A sloping pedestrian way, intended for pedestrian traffic, which provides access
between a walk or sidewalk to a surface located above or below an adjacent curb face.

Cycle—A complete sequence of signal indications for all approaches for which there is a demand or
call by traffic.

Detector System—The complete sensing and indicating group consisting of the detector unit,
transmission lines and sensor.

DLCD—Department of Land Conservation and Development.

Frontage Road—A road designate and designed to serve local traffic parallel adjacent to a highway
or arterial street.

Extension Time—EXxtra time resulting from detector actuations to allow safe passage of vehicles
through an intersection.

Goal—An end toward which effort is directed; it is general and timeless.
Grade—A measure of the steepness of a roadway, bikeway or walkway, expressed in a ratio of
vertical rise per horizontal distance, usually in percent; e.g. a 5% grade equals 5 m of rise over a 100

m horizontal distance.

Grade Separation—The vertical separation of conflicting travelways through use of a structure so
that traffic crosses without interference.

Guide Signs—A green standard bike route sign (G-93) is the basic device to advise the motorist to
expect bicycles along a particular route. The G-93 bike route sign be placed at all route turns and
after leaving main intersections.

Regional Bicycle Pedestrian Master Plan Amended August 20, 2009 77



Highway—A general term denoting a public way for purposes of travel, including the entire area
within the right-of-way.

Hiking, Jogging Trail—A facility with the same geometrical configuration as a Class | Bikeway;
however, it may be surfaced with a non-hardening finish such as disintegrated granite or it may be
un-surfaced. A surfaced hiking and jogging trail may be shared with bicycles. The facility is separated
from motorized vehicles and cross-flow of traffic is minimized.

Inductance—That property of an electric circuit or of two (2) neighboring circuits whereby an
electromotive force is generated in one circuit by a change of current in itself or in the other; the
ratio of the electromotive force to the rate of change of the circuit.

Jaywalking—Crossing a street illegally; includes walking against a traffic control device, or stepping
out in front of a moving vehicle so as to present an immediate danger, whether in a crosswalk or
not, or crossing at an intersection outside of a crosswalk

LCDC—Land Conservation and Development Commission
League of American Bicyclists—Founded in 1880, a national organization of bicyclists and

bicycle clubs. It promotes cyclists' rights, sponsors rallies, and provides members with touring
information.

Legend—Words, phrases or numbers appearing on all or part of a traffic control device; also the
symbols that appear on maps.

Local Street—A street designated to provide access to and from residences or businesses.
Longitudinal Striping—A 6-inch wide solid white line used to separate a bike lane from a motor
vehicle lane. A 4-inch wide solid white line used where there is sufficient width to allow parking
adjacent to a bike lane.

Loop Detector—A detector that senses a change in inductance of its inductive loop sensor caused
by the passage of presence of a vehicle near the sensor.

Marked Crossing—A crosswalk or other identified path intended for pedestrian use in crossing a
vehicular way.

MUTCD—The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices approved by the Federal Highway
Administration as a national standard for placement and selection of all traffic control devices on or
adjacent to all highways open to public travel.

Magnetic Detector—A detector that senses changes in the earth's magnetic field caused by the
movement of a vehicle near its sensor unit.

Magnetometer—A detector that measures the difference in the level of the earth's magnetic forces
caused by the passage or presence of a vehicle near its sensor.
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May—A PERMISSIVE condition. No requirement for application is intended. If a particular device
is used under a "may" condition, however, its design shall follow the prescribed format.

Motor Vehicle—A vehicle that is self-propelled or designed for self-propulsion.

MPO— Metropolitan Planning Organization: An agency that combines the governing bodies of
neighboring cities where combined population exceeds 50,000.

Multi-Use Trail System—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, of
sufficient width to accommodate touring/commuter bicycling, horseback riding, hiking, jogging, and
all-terrain bikes with appropriate trail surfacing may be classified as a multi-use trail system.

Needs and Issues—A statement that describes activities that should be improved or continued in
order to achieve desirable levels of service. Issues are unresolved concerns that must be corrected to
provide adequate service. Needs and issues are achieved or resolved by implementing specific
policies and actions or programs.

Obijective—A result to be achieved by a stated point in time. It is capable of being quantified and
realistically attained considering probable funding and political constraints. Objectives are
successive levels of achievement in movement toward a goal, and should be tied to a time-specific
period for implementation programs.

Off-Street—Includes all property outside the dedicated road right-of-way including both public and
private ownership.

On-Street—All street or road right-of-way including curb, gutters, and sidewalk, also, in some cases
may include a setback behind the back of sidewalk.

Open Space—Any public or private undeveloped or predominately undeveloped land in
Sacramento County which has value now or in the future for parks and recreation purposes, for
conservation of land and other natural resources or for historic or scenic purposes.

Pavement Markings—Painted or applied lines or legends placed on a roadway surface for
regulating, guiding or warning traffic. A standard pavement legend is the words "Bike Lane"
supplemented by an arrow showing the direction of travel. The arrow is used in combination with
the words at each location where a legend is painted.

Pedestrian—A person on foot, in a wheelchair or walking a bicycle.

Pedestrian Detector—A detector, usually a push button that is responsive to operation by or the
presence of a pedestrian.

Pedestrian Facility—A facility provided for the benefit of pedestrian travel, including walkways,
crosswalks, grade separations, signs, signals, illumination and benches.

Pedestrian Phase—A traffic phase allocated to pedestrian traffic either concurrently with a vehicle
phase or exclusive of other phases.
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Phase—A part of the cycle allocated to any traffic movements receiving the right-of-way.

Phase Sequence—A predetermined order in which the phases of a cycle occur.

Point Detection—The detection of vehicles as they pass a specific point on the roadway, also
referred to as small area detection.

Policy—A direction statement that guides actions for use in determining present and future
decisions.

Presence Loop Detector—An induction loop detector that is capable of detecting the presence of
standing or moving vehicles within the effective area.

Probe—The sensor form that is commonly used with a magnetometer type detector unit.

Program—A specific action, procedure, or technique that carries out plan policy. An
implementation measure, standing alone, which dictates that an action will occur; the action may be
measurable and time-specific.

Quadrupole—A loop configuration that is essentially two (2) loops with a common side. The wires
are wound continuously in a figure eight (8) pattern so that current flow in the common side is in
the same direction. The design improves sensitivity to small vehicles and reduces adjacent lane
detection.

Recreation Cyclist—An individual(s) who uses a bicycle for the trip enjoyment itself. Ultimate
destination is of secondary importance.

Regulatory Signs—A black and white regulatory "Bike Lane" sign (R8l) is used when positive
control signing is needed in addition to the G-93 "Bike Route" sign to deter vehicle or other
encroachments on bike lanes.

Other regulatory signs may be needed relative to the interaction between motor vehicles and bicycles
on roadways with bike lanes, particularly in the vicinity of intersections.

Right-of-Way—A general term denoting publicly owned land, property, or interest therein, usually
in a strip, acquired for or devoted to transportation purposes.

Right of Way—The right of one vehicle or pedestrian to proceed in a lawful manner in preference
to another vehicle or pedestrian.

Roadway—The paved portion of the highway

Rules Of The Road—The portion of a motor vehicle law that contains regulations governing the
operation of vehicular and pedestrian traffic
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SAFETEA-LU— Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act—A Legacy for
Users. SAFETEA-LU authorizes the Federal surface transportation programs for highways, highway
safety, and transit for the 5-year period 2005-2009.

Sensitivity—The setting on the detector unit that determines the amount of inductance shift
required to actuate the detector. High sensitivities require low inductance shifts.

Sensor Unit—An electrical conductor ("loop™) in the roadway designed such that the presence or
passage of a vehicle causes a decrease in the inductance of the loop.

Separation—An intervening space or a physical barrier between the bike path and the roadway so
that the bike path is not contiguous to the outer edge of the paved highway shoulder.

Shall—A MANDATORY condition. Where certain requirements in the design or application of the
device are described with the "shall" stipulation, it is mandatory that these requirements be met.

Should—An ADVISORY condition. Where the word "should" is used, it is considered to be
advisable usage, recommended, but not mandatory.

Shoulder—The portion of a highway that is contiguous to the travel lanes provided for pedestrians,
bicyclists, and emergency use by vehicles, and for lateral support of base and surface courses.

Shy Distance—The distance between the edge of a travel-way and a fixed object.

Sidewalk—A walkway separated from the roadway with a curb, constructed of a durable, hard and
smooth surface, designed for preferential or exclusive use by pedestrians.

Sight Distance—The distance a person can see along an unobstructed line of sight.

Skew Angle—The angle formed between a roadway, bikeway or walkway and an intersecting
roadway, bikeway, walkway or railway measured away from the perpendicular.

Sonic Detector—A vehicle detector that emits high frequency sound energy and senses the
reflection of that energy from a vehicle in its field.

Structure—A bridge, retaining wall or tunnel.

Traffic Control Devices—Signs, signals or other fixtures, whether permanent or temporary, placed
on or adjacent to a travel-way by any authority of a public body having jurisdiction to regulate, warn
or guide traffic.

Traffic Volume—The given number of vehicles that pass a given point for a given amount of time
(hour, day, year). See ADT.

TSP— Transportation System Plan: The overall plan for all transportation modes for a given area
(usually city, county or MPO).
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UGB—Urban Growth Boundary: the area surrounding an incorporated city in which the city may
legally expand its city limits.

Ultrasonic Detector—A detector that senses the presence or passage of vehicles through its field
of emitted ultrasonic energy.

Urban Area—The area immediately surrounding an incorporated city or rural community that is
urban in character, regardless of size.

Utility Cyclist—An individual(s) who uses a bicycle primarily to reach a particular destination to
purchase or deliver goods and services. Messengers are classified as utility cyclists.

Vehicle—Any device in, upon or by which any person or property is or may be transported or
drawn upon a highway, including vehicles that are self-propelled or powered by any means.

Video Detection— The use of video sensors to monitor and detect activity

Walkway—A transportation facility built for use by pedestrians, including persons in wheelchairs.
Walkways include sidewalks, paths and paved shoulders.

Warning Signs—A yellow bicycle crossing sign (W11-1) as established in the National Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices is the standard sign for use in advance of a point where an
officially designated bike path or bike trail crosses a roadway.

Wide Outside Lane—A wider than normal curbside travel lane that is provided for ease of bicycle
operation where there is insufficient room for a bike lane or shoulder bikeway.
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Appendix G—Summary of Comments to 2004 Draft

Submitted By

Comment Summary

SACOG Response

City of Woodland

Add the City of Woodland Bicycle Transportation Plan to list of
local plans in Section 3

Will add information

Sacramento Valley
Conservancy

Include the Blue Oak Hills Regional Trail in the project list

Will add project to high priority class |

Sacramento Regional
Transit

RT would like to have the ability to review traffic calming
measures as outlined in Section A.4.1 Motor Vehicle Speeds and
Traffic Calming. These calming measures, depending on where
they are implemented, can impact bus service and schedules.

Will add language that recommends
consultation with transit providers
before implementing traffic calming
measures.

Sacramento Regional In Appendix E, page 103, Transit Information, Sacramento Will correct
Transit County, Sacramento Regional Transit under the Bike

Accessible/Capacity column, verbiage should be revised to read

“yes/ 2 per bus or 4 per light rail car”
Yolo County Planning, Page 5: Most recent Yolo County Bicycle Transportation Plan is | Will correct
Resources & Public dated December 2006, not May 2002.
Works Dept.
Yolo County Planning, Page 7, last paragraph: Match funding calculations are a little off. | Will correct

Resources & Public
Works Dept.

If the minimum program funding amount through SACOG is
going to be $150,000 as stated, the minimum project size would
be $169,434. ($150,000/88.53%), and the minimum match
would be 11.47% of this, or $19,434.
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7 | Yolo County Planning,
Resources & Public
Works Dept.

Class 11 High Priority

Request that CR98 from Russell Blvd to Hutchison Blvd be
added as a high priority project to be consistent with County
Bike Plan. This segment would connect the newly completed
Hutchison Blvd Class 2 lanes that serve the far western UCD
campus, and the Class 1 path on Russell Blvd. Project score =
67

This project will be added to high
priority class I1. This is a segment of
project described in comment #10.
Segmentation of larger projects can be
addressed when applying for funding.

8 | Yolo County Planning,
Resources & Public
Works Dept.

Class 11 Medium priority:

Request that the improvement to CR99 from CR29 to Covell
not be eliminated from the plan. It s listed in the County Bike
Plan as a high priority project. It would connect far-west Davis
and bicycle paths there to the CR99/29/99D corridor that is
listed in the SACOG plan and County Plan as a high priority. It
is also consistent with the SACOG plan policy of providing
alignments spaced 1 to 1.5 miles apart. It is also shown on Map
3A in the draft. Project score =79

This project has not been eliminated
from the plan; it is listed under high
priority class I1.

9 | Yolo County Planning,
Resources & Public
Works Dept.

Combined Low Priority Project

Request that the Davis-Woodland Bikeway project be moved to
high priority. In the 6 years since the Davis-Woodland Bikeway
feasibility study was completed, the recommended ‘most
feasible’ improvements to the CR99/29/99D corridor have
been moving forward and are being completed in phases. The
study identified the Davis-Woodland Bikeway alignment as the
next most feasible improvement, an alignment that is a more
desirable bicycle connection between the two towns because of
its central alignment. This project is identified as High Priority
in the County Bike Plan. Project score =79

Will re-prioritize project to high
priority combined projects.
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10

Yolo County Planning,
Resources & Public
Works Dept.

Low priority Class 11

Request that CR98 from Woodland to Solano County be moved
from low priority to medium priority to be consistent with
County Bike plan, where it is also identified as medium priority.
Project score = 64

See response #7

11 | Yolo County Planning, Map 3 Unable to modify graphics
Resources & Public The large circles denoting the cities obscure the county routes.
Works Dept. Can the circle be made transparent?

12 | Yolo County Planning, Map 3 Will correct
Resources & Public The map shows existing class Il routes that are not: CR 24 west
Works Dept. of Woodland and CR89 north of Winters.

13 | Yolo County Planning, Comments on Map 3A (Davis) Will correct
Resources & Public Show Class 2 lanes on Hutchison (UCD) from SR113 to CR98
Works Dept.

14 | Yolo County Planning, Comments on Map 3C (Woodland) Will correct
Resources & Public Show existing Class I on West Street south of town. (AKA
Works Dept. CR99 in the County) (The map doesn’t correctly show CR99

that connects with West Street.

15 | Yolo County Planning, Comments on Map 3C (Woodland) Will correct
Resources & Public There aren’t Class 11 lanes on CR24 (in line with Gibson) west
Works Dept. of town

16 | Yolo County Planning, Comments on Map 3D (Winters) Will correct
Resources & Public There aren’t Class 2 lanes on CR 89 north of town
Works Dept.

17 | Yolo County Planning, Comment on Appendix F: Will correct
Resources & Public The link to Yolo County Bike plan is:
Works Dept. http://www.yolocounty.org/org/PPW/engineering/misc/2006-

BIKE-PLAN%20.pdf
18 | Cordova Hills Request to be included in planning for regional trails Will add to our public information

distribution list
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19 | Walk Sacramento Add the following project place holders: Will add projects to low priority
Pedestrian/Bicycle improvements to: combined projects; did not receive
American River College completed ranking and scoring criteria
Cosumnes River College
Folsom Lake College
Sacramento City College

20 | Yuba County Trails Add Yuba County Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan to project list Will add project to high priority

Commission planning
21 | Yuba County Trails Add bicycle/pedestrian improvements to State Route 70 Will add projects to low priority river
Commission crossing the Yuba River crossings; did not receive completed
ranking and scoring criteria

22 | Eileen Crim Two regionally significant projects that SACOG could assist EI | These projects are already included in
Dorado County with are the bridge over Webber Creek and the | the plan
Brockliss bridge reconstruction

23 | City of Roseville Section 2.3, 6th bullet of 4th paragraph: The “skinny street” Will clarify language
concept has the potential to result in elimination of bike lanes
where they might otherwise be appropriate. Please provide
clarification that Class 11 bike lanes should be provided at
intervals within neighborhood scale development.

24 | City of Roseville Section 2 should include a discussion of “Complete Streets” Will include “Complete Streets”
concepts. language

25 | City of Roseville Section 5.2, second bullet: The word “of”” should be added Will correct
before “existing”.

26 | City of Roseville Appendix A, Section A.3, 2nd section of bullets: Add a new Will add additional language

bullet to the challenges section — High speed/volume roadways,
typically major arterial roads, are uncomfortable for use by
bicyclists even when bike lanes are provided.
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27 | City of Roseville Appendix A, Section A.4, 2nd paragraph: First sentence of this | Will clarify language
paragraph states: “speed limits should be based on the safety of
pedestrians and bicyclists.” My understanding is that speed limits
are set per the California MUTCD, which bases speed limits on
85th percentile speeds. Does the plan mean to state that “design
speed should be based on the safety of pedestrian and
bicyclists”?

28 | City of Roseville Appendix A, Section A.5.1, First and fourth sentences of 1st Will revise
paragraph: Add the words “and bicycles” after pedestrian. Also,
add the words “and bicyclists” after pedestrians in fifth
sentence.

29 | City of Roseville Add project: Widen Union Pacific Rail Yard Undercrossing, Will add project to high priority
Washington Boulevard from Vernon Street to Church Street over/undercrossing

30 | City of Roseville Add project: Dry Creek Greenway Union Pacific Rail Yard Will add project to high priority
Crossing — Roseville, Foothills Boulevard to Atkinson Street over/undercrossing

31 | City of Roseville Add project: Andorra West Union Pacific Rail Crossing, Will add project to high priority
Washington Boulevard - Diamond Oaks Road to NWRSP over/undercrossing
Power Line Corridor Bike Trail

32 | City of Roseville Add project: Union Pacific Rail Yard Overcrossing, Downtown | Will add project to high priority
to OldTown over/undercrossing

33 | City of Roseville Add project: Interstate 80, Dry Creek Greenway - Marlin Drive | Will add project to high priority
to Joanne Lane over/undercrossing

34 | City of Roseville Add project: State Highway 65, North of Pleasant Grove Will add project to high priority
Boulevard over/undercrossing

35 | City of Roseville Add project: State Highway 65, North of Galleria Boulevard Will add project to high priority

over/undercrossing

36 | City of Roseville Add project: Interstate 80 - Roseville/adjacent jurisdictions, Will add project to medium priority
Whyte Avenue at Auburn Blvd. to Whyte Avenue at Melody over/undercrossing
Lane

37 | City of Roseville Add project: Safe Routes to School Pilot Program, Dry Creek Will add project to high priority

School District

education and promotion
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38 | SABA At least two bills currently in the state legislature could affect Comment noted, SACOG will
this plan, AB 1358 Complete Streets Act and AB 1581 Traffic continue to monitor this legislation
Actuated Signals. If these bills pass before completion of the
master plan, they should be referenced.

39 | SABA 1.1 Vision statement Will revise
Suggest changing 5th bulleted item to: “Sidewalk, streets, and
roads are designed and laid out according to complete streets
principles to encourage walking and bicycling.”

40 | SABA Add a reference to the Sacramento Transportation and Air Reference is made in section 6 Design
Quality Collaborative’s Best Practices for Complete Streets Guidelines

41 | SABA 1.3 Public interest Will revise
Add greenhouse gases and global warming as reasons for public
interest

42 | SABA 7. Metric for improvement and success “Change in miles of bikeways and
We applaud the specific goals for trips and safety. We believe sidewalks” is included in section 7.1
concrete goals are essential. We suggest that goals also be
established for at least one other set of metrics, namely miles of | Current baseline data is unavailable at
bikeways and sidewalks. As for the mode share and safety goals, | this time.
baselines for these metrics could be included in Appendix A.

43 | SABA Table A.3 Comment noted

This table is too complicated.

Regional Bicycle Pedestrian Master Plan Amended August 20, 2009

88




44

SABA

A.1.2 Cyclists

Suggest adding to this section several other characteristics of
bicycle trips and bicycling. Bike trip lengths are generally 5 miles
or less, but much longer trips can be made by bike. Bicycling is
the most energy 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.

Will add language

45

SABA

A.1.2 Cyclists
Suggest adding a statement to this section that if facilities are
safe for kids, they are safe for everyone.

Design and safety guidelines are
addressed in section 6 Design
Guidelines

46

SABA

A22.

Multi-use paths along vehicular facilities are controversial and
discouraged by the Caltrans Highway Design Manual Chapter
1000. They create safety issues and are definitely not suitable for
some locations. The plan should mention the advantages and
disadvantages of sidepaths

Design and safety guidelines are
addressed in section 6 Design
Guidelines

47

SABA

A23

Rather than a grid of bikeways spaced a mile apart, it would be
better to have all streets be complete streets safe for all users. A
reference in the Sacramento/City County Bikeway Master Plan
written in 1993 does not make the notion of a bikeway grid
“generally accepted” today.

Complete Streets language will be
added

Comment noted

48

SABA

A23.1

Class | bikeways may be expensive to build compared to other
bikeways. They are not expensive compared to road or transit
construction and this should be noted.

Will clarify language

49

SABA

A.3 Opportunities and Constraints
Recommend adding vehicle speeds and limited enforcement
resources.

Will add language
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50 | SABA A.4.1 Motor-Vehicle Speeds and Traffic Calming Will revise
Recommend mentioning that lower vehicle speeds increase
motorist safety as well as bike/ped safety.
51 | SABA A.4.4. Connectivity Comment noted.
It would be desirable to have a standard for bike/ped friendly Barrier crossings should be provided
river and freeway crossings. | have not seen any studies on this | where there is a need to connect
issue, but certainly a mile or less distance between crossings is origins/destinations. The placement
appropriate for pedestrians. of these crossings should be evaluated
on a case-by-case basis. Establishing a
standard distance may or may not
result in a benefit to the transportation
system.
51 | SABA A.6.4 Professional Education Comment noted. SACOG does not
Suggest including some training sources and mention Pro Walk, | officially endorse the organizations
Pro Bike Conference and the California equivalent behind these events and therefore
should not reference them in this
report
53 | SABA A.7.2. Improve Bicycle Parking This section is speaking of parking in
Recommend mentioning the distinction between long term bike | very general terms; it is not the intent
parking for employees and transit users and short term parking | to be this specific. Will add language
for visitors. recommending coordination with
users
54 | SABA A.7.2.3. This is implied in the current language
Recommend mention that on-street bike parking is used in some
locations.
55 | SABA A7.2.4. Ordinances should cover government buildings as well | Will add language
as commercial buildings and employment sites.
56 | SABA A.7.25. Will add reference
The Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals short
term bike parking guidelines should be referenced.
57 | SABA Appendix B — Regional Project List Comment noted. SACOG typically

It would be useful if the tables listed both the county and a city,
if the project is in a city.

lists projects by county only.
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58 | SABA There don’t seem to be any projects from Davis, Citrus Heights | All local agencies within the SACOG
or Rancho Cordova. Projects from these jurisdictions should be | region have the opportunity to submit
added. projects to this plan, and all eligible

submittal are included.

59 | SABA The Two Rivers Trail is complete from Jibboom Street to Hwy | Will remove completed project
160.

60 | SABA Add class | project for a connection from the Ueda Parkway Will add project to low class I; did not
Trail to the American River Parkway in the city of Sacramento receive completed ranking and scoring

criteria

61 | SABA Add projects for one or more connections from the Panhandle | Will add project to low priority class I;
area to the Ueda Parkway did not receive completed ranking and

scoring criteria

62 | SABA Reevaluate the priority of the Haggin Oaks Golf Course north- | Can not reevaluate priority; did not
south trail. receive completed ranking and scoring

criteria

63 | SABA Add class 11 on H Street in Sacramento from 56th to Carlson Will add project to low priority class
Drive I1; did not receive completed ranking

and scoring criteria

64 | SABA Add class 11 on J Street at CSUS. Will add project to low priority class

I1; did not receive completed ranking
and scoring criteria

65 | SABA Add Rancho Cordova Parkway Will add project to low priority class

I1; did not receive completed ranking
and scoring criteria

66 | SABA Add class 11 to Central Business District streets in the city of Will add project to low priority class
Sacramento. I1; did not receive completed ranking

and scoring criteria

67 | SABA Add class 1l EI Camino Avenue from Ethan Way to Fair Oaks Will add project to low priority class

Blvd in Sacramento County

I1; did not receive completed ranking
and scoring criteria
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68 | SABA The Dry Creek Parkway in Sacramento County should be put Project segmentation will be addressed
into project phases or segments and indicate that the segment as part of the funding program
from Dry Creek Road to 28th and U Street has been funded. application

69 | SABA The river crossings for the West Sacramento Riverfront Bikeway | Project segmentation will be addressed
Improvements should be specified and probably listed as as part of the funding program
separate projects. application

70 | SABA Ueda Parkway should indicate which side of East Main Drainage | Details regarding project description
Canal (Steelhead Creek) this project is on. A project on the west | will be addressed as part of the
side of the canal has been completed. funding program application

71 | SABA Table B.5-C. Low Priority Combined Projects Can not reevaluate priority; did not
American River College priority should be reevaluated. receive completed ranking and scoring

criteria

72 | SABA Add overcrossing of Hwy 50 and adjacent right of way in Will add project to low priority
Rancho Cordova should be added. Alignment is between over/undercrossing; did not receive
Routier Rd and Mather Field Rd. completed ranking and scoring criteria

73 | SABA Add crossing of Sacramento River at Sutterville Road This project is already include in high

priority river crossings

74 | SABA American River crossings’ priorities should be reevaluated as Can not reevaluate priority; did not
they appear to be high priority projects because of the long receive completed ranking and scoring
distances between river crossings. criteria

75 | SABA Crossing of 1-80 at West Canal should be reevaluated. Can not reevaluate priority; did not

receive completed ranking and scoring
criteria.

Regional Bicycle Pedestrian Master Plan Amended August 20, 2009

92




76

SABA

Appendix G — Glossary of Terms Suggested Revisions:
Century—Delete. Not germane

ISTEA—Has been replaced

League of American Wheelmen is now League of American
Bicyclists

SAG Wagon—Delete. Not germane

Shared roadway—A shared roadway is not a bikeway and
bicyclists are never required to travel on the shoulder
Video detection—Add definition

Will revise

"7

City of Davis

Add project: US 40 Path Connector Ramps;
project score =71

Will add project to high priority short-
cuts

78

City of Davis

Add project: Olive Dr./ Richards Blvd. Intersection
Improvement; project score 66

Will add project to high priority
intersections

79

Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management
Dist.

Section 1.1 (Vision statement): Suggest changing 5th bulleted
item to: “Sidewalk, streets, and roads are designed and laid out
according to complete streets principles to encourage walking
and bicycling.” The Districts further suggests that this bullet
point include a reference to the Best Practices for Complete
Streets guidance document, published by the STAQC.

Will revise language

Complete Streets language will be
added to sections 2.3 and 6

80

Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management
Dist.

Section 1.3 (Public Interest): this section discusses the reasons
behind public interest in the plan. The District suggests that this
section be expanded to include global climate change and the
reduction of greenhouse gasses as potential reasons for public
interest in the plan.

Will include additional language

81

Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management
Dist.

Section 7 (Metrics for Improvement and Success): The District
applauds the goals listed in section 7.2 establishing specific
targets for increasing the share of trips made by bicycle and
walking while reducing the number of bicyclist or pedestrians
killed in traffic crashes. The District suggests that goals also be
established for a third metric, miles of bikeway and sidewalks.

“Change in miles of bikeways and
sidewalks” is included in section 7.1
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82

Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management
Dist.

Appendix A, Section 2.2: The fifth paragraph in this section
states: “Multi-use paths...provide alternatives to sidewalks or
on-street bicycle lanes.” The placement of multi-use paths along
vehicular facilities as an alternative to on-street facilities is
controversial. These pathways can create safety issues and can
discourage bicycling and walking making them unsuitable for
some locations

Comment noted

Design and safety guidelines are
addressed in section 6 Design
Guidelines

83

Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management
Dist.

Appendix A, section 2.3: The District finds fault with the
statement that “It is generally accepted that a grid system of
bikeways spaced one mile apart would be ideal.” It is the
position of the District that it would be more effective to have
all streets be complete streets safe for all users.

Complete Streets language will be
added

84

Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management
Dist.

Appendix A, section 2.3.1: This section should be expanded to
note that while class | bikeways may be expensive to build in
comparison to other bikeways; they are not expensive when
compared to the cost of new road or transit construction.

Will clarify language

85

Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management
Dist.

Appendix A, section 3 (Opportunities and Constraints): The
District recommends that “high vehicle speeds” and “limited
enforcement resources” be added to the list of constraints.

Will add language

86

Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management
Dist.

Appendix A, section 4.4 (Connectivity): The District
recommends that this section be expanded to include a standard
for bicycle and pedestrian friendly river and freeway crossings.
In many areas of the region, rivers and freeways function as
significant barriers to pedestrian and bicycle travel by making
trips that use these modes circuitous or impassible. The District
recommends that this document include a preferred maximum
distance between crossings certainly and that this distance bee 1
mile or less distance as appropriate for pedestrians.

Barrier crossings should be provided
where there is a need to connect
origins/destinations. The placement
of these crossings should be evaluated
on a case-by-case basis. Establishing a
standard such as this may or may not
result in a benefit to the transportation
system.
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87 | Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management
Dist.

Appendix A, section 7.2.1(Improve Bicycle Parking): The
District recommends that this section be expanded to describe
the difference between long-term bike parking for employees
and short-term parking for visitors. Bicycle parking facilities
must be coordinated with the needs of the user if they are to be
well utilized, and long-term and short-term users require
different storage facilities, site location requirements, etc.

This section is speaking of parking in
very general terms; it is not the intent
to be this specific. Will add language
recommending coordination with
users.
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