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RESOLUTION NO. 20-976

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MENIFEE, CALIFORNIA,
APPROVING THE CITY OF MENIFEE ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

WHEREAS, in order to receive regional and state funding for roadway improvements, the City of
Menifee is required to consider and adopt an active transportation plan; and

WHEREAS, the objective of the Menifee Active Transportation Plan (ATP) is to provide
recommended actions, projects and programs to support increasing bicycling and walking as well as
improve non-motorized travel infrastructure to provide safer, walkable streets throughout the City for
residents that are dependent on these modes; and

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code section 21080.20 states that the City can determine the
approval of a bicycle transportation plan, such as the ATP, is exempt from CEQA review, provided the
agency holds a noticed public hearing to consider the ATP, and prepares an assessment of any traffic
and safety impacts of the project and include measures in the bicycle transportation plan to mitigate
potential impacts, and the City has conducted a public hearing on November 18, 2020, and prepared the
required assessment to comply with those requirements; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the exemption in State CEQA Guidelines section 15262 (Feasibility and
Planning studies) which applies to projects “involving only feasibility or planning studies for possible future
actions which the agency . . . has not yet approved, adopted, or funded does not require the preparation
of an EIR or negative declaration but does require consideration of environmental factors,” the approval
of the ATP is exempt from CEQA because it involves evaluation of the ATP and recommendations for
possible future planning actions or projects, and the ATP itself includes an analysis of the relevant
environmental factors; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the “common sense exemption” in State CEQA Guidelines section
15061(b)(3), which states “that CEQA applies only to projects which have the potential for causing a
significant effect on the environment. Where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that
the activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to
CEQA,” the project is exempt from CEQA because it consists of approval of the ATP, which involves
recommendations and projects that will be assessed through future planning applications and
implementation, meaning that it can be seen with a certainty that the ATP itself will not have a significant
effect, or any physical effect, on the environment; and

WHEREAS, the Council has independently reviewed and considered the basis for the statutory
and categorical exemptions prior to taking any approval action on the ATP and, exercising its independent
judgment, based on the entire record before it, has determined that the project is exempt from CEQA.

WHEREAS, the City Council for the City of Menifee conducted a public hearing considering the
merits of the ATP on November 18, 2020.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED by the City Council of the City of
Menifee, California as follows:

Section 1. The City Council finds and determines that the foregoing recitals, which are incorporated
herein by reference, are true and correct.

Section 2. The City of Menifee hereby approves the Menifee Active Transportation Plan (ATP).
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Section 3. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.20, the City has held a public hearing
considering the ATP, and considered the assessment required under that section, and has determined
that the project is exempt from CEQA.

Section 4. The City Council likewise finds and declares that consideration and approval of the ATP is
exempt from CEQA review under CEQA Guidelines 15061(b)(3) and 15262.

Section 5. The City Council hereby directs the City Manager or their designee to record a notice of
exemption with the Office of Planning and Research and the county clerk for the County of Riverside in
accordance with these findings.

Section 6. This Resolution shall take effect immediately.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 18" day of November 2020.

DocuSigned by:

A0D87DB9562C2428...

Bill Zimmerman, Mayor

Attest:

DocuSigned by:
| Savale 1. Mavuwaring
3 276D93A0122A4CB...

Sarah A. Manwaring, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

[MFM T Melduing, (ty Mty

DABE8686180C4BB...

Jeffrey T. Melching, City Attorney
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE )ss
CITY OF MENIFEE )

I, Sarah A. Manwaring, City Clerk of the City of Menifee, do hereby certify that the
foregoing Resolution No. 20-976 was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of
Menifee at a meeting thereof held on the 18th day of November 2020 by the following vote:
Ayes: August, Deines, Sobek, Liesemeyer, Zimmerman

Noes: None

Absent: None

Abstain: None

DocuSigned by:

Savali, 1. Manwaring

276D93A0122A4CB..

Sarah A. Manwaring, City Clerk
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RESOLUTION NO. 20-977

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MENIFEE,
CALIFORNIA, PLEDGING TO TAKE ACTION TO PROVIDE NON-
MOTORIZED AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY THROUGH EDUCATION,
PLANNING, AND ENGINEERING - SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (SCAG) SAFETY MODEL

WHEREAS, California has made progress in enhancing safety, the 2015 California
Strategic Highway Safety Plan reports a 30.4 percent reduction in fatalities and a 17.5 percent
reduction in severe injuries between 2005 and 2012 as vehicle-miles traveled remained fairly
constant statewide; and

WHEREAS, however, traffic deaths are the second leading cause of deaths in the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) region of six counties, 191 cities, and
roughly 19 million people; and

WHEREAS, on average, each year 1,500 people die in traffic collisions, 5,200 are
seriously injured, and 136,000 are injured in the SCAG region; and

WHEREAS, children are disproportionately impacted by traffic collisions, and 446 children
under age 16 were killed while walking in California between 2003 and 2010; and

WHEREAS, traffic injuries and deaths in the SCAG region disproportionately impact
young adults, older adults, and people with disabilities, as 42 percent of collision victims were age
18-34 and 26 percent of pedestrian fatality victims were age 65 or older between 2001 and 2016;
and

WHEREAS, non-motorized trips represented 12% of all trips, but 25% of all traffic
fatalities, in the SCAG region between 2001 and 2016; and

WHEREAS, jurisdictions recognize that non-motorized safety is an equity issue, and that
pedestrian injury rates in the SCAG region were significantly higher in high-poverty, predominately
Black or African American, and predominately Hispanic or Latino census tracts between 2005
and 2014; and

WHEREAS, the National Safety Council reports that the calculable costs of motor-vehicle
crashes are wage and productivity losses, medical expenses, administrative expenses, motor
vehicle damage, and employers’ uninsured costs; and

WHEREAS, an average cost of each traffic death is $1,542,000, traffic injury is $90,000
and property damage only is $4,200; and

WHEREAS, fatalities and injuries on our streets are unacceptable when they are
preventable; and

WHEREAS, streets and transportation systems have traditionally been designed primarily
for maximum vehicular capacity and mobility, rather than the safe accommodation of all modes
and users; and
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WHEREAS, the City of Menifee goals include protecting the safety, health and security of
its residents, businesses, employees and visitors; and

WHEREAS, SCAG has developed safety targets to reduce fatalities by 3 percent and
serious injuries by 1.5 annually and reach Towards Zero Deaths by 2050; and

WHEREAS, the SCAG Go Human Campaign focuses on safety and reducing traffic
collisions and encouraging people to walk and bike more in the SCAG region; and

WHEREAS, successful traffic safety programs are a result of both a complete government
approach (i.e. interdepartmental, coordinated initiatives) and community support of Safety goals
and action plan;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Menifee pledges to take action
on the essential elements of traffic safety, including activities related to education, enforcement,
engineering, evaluation, encouragement, and equity.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 18 day of November 2020

DocuSigned by:
ADSTDBQSG_ECZHIS...
Bill Zimmerman, Mayor

Attest:

DocuSigned by:

Savali, 1. Manwaring

276D93A0122A4CB...

Sarah A. Manwaring, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

[MFM T Melduing, (ty Mty

DABES8686180C4BB...

Jeffrey T. Melching, City Attorney
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE )ss
CITY OF MENIFEE )

I, Sarah A. Manwaring, City Clerk of the City of Menifee, do hereby certify that the
foregoing Resolution No. 20-977 was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of
Menifee at a meeting thereof held on the 18th day of November 2020 by the following vote:
Ayes: August, Deines, Sobek, Liesemeyer, Zimmerman

Noes: None

Absent: None

Abstain: None

DocuSigned by:

Savali, 1. Manwaring

276D93A0122A4CB...

Sarah A. Manwaring, City Clerk
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. OVERVIEW OF THE
DOCUMENT

The Menifee Active Transportation Plan is organized
by the following chapters:

I. Introduction

Il. Existing Conditions and Analysis
[ll. Community Engagement

IV. Recommendations and Programs
V. Best Practices Toolkit

VI. Funding and Sources

Il. INTRODUCTION

The Menifee Active Transportation Plan (ATP) pro-
vides recommended actions, projects and programs
to support increasing bicycling and walking as well
as improve non-motorized travel infrastructure to
provide safer, walkable streets throughout the City
for residents that are dependent on these modes.
This ATP utilizes a Bicycle and Pedestrian Demand
Model, Capital Improvement Projects, community
and stakeholder input and proposes projects that
will improve the City’s bicycle and pedestrian net-
work. The plan includes an inventory of existing bike
and pedestrian infrastructure, identification of defi-
ciencies, developing and prioritizing improvements,
and strengthening active transportation policies.

The following are the twelve goals that were devel-
oped throughout the community outreach process
and vetted by the Project Advisory Team (PAT).

Goal 1: Develop an active transportation network
that ensures residents of all ages and abilities
have access to safe streetscapes, especially the
more vulnerable sectors of our community, such
as low-income populations, populations of col-
or, children, and seniors whose primary mode of
transportation is walking, biking, skateboarding,
and public transportation.

Goal 2: Develop a comprehensive network and
infrastructure to provide a safe and convenient,

healthy and environmentally friendly mode of
travel throughout the City for all ages and abilities.

Goal 3: Develop non-motorized infrastructure to
allow users of all ages and abilities to access tran-
sit, commercial and employment centers, neigh-
borhoods, parks and schools to provide a viable
alternative for transportation to reduce vehicle
miles traveled and traffic congestion.

Goal 4: Maintain non-motorized infrastructure to
allow users of all ages and abilities to access tran-
sit, schools, neighborhoods, parks, and employ-
ment and commercial centers.

Goal 5: Develop safety and monitoring programs
to encourage non-motorized travel within the City.

Goal 6: Develop non-motorized multimodal re-
sources that will meet both commuter and rec-
reation needs, including bicycle support facilities
once they meet their destinations.

Goal 7: Develop programs that will increase
public awareness of the benefits of active trans-
portation and develop programs to encourage
residents to ride bikes and walk to transit, work,
school, and for recreation.

Goal 8: Coordinate City non-motorized improve-
ment plans with interagency transportation plans
and funding programs.

Goal 9: Promote inclusive and sustainable eco-
nomic growth by developing non-motorized facil-
ities and improving existing infrastructure in com-
mercial areas.

Goal 10: Foster equitable enforcement practices
that encourage rather than penalize multi-modal
behaviors and prioritize education, particularly
among low-income communities who rely solely
on active transportation.

Goal 11: Diversify local transportation options by
encouraging the use of neighborhood electric
vehicles (NEV) and golf carts.

Goal 12: Develop a comprehensive network of
hiking, biking, and equestrian recreation trails
that provide benefit to the community by not neg-
atively impacting the natural environment.



lll. EXISTING CONDITIONS
AND ANALYSIS

Understanding the existing roadway conditions, de-
mographics, land use, and other context-sensitive
information in Menifee and the adjacent region is im-
perative for planning for its future. This chapter sum-
marizes various datasets used to provide meaning-
ful discussions on how each of the topics support or
impede pedestrian and bicycle facility development
within the City. This chapter also includes sections
on Menifee’s land use, various relevant datasets,
such as bicycle and pedestrian collisions, and exist-
ing infrastructure.

Bicycle and pedestrian collision data were obtained
from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records Sys-
tem (SWITRS) collision dataset managed by the
California Highway Patrol (CHP), which captures re-
ported bicycle-vehicle, pedestrian-vehicle, and bi-
cycle-pedestrian collisions that resulted in injury or
property damage in Menifee in the five-year period
of 2014 through 2018. Collision density and locations
data are displayed on Figure ES-1. Pedestrian and
Bicycle-Related Collisions on the following page.
Collisions on off-street paths are not reported in the
dataset. It is important to note that collisions involv-
ing bicyclists and pedestrians are known to be un-
der-reported, and therefore such collisions are likely
under-represented in this analysis. In these past five
years, there were forty-seven bicycle-related colli-
sions and fifty-three pedestrian-related collisions,
ten of which resulted in fatalities. The bulk of both
collision types resulted in visible injury or complaint
of pain (seventy-nine percent), with twenty-one per-
cent resulting in severe injury or death.

The existing bicycle facility network in Menifee is
comprised of multi-use paths, bicycle lanes, paved
trails, soft surface trails, and combined trails making
up 16.5 miles of existing bikeways, as shown in Fig-
ure ES-2: Existing Bikeways. Eighty-two percent of
the existing bike facilities are class Il bike lanes along
Newport Road, Aldergate Drive, Heritage Lakes
Drive, Ethanac Road, McCall Boulevard, Antelope

Road, Domenigoni Parkway, and Craig Avenue. The
previously proposed bicycle facilities documented
in the General Plan provided a foundation for the
recommended bicycle network of this plan (refer to
Menifee’s General Plan). This network was analyzed
for connectivity within the City and with other sur-
rounding jurisdictions and was presented to the City,
stakeholders, and public to gather additional input
on routes they felt were important and which should
move forward as recommendations.

To help define study focus areas, a Geographic In-
formation Systems (GIS) model was created to reveal
relationships between the many factors analyzed. A
Bicycle-Pedestrian Priority Model (BPPM) was devel-
oped, considering all of the previously discussed
analysis inputs, to establish where bicyclists and pe-
destrians are most likely to be, either currently or if
improvements were to be made. The BPPM is com-
prised of three submodels: Attractor, Generator, and
Barrier Models. These three sub-models are then
combined to create the composite Bicycle-Pedestri-
an Priority Model.

Attractors are essentially activity centers known
to attract bicyclists and pedestrians. Examples are
schools, transit stops, and shopping centers. Gen-
erators are developed from demographic data and
address potential pedestrian and bicyclist volume
based on how many people live and work within the
study area. Examples of generators are population
density, employment density, primary mode of trans-
portation to work and vehicle ownership. Barriers
are features likely to discourage or detract people
from bicycling or walking. These are generally phys-
ical limitations, such as areas with high numbers of
bicycle- related collisions, high vehicle volumes and
speeds, and missing sidewalks.

The resulting map displayed in Figure ES-3: Bicycle
and Pedestrian Propensity Model, shows highest
likely use along major corridors, especially along
Newport Road, McCall Boulevard, Bradley Rd, Hol-
land Road, Menifee Road, Murrieta Road, Goetz
Road, Heritage Lakes Drive, Antelope Road and La
Piedra Road. However, bicycle and pedestrian pro-
pensity is not only concentrated on the major road-
ways, it also permeates into local streets that people
tend to use frequently.
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IV.COMMUNITY
ENGAGEMENT

The ATP planning process was conducted in an
open and transparent manner to ensure that com-
munity members were included throughout the
entire course of the project. Community input and
involvement were crucial to identify barriers to walk-
ing, bicycling, skateboarding, or accessing transit. To
achieve that, the community engagement process
was designed to include stakeholder education and
the involvement of a broad spectrum of stakeholders
working towards a common goal, particularly people
with little or no experience with civic engagement.
Stakeholders included residents, city staff, local ad-
vocacy groups, and health organizations.

The five primary community engagement strategies
that were utilized for the ATP were:

»  Five community workshops

»  Four Project Advisory Team (PAT) meetings
»  Flyers and social media announcements

» Text-based and map surveys

» Online engagement tools

These strategies allowed to inform the public about
the ATP, actively engaging community members and
stakeholders in the process, and providing mean-
ingful input.

Help Us Make Walking and Other
Modes of Active Transportation

MENIFEE Better in Menifeel!

ACTIVE fsormmner

The City of Menifee is undertaking an Active
Transportation Plan (ATP) to improve access,

mobility, and safety for non-motorized modes of BENEFH:S eF -
travel, including walking, bicycling, and riding | A\ @46 A// =) Transportatlon
transit.

JOIN THE PUBLIC ADVISORY TEAM! IReduceg imiSTions o

« Provide input and feedback to the City and A IECLEEE) STANE) G WLy Iee s
consultant staff regarding non-motorized modes & (@ (ol ) @ufisions, ABend O i 25 ¢
of travel users substitute bike share for cars.

Supplements the Transit System

Alternate modes of transportation can

effectively link people to and from transit

stops to their origins and destinations.

« Represent the values and viewpoints of the
community

« Serve as liaisons by sharing information with your
stakeholders, related organizations, and broader Improved Health
networks about project goals and opportunities for In addition to the universal public health

involvement benefit, such as improved air quality,
bicycling and walking has the potential to
« Plan to attend and encourage others to join us at positively impact personal health.

community wide workshops
Social Equity
Altenate modes of transportation have
WE WANT TO MEET YOU! = the potential to alleviate issues for

disadvantaged populations that are

Location: disproportionately impacted by rising
City Hall Council Chambers transportation costs.

29844 Haun Rd.

Menifee, CA 92586 Enhanced Safety

Improved facilties enable safe, comfortable,
Date and Time: and attractive access for users of all ages
' 8, 2020 and abilities.

Economic Benefits

More bicycling and walking has also
been tied to increases in commercial
and residential property values and retail

~ VISIT US ONLINE!
httpsi/arcg is/PTGAL
Check out our story map and take
our onfine survey today!

Contact Carlos Geronimo at
cgeronimoacityofmenifee.us for more

COMPARTE SU VISION!

La Ciudad de Menifee esta llevando a cabo

un Plan de Transporte Activo (ATP) que servira

como guia de las metas y visiones de |a ciudad

para mejorar el sistema de transporte en cuanto

el acceso, la movilidad y la sequridad para los

distintos modos de transporte no motorizado,

incluyendo caminar, andar en bicicleta y pasear

por todo Menifee. El Plan de Transporte Activo

lograra:

# Mejorar las opciones de transporte

# Crear red de ciclovias conectadas

# Identificar mejoramientos alrededor de escuelas y
de centros de actividades

» Crear comunidades saludables

Informational handout

Online map survey
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A total of five community workshops were conduct-
ed throughout the ATP planning process to gather
input and solicit feedback on recommendations.
[t was determined that the pop-up workshop ap-
proach would be a great avenue to gather input for
the project. This would allow the project team to
gather feedback at events where there is already an
audience.. Residents and various stakeholders were
engaged in open discussions regarding the commu-
nity’s needs, which assisted in developing the pri-
orities for the recommended active transportation
projects.

The events took place in key areas of the City on the
following dates:

June 29, 2019: Independence Day Celebration
August 2, 2019: Farmer’s Market Pop-up Booth
October 26, 2019: Fall Festival Pop-up Booth

October 8, 2019: Community Partners Meeting

January 28 - January 30, 2020: Three-Day Char-
rette

A centerpiece of the project is the three-day char-
rette that took place from Tuesday, January 28,
2020, to Thursday, January 30, 2020, throughout
Menifee. Flyers and posters were distributed, both
in English and in Spanish, as well as surveys that
allowed residents to share their thoughts and con-
cerns regarding active transportation in Menifee.
In addition to gathering community input, a tempo-
rary GoHuman installation was installed in front of
Wheatfield Park on the corner of La Piedra Road
and Menifee Road for all three days of the Charrette.
GoHuman is a community outreach and advertising
campaign led by the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG) to reduce traffic collisions in
Southern California and encourage people to walk
and bike more.

Overall, the workshops and pop-up events were de-
signed to encourage participation and included a
series of activities, such as presentations, voting ex-
ercises, and providing map comments. During these
outreach events, residents were asked to identify
barriers to walking, bicycling, skateboarding and
accessing transit in Menifee. Subsequently, partici-
pants were then asked to provide potential solutions
to these issues.

Community input from the outreach events were col-
lected via surveys that were prepared to determine
satisfaction levels of current pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure, along with desired improvements.
Issues regarding continuous sidewalks, connect-
ed bike lanes and bike paths away from the street,
were identified. These results communicate the im-
portance of improving the walking and biking infra-
structure in the City.

Resident providing map comments



V. RECOMMENDATIONS AND
PROGRAMS

After analyzing the findings obtained from the
planning process, which included community and
stakeholder input, field observations, and previous
planning and CIP projects, several short-term and
long-term improvements were developed. These
recommendations are meant to serve as a guide
to help the City in allocating funds as they become
available through various sources. Chapter Four ad-
dresses the physical recommendations to help im-
prove the non-motorized environment in Menifee.
The ATP lists 183 miles of recommended bikeway
projects with information such as location, route type,
and facility type. Once the prioritization process was
completed, a total of ten priority projects were se-
lected to go into further design detail. The remaining
projects are important nonetheless and can be used
for future recommendations. These projects will cre-
ate a network of complete streets that will improve
non-motorized and transit use throughout Menifee.
Each priority project represents a variety of street
types that currently lack safe access and mobility
for pedestrians, bicyclists, and other non-motorized
modes. Table ES-1 on the top right is a summary of
the total miles of facility type for the proposed bike-
way projects and Figure ES-4 on the following page,
exhibits all ninety-three proposed bikeway projects.

TABLE ES-2: Tier One - Top Ten Bikeway Projects

TABLE ES-1: Recommended Bikeway Projects Summary

FACILITY TYPE MILES
Class I: Multi-Use Path 8.2
Class II: Bike Lanes 109.5
Class lll: Bike Route 65.6
Total 183.3

Once the prioritization process was completed, the
bikeway projects were sorted into three tiers of
prioritization based on score. The first tier of prior-
ity projects is composed of the ten highest scoring
bikeway projects that were selected for further anal-
ysis which sum up to fifty miles (refer to Figure ES-5
and Table ES-2). These Top Ten Projects will create a
priority network of complete streets that will improve
non-motorized travel and transit use throughout
the City of Menifee. Due to funding and implemen-
tation purposes, the remaining proposed bikeway
projects were organized into the second and third
tiers of prioritization based on score. The second
tier of bikeway projects was composed of bikeway
projects scoring in the bottom half percentile which
sum up to ninety-one miles (refer to Table ES-3 and
Figure ES-6). The third tier of bikeway projects was
composed of bikeway projects scoring in the bottom
quarter percentile which sum up to forty-three miles
(refer to Table ES-4 and Figure ES-7).

LENGTH
RANK CORRIDOR FROM STREET TO STREET CLASS (MII?ES) COST
1 Menifee Rd Mapes Rd City limit Il 78 $5,051129
2 Murrieta Rd Ethanac Rd Scott Rd I 5.6 $6,900,219
3 Bradley Rd Rouse Rd Scott Rd 1] 47 $4,851,999
4 Newport Rd City limit Menifee Rd Il 13 $155,475
5 Aldteieglie Do Re Evening Star Dr City limit Wil 5 $1145767
Summoner/Tally
6 La Piedra Rd Murrieta Rd Menifee Rd Il 3.3 $218,714
7 McCall Blvd Valley Blvd Menifee Rd Il 35 $1,664,199
8 Goetz Rd Ethanac Rd Newport Rd 1] 4.6 $5,599,607
9 Briggs Rd Mapes Rd City limit Il 8.6 $7,944,266
10 glavrge“ Ra/Phoenix Way/Sun City | ¢ o Rd Ridgemoor Rd Wil 44 $1101723

AJRWWNS SANNDSX]

m
@©
©



MENIFEE Active Transportation Plan

ES-10

A
,,é/:,,,s =1y e s @
s g B F
3 e -
i Caivag GCCE DL LT W;
i %, B = :
NI = = H
ET%ﬁETH;\@ g E
r—*l-—-_l-lqllll‘l'wqu (e &".'.‘ § P\NA.EATE RD
g =L E = 2 Race s E
S
llllll‘lllllll:nllwilll'-lélls Euuuiniuunn_n g
.“ ; » Hﬁﬁém.il?-..“llllg. |l|lllill'llll§.-'l.|£t:
p uf B 0 = £ and
CLLL TN, on - H =
!" g.'i p llllll-IllIllllllqg.!“_Z;:quleEll'lllIlll RL ULl A
i .:'Jg [ \ & illllll““ -
i e P i i
!_ll-ll-ll-"?-" (LU LT 3 [] ulPl gl C.pi‘
e W & ket Smg e
| 2 slll" M"hl‘l. l :-' . b ‘ L3 =
i 2 H = S Funnal
- g ., | % 3
[ = s =.._'
i ;:;nn,ﬂ;?‘e“.} '5 g X { b 5 :
= & m ) !
g 3 f'%: Foarg,, ‘b’ﬁ e '_S‘
1 1y =Y o Yognun llF...c %
= e e of “
- o s el 4
= r-uillﬂﬂ g amun@nlllllll
B = o b=
- Ll RD“’ -2 fannnnnpmnnn

Proposed Bike Projects
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Path
=== Class Il : Bike Lane

Future Project: Salt
Creek Trail
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FIGURE ES-4: Bikeway Project Recommendations
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Outreach

Under Construction:
Salt Creek Trail

Future Project: Salt
Creek Trail

FIGURE ES-5: Tier One - Top Ten Bikeway Projects
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TABLE ES-3: Tier Two Bikeway Projects

v 0w @

Zz CORRIDOR FROM STREET TO STREET &’ % g COST
& o 42

11 | Sherman Rd/Laguna Vista Dr/Town Center Newport Rd Wickerd Rd 11N 274 $215,062
12 | East Dr/Kabian Park Rd/Mountain View Pl Goetz Rd Goetz Rd 1 1.87 $147,046
13 | Encanto Dr Ethanac Rd El Puente St - 2.49 $234,979
14 | Canyon Heights/Cheyenne Canyon/Escalante Goetz Rd Canyon Heights Dr I 1.52 $119,419
15 | Lazy Creek Rd/Rim Creek Path/Pelion Rd Bradley Rd Evans Rd Il 3.84 $897,866
16 | Holland Rd City limit Briggs Rd I 4.69 $368,004
17 | Lindenberger Rd Heritage Lakes Dr Domenigoni Pkwy Il 1.36 $106,876
18 | McLaughlin Rd Goetz Rd Briggs Rd I 4.25 $333,358
19 | Evans Rd Lazy Creek Rd Wickerd Rd Il 279 $218,941
20 | Sherman Rd Mapes Rd Alta Vista Way Il 3.02 $237,223
21 | Watson Rd 1-215 Briggs Rd i 2.94 $230,448
22 | Alta Vista Way/Avenida Halago/Bavaria McCall Blvd Chambers Ave I 2.09 $489,582
23 | Rouse Rd Byers Rd Menifee Rd Il 3.44 $270,419
24 | Conejo Dr/Juanita Dr/Las Flores Dr Goetz Rd Goetz Rd 1 2.38 $186,906
25 | Lindenberger Rd Garbani Rd City Limit I 1.53 $120,172
26 | Pebble Beach Dr McCall Blvd Piping Rock Dr I 2.27 $178,168
27 | Avenida de las Flores/Paseo la Plaza Goetz Rd Goetz Rd ] 113 $88,325
28 | Chambers Ave Valley Blvd Antelope Rd Il 2.36 $185,410
29 | Ethanac Rd Goetz Rd Matthews Rd I 3.05 $239,775
30 | Matthews Rd Ethanac Rd Briggs Rd | 2.42 $189,885
31 | Newport Rd/Rockport Rd Menifee Rd Briggs Rd I 1.04 $242,331
32 | Valley Blvd McLaughlin Rd Murrieta Rd Il 3.27 $764,216
33 | UNAMED Menifee Rd Domenigoni Pkwy | 0.5 $117,619
34 | Tres Lagos Dr Menifee Rd Southshore Dr Il 0.56 $43,796
35 | Bundy Canyon Rd/Scott Rd City limit Leon Rd Il 6.49 $1,517.746
36  Palomar Rd Mapes Rd Egﬁfjr Ridge Elementary | 24 $560,345
37 | Palomar Rd Holland Rd Scott Rd Il 1.99 $466,228
38 | Malaga Rd Mapes Rd McLaughlin Rd I 1.51 $352,559
39 | Cherry Hills Blvd Valley Blvd Bradley Rd Il 1.45 $338,486
40 | UNAMED Lindenberger Rd Lindenberger Rd | 1.04 $242,425
41 | Vista Way Naranja Dr Conejo Dr I 0.59 $138,209
42 | Shadel Rd Encanto Dr Sherman Rd Il 0.47 $37,283
43 | Ridgemoor Rd/Boulder Crest/Springbrook Sun City Blvd Honeyrun Rd I 1.99 $156,481
44 | Simpson Rd Menifee Rd Briggs Rd Il 1 $78,653
45 | Antelope Rd Mapes Rd Rouse Rd Il 1.96 $153,542
46 | Mapes Rd Sherman Rd Briggs Rd Il 2.53 $198,364
47 | El Rancho Dr/Piping Rock Rd/Potomac Dr Bradley Rd Bradley Rd I 1.34 $312,597
48 | Coastline Ave Menifee Rd Heritage Lakes Dr Il 0.22 $52,326
49 | Junipero Rd Menifee Rd McCall Blvd 1] 0.5 $117,485
50 | Grosse Point Dr Chambers Ave Cherry Hills Blvd 1l 0.84 $195,799
51 | Albion Ln/Hanover Ln Antelope Rd Craig Ave 1] 0.81 $190,119
52 | Garbani Rd City limit Briggs Rd 11711 5.8 $1,355,251
53 | Chester Morrison Way/School Park Dr Bradley Rd La Piedra Rd Il 0.54 $126,231
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Salt Creek Trail

Future Project: Salt
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FIGURE ES-6: Tier Two Bikeway Projects
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TABLE ES-4: Tier Three Bikeway Projects

« w E®@

Zz CORRIDOR FROM STREET TO STREET ﬁ g 5 COST
& o 42

54 | Augusta Dr Sun City Blvd Bradley Rd 1 0.27 $62,112
55 | Wickerd Rd Byers Rd Briggs Rd Il 3.6 $840,302
56 | Los Carrizos Rd/Morgan Horse St Holland Rd Garbani Rd I 1.02 $238,008
57 | Cadena Dr/Citation Ave Menifee Rd Briggs Rd Il 1.01 $236,501
58 | La Ladera Rd Normandy Rd Honeyrun Rd 1 0.84 $197,383
59 | Craig Ave Byers Rd Menifee Rd Il 17 $396,997
60 | Lindenberger Rd/Southshore Dr La Piedra Rd Tres Lagos Dr 1l 0.5 $117,057
61 | Lake Forest Dr El Rancho Dr Potomac Dr 1] 0.35 $82,637
62 | Canyon Dr Goetz Rd Valley Blvd I 1.88 $440,080
63 | Honeyrun Rd Lone Pine St Valley Blvd Il 0.65 $152,368
64 | Haun Rd/Zeiders Rd Holland Rd Keller Rd - 3.01 $703,153
65 | Little Reb PI/Bellamy Ln/Tulita Ln Scott Rd Menifee Rd 11 145 $338,530
66 | Evans Rd Ethanac Rd Rouse Rd Il 0.99 $230,545
67 | Butterwood Dr/Country Fair Dr La Ladera Rd La Ladera Rd 1] 0.38 $88,044
68 | Skyward Trl/Thornton Ave/Turfwood St Rouse Rd/Murrieta Rd Valley Blvd 1l 11 $258,113
69 | Normandy Rd Audie Murphy Rd Spirit Park Il 0.68 $159,863
70 | Beth Dr Byers St Murrieta Rd 1 0.51 $118,245
71 | Byers Rd Ethanac Rd Walden Rd 1] 277 $646,653
72 | Audie Murphy Rd Goetz Rd Goetz Rd Il 1.84 $4,134,559
73 | Hull St Ethanac Rd Rouse Rd Il 0.98 $229,859
74 | Hayden Rd/Walden Rd Wickerd Rd Tucker Rd 1l 0.63 $146,469
75 | Sequoia Springs Dr Ridgemoor Rd Honeyrun Rd Il 0.21 $48118
76 | UNAMED Murrieta Rd Evans Rd I 0.5 $115,790
77 | Presley St Rouse Rd Sun City Blvd Il 0.45 $106,163
78 | Tucker Rd Wickerd Rd Scott Rd 1 0.5 $1121,294
79 | Daily Rd/Keller Rd/Wright Rd Bundy Canyon Rd Bundy Canyon Rd Il 2.63 $615,079
80 | Keller Rd Kasper Ln Scenic View Dr Il 0.8 $185,839
81 | Goodrich Dr/Nova Ln/Starr Dr Hull St Evans Rd Il 0.52 $121,220
82 | Mira St Wickerd Rd Scott Rd Il 0.5 $39,253
83 | Tupelo Rd Sherman Rd Bradley Rd Il 0.5 $39,279
84 | Curzulla Rd/Merritt Rd Briggs Rd/Scott Rd Leon Rd 1 1.41 $330,453
85 | Mc Bob Rd/Hoffman Ln Scott Rd Keller Rd Il 138 $322,246
86 | Woodbine Ln Lindenberger Rd Briggs Rd 1l 0.5 $1119,329
87 | Waldon Rd Bundy Canyon Rd Murrieta Rd Il 0.85 $199,293
88 | Arcadia Ln/Barker Ln/Edmiston Rd Bundy Canyon Rd Wright Rd 1 1.96 $457,903
89 | Ciccotti St/Gloria Rd Howard Rd Keller Rd Il 0.62 $145,569
90 | Howard Rd Keller Rd Wickerd Rd Il 15 $3,373,036
91 | Heim St Bradley Rd Howard Rd ] 0.5 $1129173
92 | Leaon Rd Scott Rd Keller Rd I 1 $78,679
93 | Derby Hill Dr Newport Rd Taawila Elementary Il 0.31 $72,443
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Through the community engagement process, ac-
cess to schools and parks via walking, bicycling
among other active transportation modes, were
some of the top issues where residents wanted to
see active transportation improvements. Residents
primarily wanted to see a connected sidewalk net-
work, more frequent and highly visible crosswalks,
and other traffic calming measures. The analysis
in Chapter Two identified some of the deficiencies
such as missing sidewalks, curb ramps, and high-vis-
ibility crosswalks.

Pedestrian Projects
1) Romoland Elementary School

2) Bell Mountain Middle School

Chester W Morrison Elementary
School

Callie Kirkpatrick Elementary
School

5) Sun City Community
6) Lazycreek Park

7 ) Hans Christian Middle School

8) Bradley Road & Rio Vista Drive
9) Evans Ranch Elementary School

10) Ethan A Chase Middle School

Using similar methodology as the City’s Bicycle-Pe-
destrian Demand Model and first and last mile best
practices, routes to schools and parks were iden-
tified and bicycle and pedestrian improvements
were developed. Within the half-mile walksheds of
these destinations, recommendations were devel-
oped based on community input, data from Chapter
Three, field observations, previous planning efforts,
CIP projects and vetted through the PAT. Chapter
Four has a total of twenty pedestrian projects which
includes schools, parks, and other pedestrian hot-
spot locations in Menifee (refer to Figure ES-8). The
project sheets in this chapter can be used to help
guide future development, CIP projects, and grant
pursuits.

11) Quail Valley Elementary School

Harvest Valley Elementary
School & Heritage High School

12

Freedom Crest Elementary
School

13

14) Central Park
15) Ridgemoor Elementary School

16) Mesa View Elementary School

Boulder Ridge Elementary
School

17

18) Southshore Elementary School

19) Menifee Valley Middle School

20) Paloma Valley High School



Executive Summary

Top Twenty Pedestrian Projects
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Programs

This section of Chapter Four comprises a diverse
menu of programs intended to support the proj-
ects recommended in this plan. Due to a long his-
tory of routine accommodation for pedestrians (i.e.
sidewalks, crosswalks, dedicated signals, etc.), pro-
grams targeting walking are relatively uncommon.
Conversely, the historic lack of routine accommoda-
tion for bicyclists has fostered confusion about the
role of bicycles in the overall transportation system
and has necessitated an impressive diversity and
breadth of bicycle-related programs. Despite a com-
mon emphasis on projects, bicycle programs remain
an important element of a successful bicycle plan.
The following sections offer some background on
the evolving “state of practice” in bicycle program-
ming, namely the increased integration of programs
and projects, culminating in a comprehensive menu
of bicycle and pedestrian programs.

Evolving State of Practice in Active
Transportation

In order to realize local goals and objectives, com-
munities should take a multifaceted approach to ad-
vance biking and walking and support development
of safe, comfortable, and connected active transpor-
tation networks.

The principles articulated through the “Six Es” de-
veloped by the League of American Bicyclists (En-
gineering, Education, Encouragement, Enforcement,
Equity, and Evaluation) can help create successful
programs. In particular, many policy, programmatic,
and design elements can be used to improve eg-
uity if they are targeted to address mobility needs
of low-income residents, minorities, children, people
with disabilities, and older adults.

In addition, there has been a shift in implementation
strategies. Physical projects represent the most vis-
ible and perhaps most tangible evidence of a great
place for bicycling or walking. Programs are increas-
ingly targeted to occur in conjunction with the con-
struction of specific bicycle and pedestrian projects
to take advantage of the opportunity that capital
project implementation represents for a city to pro-
mote bicycling and walking as attractive options.

A new multi-use path, for instance, represents a
great opportunity to reach out to the area’s walkers
and parents of school-age children, as well as the
neighborhood’s “interested, but concerned” bicy-
clists. These target groups will benefit most by di-
rectly linking route improvements and supportive
programs. In this way, bundling bicycling and walk-
ing programs with projects represents a much high-
er return on investment for both.

The programs recommended for the City of Menifee
in this section are organized as a menu of initiatives,

each listed under the broad categories below.

P <

Engineering Education

75

Encouragement Enforcement

Equity Evaluation



VI. BEST PRACTICES
TOOLKIT, FUNDING, AND
SOURCES

A toolkit was developed to provide additional guid-
ance to the recommendations in Chapter Four and
provide additional best practices in active transpor-
tation design. The City of Menifee should continue
to pursue state level grants through programs such
as Caltrans’ Active Transportation Planning (ATP) and
Sustainable Transportation Planning grants, the Stra-
tegic Growth Council’s Sustainable Community Plan-
ning Grants, Urban Greening Grants and through the

Funding Origin

Federal
Sources

4

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP). Proj-
ects that are not awarded funding through the Cal-
trans ATP cycles are sent to the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG), the local MPO,
for consideration for funding through their programs.
It will be important to coordinate efforts with adjacent
jurisdictions on projects that affect and benefit both
cities. Coordination and joint efforts also strengthen
an application due to combined benefits for multiple
jurisdictions. Chapter Six identifies potential federal,
state, and local funding opportunities that may be
used from design to maintenance phases of proj-
ects.

State
Sources

Local
Sources

44
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PURPOSE

This comprehensive Active Transportation Plan (ATP)
will provide safer, walkable streets for residents that
are dependent on walking or bicycling for transpor-
tation every day in Menifee. The recommended ac-
tions included in this ATP are meant to support and
increase bicycling and walking in Menifee and to en-
hance non-motorized travel infrastructure and cre-
ate options to support the existing and future pop-
ulation. This ATP includes an inventory of existing
bike and pedestrian infrastructure, identifying defi-
ciencies, developing and prioritizing improvements,
and producing materials for future grant applications
for implementation.

STUDY AREA

The City of Menifee is located in Riverside County in
Southern California, approximately twenty-six miles
south of Riverside and sixteen miles north of Teme-
cula. Menifee is bordered by the Cities of Perris to

FIGURE 2-1: Location Map

the north, Lake Elsinore and Canyon Lake to the
west, Murrieta to the south, and the unincorporated
community of Winchester to the east. Interstate 215
is the only major freeway running through Menifee,
connecting it to other regions in Southern California.

According to the State of California Department of
Finance, Menifee has a population of 97,093 within
its forty-seven square mile city boundary. The City
has a population density of 2,066 people per square
mile in 28,586 households. Menifee has a large His-
panic community with over thirty-five percent of the
population identifying as Latino. In addition, over
ninety percent of workers in Menifee drive to work
alone, while twelve percent carpool. These statistics
communicate the importance of improving the walk-
ing and biking infrastructure in the City. The ATP rec-
ognizes the importance of addressing barriers that
prevent non-motorized trips from being safe, espe-
cially for the younger and lower-income populations
who cannot afford, operate, or choose to forgo ve-
hicle ownership.

Kern
Coliny San Bernardino
County
Los Angeles
County
Riverside

Orange County
County

Menifee

San Diego County

Imperial County Yuma County
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ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
TRENDS

Many American cities were built on a foundation of
auto-centric infrastructure, programs, and policies,
but many of those same cities are embracing active
transportation as a viable option to driving. Some of
them are making minor improvements to support
cycling and walking, while others are working hard
to undo decades of planning that privileged motor
vehicle throughput and speed above all else. Envi-
ronmental, health, and economic benefits reinforce
the task of retrofitting American cities to make them
bicycle and pedestrian friendly. The movement to
make cycling and walking viable transportation op-
tions are also supported by several recent pieces of
California legislation.

Recent active transportation statistics and trends
depict steps both forward and backward. For exam-
ple, the Alliance for Biking and Walking released a
Benchmarking Report in 2018 which communicated
the importance of the distance between home and
school. In the report, it is stated that while thirty-five
percent of students who live less than a mile from
school, walk or bike to school on most days, only
two percent of students living two miles from school
usually bike or walk to school.

35%

of students who live less than
a mile from school, walk or
bike to school on most

000000000000 00

days.

&

Empty nesters, particularly as the number of baby
boomers reaching retirement age accelerates, are
also showing a strong preference for communities
that support walking. American Association of Re-
tired Persons (AARP) surveys found that seventy per-
cent of respondents age sixty-five and older agreed
that living near where they want to go, such as gro-
cery stores, health care providers, libraries and so-
cial or religious organizations, was extremely or very
important. Additionally, fifty-one percent agreed that
it was extremely or very important to be able to walk
easily in their community. The City of Menifee, es-
pecially the Sun City neighborhoods, resemble this
statistic.

There has also been a growing preference for new
facility types that enhance pedestrian and bicyclist
safety, particularly protected bicycle lanes physical-
ly separated from motor vehicle traffic. In addition,
acknowledging that most trips Americans make are
within one mile, it is important to assess the infra-
structure and make a genuine effort to entice peo-
ple to walk or bike to their destinations through en-
hanced facilities.

Since the outbreak of COVID-19 and the stay-at-
home order, commuting has shifted from room
to room or pieces of furniture rather than to work




and long distanced trips. This change has result-
ed in many people using alternative transportation
for shorter trips and an increase in opportunity for
outdoor recreation. According to a report from the
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG),
daily volumes of bike commuting has increased
forty-two percent across San Diego County during
five months in 2020 compared to 2019. This trend is
seen in many cities and some have closed roads for
pedestrian and bicycle access only. With many peo-
ple utilizing biking as an option for their commute,
we may see electronic bikes and other bike-sharing
programs arrive to cities to help people with farther
commutes post-COVID-19.

BICYCLING AND WALKING
BENEFITS

Numerous environmental, health, and economic
benefits are attributable to bicycling and walking,
especially as substitutes for travel by motor vehicles.
This section summarizes these benefits, some from
research by the Pedestrian and Bicycle Information
Center (PBIC).

Environmental Benefits

Active transportation via walking and biking results
in decreased usage and dependency on motor ve-

hicles and nonrenewable resources which can result
in reduced greenhouse gas emissions and air pollu-
tion. According to the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), the transportation sector
accounted for the largest portion of greenhouse gas
emissions (twenty-eight percent) in the United States
in 2018. Building infrastructure for vehicles, such as
streets and parking lots, increases the impervious
surface of an area which leads to stormwater run-
off, urban flooding, and the urban heat island effect.
Encouraging pedestrian and bike infrastructure pro-
vides an opportunity to integrate green infrastruc-
ture into street design and mitigate the urban heat
island effect, stormwater runoff, and flooding as well
as promote pedestrian health and safety.

Health Benefits

Despite dramatic strides in recent decades through
regulations and technological improvements, ve-
hicle emissions still pose a significant threat to hu-
man health. Vehicle-generated air pollution contains
harmful greenhouse gas emissions including carbon
dioxide, carbon monoxide, methane, nitrous oxide,
and volatile organic compounds. These pollutants
and irritants can cause asthma, bronchitis, pneumo-
nia, and decreased resistance to respiratory infec-
tions. Taking steps to reduce these emissions is par-
ticularly important in the United States, which leads
the world in petroleum consumption. The conver-

the Center for Disease Control (CDC) suggests a

[ J
30 m I n minimum of thirty minutes of moderate-intensity
physical activity five days per week.
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sion of driving to bicycling or walking offers a great
opportunity to reduce emissions and improve public
health.

In addition to the universal public health benefit, such
as improved air quality, bicycling and walking has
the potential to positively impact personal health. A
significant percentage of Americans are overweight
or obese and projections indicate forty-two percent
of the population will be obese by 2030. To combat
this trend and prevent a variety of diseases and their
associated societal costs, the Center for Disease
Control (CDC) suggests a minimum of thirty minutes
of moderate-intensity physical activity five days per
week. Not only does cycling and brisk walking quali-
fy as “moderate-intensity activities,” but they can also
be seamlessly integrated into daily routine, especial-
ly if chosen for utilitarian purposes like commuting or
running errands.

According to Harvard Medical School, walking re-
duces the risk of cardiovascular events by thirty-one
percent. Other health benefits associated with mod-
erate activity like bicycling or walking include im-
proved strength and stamina through better heart
and lung function. Regular exercise also reduces
the risk of high blood pressure, heart attacks, and
strokes. In addition to heart disease, regular exer-
cise can help to prevent other health problems such
as non-insulin dependent diabetes, osteoarthritis,
and osteoporosis. Exercise has also been shown to
improve mental health by relieving depression, anx-
iety, and stress. More importantly, in rural or low-in-
come areas, many individuals may lack the opportu-
nity to access gyms or fitness centers. Due to this,
well-designed and located sidewalks, bike facilities,
and shared use paths become even more critical in
supporting community health.

Economic Benefits

Bicycling infrastructure and programs have increas-
ingly been shown to deliver economic benefits to
both individuals and society at large. The benefits
of bicycling may outweigh its costs. Bicycling offers
obvious cost savings to individuals. Beyond the up-
front cost of operating a vehicle are additional main-
tenance, insurance, and often parking expenses. In
2019, according to the American Automobile Associ-
ation (AAA), the average annual cost of vehicle own-
ership comes out to $9,282, or $773.50 per month.
That is the highest cost associated with new vehicle
ownership since AAA began tracking expenses. The
remaining costs of owning a vehicle extend far be-
yond maintenance and fuel.

According to the American
Automobile Association,
the annual cost of owning
a car comes out to

$9,282




Converting even a fraction of automobile trips to
bicycling or walking trips can generate transporta-
tion-related savings, including reduced vehicle traf-
fic congestion. Increased bicycling and walking also
translates to health-related savings, for both individ-
uals and taxpayers, in the form of less need for pre-
ventative care. More bicycling and walking has also
been tied to increases in commercial and residen-
tial property values and retail sales. Shoppers who
reach their destination by bicycle have been shown
to make smaller purchases, but shop more often and
to spend more money overall. Shoppers who arrive
by bicycle or on foot, because of their more limited
range, are also more likely to support local business-
es and do not require the space for parking a motor
vehicle compared to those who drive.

Perhaps more compelling than reducing green-
house gas emissions or combating the obesity epi-
demic, is the benefits bicycling has to offer in terms
of quality of life. Bicycling is increasingly seen as a
fun, low-cost, healthy, and sustainable way of getting
around.

THE COST OF TRANSPORTATION

(1) )s2s0

$680

=) ) $1810

@ $9,2£@

Source: Transit for Liveable Communities, Minnesota

Transportation equity requires understanding
the unique needs and safety concerns of differ-
ent community backgrounds.
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Historically, many low-income communities and un-
derserved populations have been excluded from
the transportation planning process and due to this,
pedestrians and bicyclists are over-represented in
crashes. An equitable transportation system pro-
motes justice and helps facilitate access to opportu-
nities for all residents. In order to achieve transporta-
tion equity, communities must participate in outreach
so that they are able to address the inequalities of
access and prioritize equity during all stages of
the planning and implementation processes. This
encompasses building an accessible, affordable,
and reliable transportation network that effectively
serves all users.

Transportation equity requires understanding the
unique needs and safety concerns of different com-
munity backgrounds and providing enough resourc-
es to these communities. Numerous studies have
shown that enhancing the ability of traditionally un-
derserved populations to travel via nonmotorized
modes, can possibly lead to improved outcomes in
public health, safety, and economic development.
In addition, this can also promote economic devel-
opment and resource efficiency, strengthen neigh-
borhood relationships, and encourage public transit
services.

PLANNING CONTEXT

The ATP incorporates regional and local planning ef-
forts that are directly related to walking, biking, and
trails. These efforts range from long-range regional
planning to neighborhood-specific plans. The follow-
ing information summarizes the planning documents
that were evaluated as part of ATP development.

The Menifee General Plan is the primary citywide
comprehensive plan that guides future growth. The
General Plan contains goals and objectives to guide
decisions and preserve the quality of life within the
City of Menifee. The Circulation and Land Use ele-
ments contain goals and objectives that contribute
to the success of this ATP.

The City of Menifee’s Parks, Trails, Open Space, and
Recreation Master Plan (PTOSRMP) provides a co-
herent set of objectives to guide direction for devel-

opment, re-development, expansion and enhance-
ment of the City’s park system, open spaces, trails,
and recreation facilities program and services.

This regional First and Last Mile Mobility Plan is a col-
laboration between Riverside Transit Agency (RTA),
Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG), and Caltrans. The goal of the plan is to in-
crease transit ridership through developing strate-
gies that address first and last mile barriers to transit
use. The plan summarizes RTA's existing ridership
characteristics, highlights the future needs of RTA's
customers, identifies various strategies to improve
First and Last Mile access, and provides an Imple-
mentation Plan.

The Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) has conducted a Strategic Assessment of
Riverside County’s transportation needs today and
for the future. This countywide strategic review
began in May 2015 and was completed in January
2016. The process included extensive public input
and technical analysis. More than 200 communi-
ty members participated in RCTC’s Transportation
Summits throughout Riverside County. The results
of the public’s feedback were integrated with data
regarding the county’s future growth and available
funding.

One of the recommended strategic actions included
developing a long-range transportation plan (LRTP)
for Riverside County that involves creating plans
and strategies for active transportation facilities to
enable greater levels of trip making by bicycle, on
foot, and low-speed electric vehicles.

The Western Riverside Council of Governments ATP
identifies facilities to enhance and increase active
transportation options in the region. The ATP builds
on the Western Riverside County Non-Motorized
Transportation Plan (NMTP) published in June 2010,
by updating active transportation network improve-
ment projects, implementation strategies, and fund-
ing opportunities.



This Active Transportation Plan (ATP) focuses on en-
hancing the non-motorized infrastructure through-
out the region, in hopes of developing a robust net-
work for residents to walk and bike. The ATP was
formulated to align with and support state and feder-
al vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction efforts, the
WRCOG Sustainability Framework, as well as GHG
reduction objectives outlined in Riverside County’s
Climate Action Plan.

In addition, this plan reviewed other existing plan-
ning documents such as:

Bradley Road Bridge Improvement
CIP Fiscal Years 2019-2024
CIP Fiscal Years 2018-2023

Citywide Sidewalk Missing Gaps and Improve-
ments Projects CIP 18-05

STATE OF PRACTICE

While pedestrians have long benefited from “routine
accommodation,” with amenities like sidewalks, curb
ramps, crosswalks, dedicated signals, etc,, it is only
more recently that the state of practice for bicycle
facilities in the United States has undergone a similar
transformation. Much of this may be attributed to bi-
cycling’s changing role in the overall transportation
system. Long viewed as an “alternative” mode, it is
increasingly considered a legitimate transportation
mode and one that should be actively promoted as a
means of achieving environmental, social, and eco-
nomic goals.

Recent research indicates that, beyond connectivity
and convenience, “low-stress” bicycle facilities are
essential to the increased acceptance and practice
of daily bicycling. Facility types and specific de-
sign interventions intended to encourage ridership
among the large “interested, but concerned” demo-
graphic, tend to be those that provide separation
from high volume and high-speed vehicular traffic.

Just as the state of practice of bicycle facilities has
evolved, so has the technical guidance. While bike-
way design guidance in California has traditionally
come from the State, especially Caltrans and the
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(CA MUTCD), cities are increasingly turning to na-
tional organizations for guidance on best practices.
Primary organizations include the National Associa-
tion of City Transportation Officials (NACTO), Amer-
ican Association of State Highway and Transporta-
tion Officials (AASHTO), and the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA).

Fortunately for California cities, there is increased
flexibility in design guidance offered by both Cal-
trans and the FHWA. In 2014, Caltrans officially en-
dorsed the NACTO Urban Street Design Guide and
Urban Bikeway Design Guide as valuable toolkits
for designing and constructing safe, attractive local
streets. California cities may also apply for experi-
mental designation from the FHWA for projects not
in conformance with the CA MUTCD.

The guidance provided by these manuals supports
the creation of more Complete Streets. The guid-
ance is also supported by several pieces of import-
ant legislation. The following section provides a
review of the state of practice for bicycle facilities,
drawing on the AASHTO and NACTO guides. It also
includes a discussion on Complete Streets/Routine
Accommodation, as well as summaries of the rele-
vant legislation at the local, regional, state, and na-
tional levels.

PRIMARY GUIDANCE

In 2014, the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) updated the CA MUTCD to provide uni-
form standards and specifications for all official traffic
control devices in California. This update is meant to
implement Caltrans’s 2014 mission to provide a safe,
sustainable, integrated, and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and liva-
bility. The purpose of the CA MUTCD is to improve
safety and mobility for all travelers by setting min-
imum standards and providing guidance intended
to balance safety and convenience for everyone in
traffic, including drivers, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

The CA MUTCD contains the basic principles that
govern the design and use of traffic control devices
that aim to promote highway safety and efficiency
by providing for the orderly movement of all road
users on streets, highways, bikeways, and private
roads open to public travel. Multimodal policies for
safer crossings, work zones, and intersections are
integrated as part of the CA MUTCD, with improve-
ments including:

Crosswalks Enhancements Policy

Temporary Traffic Control Plans

Work Zone and Higher Fines Signs and Plaques
Traffic Control for School Areas
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Additionally, NACTO guidance was analyzed to en-
sure flexibility and innovation in the design and oper-
ations of streets and highways in California. Much of
the guidance provided in the CA MUTCD is consis-
tent with the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

Caltrans Highway Design
Manual, Chapter 1000: Bicycle
Transportation Design

Chapter 1000 of the Caltrans Highway Design Man-
ual serves as the official design standard for bike-
ways in California. This chapter defines a “bikeway”
as a facility that is provided primarily for bicycle trav-
el and recognizes its importance in improving bicy-
cling safety and convenience. Chapter 1000 intends
to help accommodate motor vehicle and bicycle traf-
fic on the roadway system, or as a complement to
the road system to meet the needs of bicyclists. This
chapter classifies bikeway facilities into five different
types that include:

RN

Shared Roadway (No Bikeway Designation)
Class | Bikeway (Bike Path)

Class Il Bikeway (Bike Lane)

Class Ill Bikeway (Bike Route)

o ok wN

Class IV Bikeways (Separated Bikeways)

However, Chapter 1000 states that these designa-
tions should not be construed as a hierarchy of bike-
ways since each bikeway type has its appropriate
application. Additionally, this chapter only provides
design guidance for Class | bike paths, Class lll bike
routes, as well as trails.

FHWA Bike Lane Planning and
Design Guide

This 2015 guide is the most recent national bike lane
design guide and for many, the primary national re-
sources for planning and designing bicycle facilities.
It captures the state of practice of bicycle facility de-
sign within the street right of way. It provides a menu
of design options covering typical one and two-way
cycle tracks and provides detailed intersection de-
sign information covering topics such as turning
movement operations, signalization, signage, and
on-road markings.

FHWA Bikeway Selection Guide

This 2019 guide is an important complement to the
2015 FHWA Bike Lane Planning and Design Guide.

#

Class Ill Bikeway (Bike Route)




It has a focus on designing for all ages and abilities.
It gives the designer additional tools such as matri-
ces, flow charts, and graphs that facilitate the design
of the appropriate bikeway based both on roadway
characteristics and the intended type of cyclist.

This guide draws on research and best practices
from the United States and around the world to de-
liver a unique manual not covered in other manu-
als, such as protected intersections and cycle tracks
within roundabouts. Although it is a state guide and
not a national guide, the up-to-date information and
the easy-to-read graphics make it an important refer-
ence guide for bicycle planners and designers.

The AASHTO bicycle and pedestrian design guides
are important national resources for planning, de-
signing, and operating bicycle and pedestrian facili-
ties, especially for bike path design outside a typical
road right of way that is not covered in other guides.
The NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide and the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Designing
Urban Walkable Thoroughfares Guide, builds upon
the flexibilities provided in the AASHTO guides,
which can help communities plan and design safe
and convenient facilities for pedestrians and cyclists.
FHWA supports the use of these resources to further
develop non-motorized transportation networks,
particularly in urban areas. Moreover, in August of
2013, the FHWA issued a memo on Bicycle and Pe-
destrian Facility Design Flexibility issuing their sup-
port for taking a flexible approach to bicycle and pe-
destrian facility design. Moving away from standards
and towards flexibility in design using the designer’s
judgment is an important step towards contextual
design, implementing the appropriate facility based
on location and context.

The NACTO guides represent the industry standard
for innovative bicycle and streetscape facilities and
treatments in the United States. In 2014, Caltrans of-
ficially endorsed the NACTO Urban Street Design
Guide and Urban Bikeway Design Guide as valuable
toolkits for designing and constructing safe, attrac-

tive local streets. At the time, Caltrans was only the
third State Department of Transportation to officially
endorse the Guides.

It is important to note that virtually all of the Urban
Bikeway Design Guide design treatments (with two
exceptions) are permitted under the Federal MUTCD.
The NACTO Urban Street Design Guide is the more
generalized of the two guides and organized into
six sections. Each section is further subdivided, de-
pending on the topic. The NACTO Urban Bikeway
Design Guide is also organized into six sections, but
its information is bicycle-specific. For each section, it
offers three levels of guidance: Required Features,
Recommended Features, and Optional Features. The
following section introduces the broad facility types
included in the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

As transit gains a more prominent role in cities, more
people are using buses, streetcars, and light rail than
ever before. As a result, street design is shifting to
give transit the space it deserves. The NACTO Tran-
sit Street Design Guides provide design guidance
for the development of transit facilities on streets, as
well as for prioritizing transit, improving its service
quality, and to support other related goals.

The majority of design elements included in this
guide are consistent with MUTCD standards, includ-
ing signage, markings, and signal elements that have
received interim approval. These guidelines were
developed using other design guidance as a basis,
along with city case studies, best practices, research
and evaluation of existing designs, and professional
consensus.

The NACTO Urban Street Stormwater Guide pro-
vides guidelines on how to create resilient cities that
are better prepared for climate change while creat-
ing public spaces that deliver social and economic
value to these places. This guide focuses on green
infrastructure within urban streets, including the de-
sign and engineering of stormwater management
practices that support and improve mobility. It also
intends to reduce the impacts of runoff and human
activity on natural ecological processes.

One of the main goals of this guide is to encourage
interdepartmental partnerships around sustainable
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infrastructure, which includes communicating the
benefits of such projects. However, this guide does
not address stormwater management strategies on
private property, nor does it address drainage and
infiltration around controlled-access highways.

An adopted Active Transportation Plan provides a
roadmap to support planning and implementing a
bicycle and pedestrian network, can help to inte-
grate bicycle and pedestrian planning into broader
planning efforts, and is required for State funding of
bikeway and pedestrian projects.

For many cities, however, a bicycle and pedestrian
plan alone is not enough to ensure the implementa-
tion of the plan’s goals and projects. A hurdle many
cities face is that their various plans are not well in-
tegrated. Despite many cities’ attempts to support a
“Complete Streets approach,” entrenched and often
contradictory policies can make implementation dif-
ficult. For instance, an ATP, an ADA transition plan,
and a specific plan may address the same area, but
ignore each other’s recommendations. One plan
may identify a certain project, but it may not be im-
plementable due to prevailing policies and practices
that prioritize vehicular flow and parking over other
modes.

An adopted Complete Streets policy has the poten-
tial to address these shortcomings through the des-
ignation of some important corridors as Complete
Streets, accommodating all roadway users, and oth-
er corridors as priority corridors for certain modes.
A system that assigns priority for different modes
to specific corridors, offset from one another, is re-
ferred to as a layered network.

Efforts to implement Complete Streets policy often
highlight other significant obstacles, chief among
them documents defining “significant impacts”
to traffic, acceptable vehicular “Level of Service”
thresholds, and parking requirements. Drafting a
Complete Streets policy often means identifying
roadblocks like these and ultimately mandating in-
creased flexibility to allow for the creation of a more
balanced transportation system. In the case of an
ATP, the network identified could become the bi-
cycle and pedestrian layers. Identification in such
a plan, reiteration within a Complete Streets policy
framework, and exemption from traditional traffic



analyses can make implementation more likely and
much more affordable.

Legislative support for Complete Streets can be
found at the State level (AB-1358) and is being devel-
oped at the national level (HR-2468). As explained in
further detail in the following section on applicable
legislation, AB-1358 requires cities and counties to
incorporate Complete Streets in their general plan
updates and directs the State Office of Planning Re-
search (OPR) to include Complete Streets principles
in its update of guidelines for general plan circula-
tion elements. Examples of best practices in Com-
plete Streets Policies from around the United States
can be found at: http://www.smartgrowthamerica.
org/complete-streets-2013-analysis.

APPLICABLE LEGISLATION

Several pieces of legislation support increased bi-
cycling and walking in the State of California. Much
of the legislation addresses greenhouse gas (GHG)
reduction and employs bicycling and walking as a
means to achieve reduction targets. Other legislation
highlights the intrinsic worth of bicycling and walking
and treats the safe and convenient accommodation
of bicyclists and walkers as a matter of equity. The
most relevant legislation concerning bicycle and
pedestrian policy, planning, infrastructure, and pro-
grams are described in the following sections.

State Legislation and Policies

AB-32 California Global Warming
Solutions Act

AB-32 calls for the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions and codifies a 2020 emissions reduction
goal. This act also directs the California Air Resourc-
es Board (CARB) to develop specific early actions
to reduce greenhouse gases while also preparing a
scoping plan to identify how best to reach the 2020
limit.

SB-127 Complete Streets Bill

The new bill would require Caltrans to consider
Complete Streets elements where State Highways
function as local roads. In addition, it would require
Caltrans and the California Transportation Commis-
sion to give high priority to safety for pedestrians
and bicyclists and to building bicycle and pedestrian
facilities.

CALIFORNIA BICYCLE COALITION

California Bicycle
Coalition Three Feet
Passing for

Safety Education
Logo
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SB 1000 Planning for Healthy Communi-
ties Act

Under SB 1000, cities and counties are required
to adopt an Environmental Justice element, or in-
tegrate EJ-related policies, objectives, and goals
throughout other elements of their General Plan.
The bill also includes a process for communities to
become meaningfully involved in the decision-mak-
ing processes that govern land use planning in their
neighborhoods.

SB-375 Redesighing Communities to
Reduce Greenhouse Gases

This bill seeks to reduce vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) through land use and planning incentives. Key
provisions require the larger regional transportation
planning agencies to develop more sophisticated
transportation planning models and to use them to
create “preferred growth scenarios” in their regional
plans that reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The
bill also provides incentives for local governments
to incorporate these preferred growth scenarios into
the transportation elements of their general land use
plans.

AB-1358 Complete Streets Act

AB-1358 requires the legislative body of a city or
county, upon revision of the circulation element of
their general plan, to identify how the jurisdiction will
provide for the routine accommodation of all users
of the roadway including drivers, pedestrians, cy-
clists, individuals with disabilities, seniors, and public
transit users. The bill also directs the OPR to amend
guidelines for general plan circulation element de-
velopment so that the building and operation of lo-
cal transportation facilities safely and conveniently
accommodate everyone, regardless of their travel
mode.

AB-1581 Bicycle and Motorcycle Traffic
Signal Actuation

This bill defines a traffic control device as a traf-
fic-actuated signal that displays one or more of its
indications in response to the presence of traffic
detected by mechanical, visual, electrical, or other
means. Upon the first placement or replacement of
a traffic-actuated signal, the signal would have to be
installed and maintained, to the extent feasible and
in conformance with professional engineering prac-
tices, to detect lawful bicycle or motorcycle traffic on
the roadway. Caltrans has adopted standards for im-
plementing the legislation.

AB-1371 Passing Distance/Three Feet for
Safety Act

This statute, widely referred to as the “Three Foot
Passing Law,” requires drivers to provide at least
three feet of clearance when passing bicyclists. If
traffic or roadway conditions prevent drivers from
giving bicyclists three feet of clearance, they must
“slow to a speed that is reasonable and prudent”
and wait until they reach a point where passing can
occur without endangering the bicyclists. Violations
are punishable by a $35 base fine, but drivers who
collide with bicyclists and injure them in violation of
the law are subject to a $220 fine.

SB-743 CEQA Reform

Just as important as the aforementioned pieces of
legislation that support increases in bicycling and
walking infrastructure and accommodation is one
that promises to remove a longstanding roadblock
to them. That roadblock is vehicular Level of Ser-
vice (LOS) and the legislation with the potential to
remove it is SB-743.

For decades, vehicular congestion has been in-
terpreted as an environmental impact and has of-
ten stymied on-street bicycle projects, in particular.
Projections of degraded Level of Service have, at
a minimum, driven up project costs and, at a maxi-
mum, precluded projects altogether. In many cases,
it leads to high stress environment for cyclists and
pedestrians. SB-743 removes LOS as a measure of
vehicle traffic congestion that must be used to ana-
lyze environmental impacts under the California En-
vironmental Quality Act (CEQA).

This is extremely important because adequately ac-
commodating bicyclists, particularly in built-out envi-
ronments, often requires reallocation of right-of-way
and the potential for increased vehicular conges-
tion. The reframing of Level of Service as a matter of
driver inconvenience, rather than an environmental
impact, allows planners to assess the true impacts
of transportation projects and will help support bicy-
cling projects that improve mobility for all roadway
users.

CEQA for Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans

Based on Public Resources Code Section 15262
(Feasibility and Planning Studies) guidance, planning
documents such as this ATP are exempt from CEQA
analysis since they are planning and conceptual rec-
ommendations:



“A project involving only feasibility or planning stud-
ies for possible future actions which the agency,
board, or commission has not approved, adopted,
or funded does not require the preparation of an EIR
or Negative Declaration but does require consider-
ation of environmental factors.”

As individual recommendations move forward to-
ward further design and implementation, the City will
then need to determine if there are environmental
impacts that may warrant an EIR.

AB-1193 Bikeways

This act amends various code sections, all relating
to bikeways in general, specifically by recognizing a
fourth class of bicycle facility, cycle tracks. However,
another component of AB-1193 may be even more
significant to future bikeway development.

Existing law requires Caltrans, in cooperation with
county and city governments, to establish minimum
safety design criteria for the planning and construc-
tion of bikeways, and requires the department to es-
tablish uniform specifications and symbols regarding
bicycle travel and traffic related matters. Existing law
also requires all city, county, regional, and other local
agencies responsible for the development or oper-
ation of bikeways or roadways to utilize all of those
minimum safety design criteria and uniform specifi-
cations and symbols.

This bill revises these provisions to require Caltrans
to establish minimum safety design criteria for each
type of bikeway, and also authorizes local agencies
to utilize different minimum safety criteria if adopted
by resolution at a public meeting.

Design Information Bulletin 89-01

A Class IV Bikeway (separated bikeway) is a bike-
way for the exclusive use of bicycles and includes
a separation required between the separated bike-
way and the through vehicular traffic. The purpose
of Design Information Bulletin (DIB) 89-01 is to pro-
vide design criteria and guidance on best practices
related to these separated bikeways to establish a
uniform guidance that will facilitate consistent user
expectations. DIB 89-01 intends to allow designers
to exercise sound judgment when applying it while
being consistent with Caltrans Highway Design Man-
ual and the CA MUTCD. This DIB is written to allow
for flexibility in applying design criteria, taking into
consideration the context of the project’s location,
enabling designers to tailor the design and maxi-
mize safety and comfort.

Bike traffic signal
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Best practices from cities, states, and countries cur-
rently operating separated bikeways have been
used to formulate the DIB 89-01. This DIB will be up-
dated as necessary based on lessons learned from
engineers and practitioners as they gain more expe-
rience with the use of separated bikeways.

SB-1 Transportation Funding

This bill creates the Road Maintenance and Rehabili-
tation Program to address deferred maintenance on
the state highway system and the local street and
road system. A total of $5.4 billion will be invested
annually over the next decade, which will undertake
a backlog of repairs and upgrades. Additionally,
cleaner and more sustainable travel networks will
be ensured for the future, including upgrades to lo-
cal roads, transit agencies, and an expansion of the
state’s growing network of pedestrians and bicycle
routes.

SB-672 Traffic-Actuated Signals:
Motorcycles and Bicycles

This bill extends indefinitely the requirement to in-
stall traffic-actuated signals to detect lawful bicycle
or motorcycle traffic on the roadway. By extending
indefinitely requirements regarding traffic-actuat-
ed signals applicable to local governments, this bill
would impose a state-mandated local program.

Existing law requires the state to reimburse local
agencies and school districts for certain costs man-
dated by the state.

SB-760 Transportation Funding: Active
Transportation: Complete Streets

This bill seeks to establish a Division of Active Trans-
portation within Caltrans to give attention to active
transportation program matters to guide progress to-
ward meeting the department’s active transportation
program goals and objectives. This bill requires the
California Transportation Commission to give high
priority to increasing safety for pedestrians and bicy-
clists and the implementation of bicycle and pedes-
trian facilities. The bill also directs the department to
update the Highway Design Manual to incorporate
“Complete Streets” design concepts, including guid-
ance for the selection of bicycle facilities.

Intersection bicycle box



AB-1218 California Environmental Quali-
ty Act Exemption: Bicycle Transportation
Plans

This bill extends CEQA requirements exemptions for
bicycle transportation plans for an urbanized area
until January 1, 2021. These exemptions include re-
striping of streets and highways, bicycle parking and
storage, signal timing to improve street and high-
way intersection operations, and related signage
for bicycles, pedestrians, and vehicles under certain
conditions. Additionally, CEQA will also exempt from
its requirements projects consisting of restriping of
streets and highways for bicycle lanes in an urban-
ized area that are consistent with a bicycle transpor-
tation plan under certain conditions.

Caltrans’ Deputy Directive 64-R2

Deputy Directive 64-R2 is a policy statement affect-
ing Caltrans mobility planning and projects requiring
the agency to:

“..provide for the needs of travelers of all ages and
abilities in all planning, programming, design, con-
struction, operations, and maintenance activities
and products on the State highway system. Caltrans
views all transportation improvements as opportu-
nities to improve safety, access. and mobility for all
travelers in California and recognizes bicycle, pe-
destrian, and transit modes as integral elements of
the transportation system.”

The directive goes on to mention the environmental,
health and economic benefits of more Complete St
reets.

AB 902 Traffic Violations and Diversion
Programs

Existing law provides that a local authority may not
allow a person who has committed a traffic violation
under the Vehicle Code to participate in a driver
awareness or education program as an alternative
to the imposition of those penalties and procedures
unless the program is a diversion program for a mi-
nor who commits an infraction not involving a motor
vehicle and for which no fee is charged.

This bill would instead allow any person of any age
who commits an infraction not involving a motor vehi-
cle to participate in a diversion program sanctioned
by local law enforcement. The bill would eliminate
the requirement that such a program charge no fee,

as well as other technical changes.

AB 1096 Electric Bicycles as Vehicles

Existing law defines a “motorized bicycle” as a de-
vice that has fully operative pedals for propulsion
by human power and has an electric motor that
meets specified requirements. The bill would define
an “electric bicycle” as a bicycle with fully operable
pedals and an electric motor of fewer than 750 watts
and would create three classes of electric bicycles.

The bill would prohibit the operation of the most
powerful Class 3 electric bicycles on specified paths,
lanes, or trails unless that operation is authorized by
a local ordinance. The bill would also authorize a lo-
cal authority or governing body to prohibit, by ordi-
nance, the operation of Class 1 or Class 2 electric
bicycles on specified paths or trails.

AB-390 Pedestrian Crossing Signals

This bill authorizes a pedestrian facing a flashing
“DON'T WALK” or “WAIT” or approved “Upraised
hand” symbol with a “countdown” signal to proceed,
so long as the pedestrian completes the crossing
before the display of the steady “DON'T WALK OR
WALK” or “WAIT” or approved “Upraised Hand” sym-
bol.

Léa
Bicycle detector pavement marking
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AB-285 Forecast Impacts of Emerging
Technologies

The California Transportation Plan (CTP), produced
by Caltrans, is required to address how it will help
meet state greenhouse gas emission and clean air
goals. Starting in 2025, the CTP will have to forecast
the potential impacts of future transportation tech-
nologies on infrastructure, access, and the overall
transportation system. It will also be required to con-
sider environmental justice in its planning for trans-
portation and freight movement.

AB-1266 Bicycle Guidance Signs
Through an Intersection

AB-1266 ultimately aims to make it safer for bicycle
riding in California at busy intersections. The bill re-
quires Caltrans to develop standards for lane strip-
ing, pavement markings, and appropriate regulatory
signs that allow bicyclists to go straight from a right
or left turn lane and to safely cross outside of the
high-traffic lanes.

SB-400 Clean Cars 4 All Program

This bill would include e-bikes and bike sharing
programs as options within California’s Clean Cars
4 All program. CC4A aims to reduce car emissions
by increasing the turnover of the existing vehicles
and replacing them with newer, cleaner, and more
efficient vehicles. Reducing emissions from existing
vehicles is a component of California’s State Imple-
mentation Plan for meeting air quality standards and
also supports efforts to meet the state’s 2030 cli-
mate change goals.

Executive Order N-19-19

California Governor Gavin Newsom signed Execu-
tive Order N-19-19 on September 20, 2019 to require
the State to continue efforts to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions and mitigate climate change impacts
while building a sustainable economy. The California
State Transportation Agency is directed to leverage
strategies towards lowering vehicle miles traveled
by supporting active modes of transportation such
as biking and walking that also benefit public health.

Safe Streets Act (S-2004/HR-2468)

HR2468 encourages safer streets through policy
adoption at the state and regional levels, mirroring
an approach already being used in many local ju-
risdictions, regional agencies, and states govern-
ments. The bill calls upon all states and metropolitan
planning organizations (MPOs) to adopt Safe Streets
policies for federally funded construction and road-
way improvement projects within two years. Federal
legislation will ensure consistency and flexibility in
road-building processes and standards at all levels
of governance.

Interim Approval for Optional Use of an
Intersection Bicycle Box (IA-18)

Intersection bicycle boxes are designated areas at
signalized intersections that provide bicyclists with
a space in which to wait in front of stopped motor
vehicles during the red signal phase so that they are
more visible to motorists. Since they are still con-
sidered an experimental traffic control device, the
Federal Highway Administration issued an Interim
Approval to allow the provisional use of intersection
bicycle boxes in October 2016. This Interim Approval
does not create a new mandate compelling the use
of intersection bicycle boxes but will allow agencies
to install intersection bicycle boxes, pending official
rulemaking revising the MUTCD, to facilitate more
efficient operations at intersections. Interim Approv-
al of a provisional device typically results in its inclu-
sion in a future Notice of Proposed Amendments to
revise the MUTCD. However, this Interim Approval
does not guarantee the adoption of the provision-
al device, either in whole or in part, in any future
rulemaking that revises the MUTCD.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

Overview

Understanding the existing roadway conditions, de-
mographics, land use, and other context-sensitive
information in Menifee and the adjacent region is
imperative for planning for its future. This chapter
summarizes various datasets used to provide mean-
ingful discussions on how each of the topics support
or impede pedestrian and bicycle facility develop-
ment within the City.

This chapter also includes sections on Menifee’s
land use, various relevant datasets, such as bicycle
and pedestrian collisions, and existing infrastructure.
In addition to physical characteristics, data from the
2018 American Community Survey and State of Cal-
ifornia Department of Finance were used to analyze
the demographic and commuting characteristics of
the City’s residents. Each dataset provides valuable
information that contributes to the comprehensive
understanding of the street network and how to im-
prove it.
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Demographics

According to the State of California Department of
Finance, Menifee has a population of 97,093 within
its forty-seven square mile city boundary. The City
has a population density of 2,066 people per square
mile in 28,586 households.

The population of Menifee is relatively middle-age
with fifty-four percent of the population being be-
tween the ages of twenty to sixty-four years old,
while only nineteen percent being classified as se-
niors (over the age of sixty-five). The racial and eth-
nic makeup in Menifee is 64.9 percent White, 6.3
percent African American, .8 percent American Indi-
an and Alaska Native, 5.8 percent Asian, 0.3 percent
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, 5.4 per-
cent two or more races, and 16.4 percent of some
other race. About thirty-six percent of the population
identifies as Hispanic or Latino; this percentage is
spread across all racial groups represented in the
race chart.

The median household income in Menifee is
$65,757. According to U.S. Census 2018 American
Community Survey (ACS), the reported percentage
of people in poverty is 9.9 percent.

Two or more

Native Hawaiian
and Other Pacific
Islander

0.3%

American
Indian and
Alaska Native

0.8%

African
American

6.3%

races

5.4%

Some other
race 16.4%




Transportation Mode Share

Of the households surveyed in 2018, a majority of
households have access to one or more vehicles,
with 1.1 percent reporting lacking access to a vehi-
cle. In addition, according to the U.S. Census 2018
American Community Survey, there are an estimated
34,097 workers in Menifee. Mode splits for workers’
commute trips are:

» Car: 91 percent

» Transit: 1.2 percent

» Walk: .7 percent

» Bicycle: O percent

» Work from Home: 5.4 percent
»  Other Means: 1.7 percent

Ninety-one percent of workers in Menifee drive to
work. This suggests that investments in transit and
other mobility choices should be done to reduce
shorter, intra City commuter trips and reduce traffic
congestion in Menifee.

Walking Mode Share

The walking mode share measures the percentage of
workers aged sixteen years and over who commute
to work by foot. Mode share reflects how well infra-
structure and land-use patterns support travel to work
by foot. Walking mode share patterns are connected
to the relative proximity of housing to employment
centers. In the City of Menifee, Menifee School Dis-
trict terminated busing to students in 2019 resulting in
more children walking to school. However, it should
also be noted that there have been numerous com-
plaints by parents because of the apparent lack of
sidewalks.

Bicycling Mode Share

Similar to the walking mode share, bicycling mode
share measures the percentage of resident workers
aged sixteen years and over who commute to work
by bicycle.

Public Transit Mode Share

Transit mode share measures the percentage of
workers aged sixteen years and over who commute
to work by transit. This mode share reflects how well
first mile-last mile infrastructure, transit routes, and
land-use patterns support travel to work by transit.
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Existing Land Use and Activity
Centers

Menifee consists of distinct communities, each with
very diverse characteristics and needs. Communities
range from rural to suburban, agrarian to industrial,
and established senior residential areas to newer
planned communities accommodating families and
a younger population.

Figure 2-1: Land Use on the following page, is a map
directly from the City’s General Plan and depicts ex-
isting land use patterns in Menifee that are defined
by a fairly conventional urban street pattern of most-
ly medium density and lower density single family
residential interspersed with pockets of other land
uses, that include rural residential, commercial, in-
dustrial, and agriculture. The concentrations of com-
mercial retail and office occur primarily along ma-
jor thoroughfares, including Newport Road, McCall
Boulevard, Goetz Road, and along Interstate-215.
Concentrations of industrial facilities can be found
on Antelope Road, Trumble Road, and Matthews
Road. Urban neighborhoods can be found primar-
ily near activity centers, especially along Newport
Road, Antelope Road, and McCall Boulevard. Small
pockets of open space can be found throughout the
City, most of which are near schools. Refer to Fig-
ure 2-2: Activity Centers for activity centers located
throughout Menifee.

To be eligible for State funding, a city’s bicycle and
pedestrian plan must address connections between
specific activity center types. These activity centers
are essential destinations, including the community’s
major employers, office buildings, industrial sites,
government sites, retail centers, hospitals, tourist at-
tractions, schools, and parks. Identifying these cen-
ters, and their draw for the community, is essential to
creating useful bicycle and pedestrian networks. It
is important to site facilities that connect the places
people want to frequent.

Land Use Map Legend

Rural Mountainout (RM) 10 ac min
Rural Residential 5 ac min (RR5)

Rural Residential 2 ac min (RR2)

Rural Residential 1 ac min (RR1)

Rural Residential 1/2 ac min (RR1/2)
2.1-5 du/ac Residential (2.1-5R)

5.1-8 du/ac Residential (5.1-8R)

8.1-14 du/ac Residential (8.1-14R)
14.1-20 du/ac Residential (14.1-20R)
20.1-24 du/ac Residential (20.1-24R)
Commercial Retail (CR) 0.20 - 0.35 FAR
Commercial Office (CO) 0.25 -1.0 FAR
Heavy Industrial (HI) 0.15 - 0.60 FAR
Business Park (BP) 0.25 - 0.60 FAR
Economic Development Corridor (EDC)
Agriculture (AG)

Conservation (0OS-C)

Recreation (OS-R)

Water (OS-W)

Public/Quasi Public Facilities (PF)
Public Utility Corridor (PUC)

Railroad

Specific Plan (SP)

Source: Menifee General Plan
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Existing and Previously Proposed
Bicycle Facilities

The existing bicycle facility network in Menifee is
comprised of multi-use paths, bicycle lanes, paved
trails, soft surface trails, and combined trails mak-
ing up 16.5 miles of existing bikeways in addition to
7.8 miles of the Salt Creek Trail in which 4.2 miles
are currently undergoing construction (Figure 2-3:
Existing Bikeways). Eighty-two percent of the exist-
ing bike facilities are class Il bike lanes along New-
port Road, Aldergate Drive, Heritage Lakes Drive,
Ethanac Road, McCall Boulevard, Antelope Road,
Domenigoni Parkway, and Craig Avenue. The previ-
ously proposed bicycle facilities documented in the
General Plan and the Parks, Trail, Open Space, and
Recreation Master Plan provided a foundation for the
recommended bicycle network of this plan (refer to
Menifee’s General Plan and Parks, Trail, Open Space,
and Recreation Master Plan). This network was ana-
lyzed for connectivity within the City and with other
surrounding jurisdictions and was presented to the
City, stakeholders, and public to gather additional
input on routes they felt were important and which
should move forward as recommendations.

16.5 miles

of existing bicycle facilities

2.9 miles

of existing class I bicycle paths

13.5 miles

of existing class II bicycle lanes

Class Il bike lane

Class IV separated bikeway
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The Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) provides four
fixed routes and Dial-a-Ride bus service within the
City. These routes include Route 28, Route 40, Route
61, and Route 74. Route 28 is an Amtrak Thruway
Bus Route and services northeast Menifee and the
Romoland Community along Highway 74. Route 40
provides services to Lake Elsinore, Canyon Lake,
Quail Valley, Menifee, and Sun City; Route 61 pro-
vides services to Perris Station Transit Center, South
Perris Metrolink Station, Sun City, Menifee, Murrieta,
and Temecula; Route 74 provides services to San Ja-
cinto, Hemet, Winchester, Menifee, Sun City, South
Perris Metrolink Station, and Perris.

As shown in Figure 2-4: Transit Routes and Stops on
the following page, there are eighty-eight bus stops
in Menifee. Other transit services include Fixed
Routes, Community shuttles, Intracounty Express
Routes, and an Amtrak station on Cherry Hills Bou-
levard. Table 2-1 displays bus routes and bus stops
operating within Menifee. As part of the analysis,
these routes and stops were collected to ensure im-
proving access to them was integrated into the plan
as major destinations. Approximately 1.2 percent of
workers in Menifee use public transit as their prima-
ry mode of transportation (source: 2018 American
Community Survey).

TABLE 2-5: Bus Routes and Bus Stops

BUS BUS STOPS ALONG MILES OF BUS
ROUTE ROUTE ROUTE
28 10 38
40 33 17.2
61 49 14.9
74 35 10.5
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ANALYSIS

To develop this ATP, a thorough analysis of existing
conditions in Menifee was conducted that involved
GIS analyses, fieldwork, community outreach, and
meetings with City staff to gather data and input.
GlIS-specific analyses involved processing datasets
from the City and open source databases, such as
the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System
(SWITRS) and combining them to reveal patterns and
relationships within Menifee.

Bicycle and pedestrian collision data were obtained
from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System
(SWITRS) collision dataset managed by the Califor-
nia Highway Patrol (CHP), which captures reported
bicycle-vehicle, pedestrian-vehicle, and bicycle-pe-
destrian collisions that resulted in injury or property
damage in Menifee in the five-year period of 2014
through 2018. Collision density and locations data
are displayed in Figure 2-5: Bicycle and Pedestrian
Related Collisions on the following page. Collisions
on off-street paths are not reported in the dataset. It
is important to note that collisions involving bicyclists
and pedestrians are known to be under-reported,
and therefore such collisions are likely under-repre-
sented in this analysis. In these past five years, there
were forty-seven bicycle-related collisions and fif-
ty-three pedestrian-related collisions, ten of which
resulted in fatalities. The bulk of both collision types
resulted in visible injury or complaint of pain (seven-
ty-nine percent), with twenty-one percent resulting
in severe injury or death.

To help define study focus areas, a Geographic In-
formation Systems (GIS) model was created to reveal
relationships between the many factors analyzed. A

In these past five years, there were

collisions and

Bicycle-Pedestrian Priority Model (BPPM) was devel-
oped, considering all of the previously discussed
analysis inputs, to establish where bicyclists and pe-
destrians are most likely to be, either currently or if
improvements were to be made. The BPPM is com-
prised of three submodels: Attractor, Generator, and
Barrier Models. These three sub-models are then
combined to create the composite Bicycle-Pedestri-
an Priority Model.

Attractors are essentially activity centers known
to attract bicyclists and pedestrians. Examples are
schools, transit stops, and shopping centers. Gen-
erators are developed from demographic data and
address potential pedestrian and bicyclist volumes
based on how many people live and work within the
study area. Examples of generators are population
density, employment density, primary mode of trans-
portation to work, and vehicle ownership. Barriers
are features likely to discourage or detract people
from bicycling or walking. These are generally phys-
ical limitations, such as areas with high numbers of
bicycle- related collisions, high vehicle volumes and
speeds, and missing sidewalks.

The resulting map displayed in Figure 2-6: Bicycle
and Pedestrian Propensity Model was employed to
aid in developing general recommendations and to
help select priority projects described in the follow-
ing chapter. When comparing the input from public
workshops, stakeholders, and project surveys, there
was a correlation between the high propensity areas
for bicycling and walking with input provided.

The bicycle and pedestrian propensity map shows
the highest likely use along major corridors, espe-
cially along Newport Road, McCall Boulevard, Brad-
ley Rd, Holland Road, Menifee Road, Murrieta Road,
Goetz Road, Heritage Lakes Drive, Antelope Road,
and La Piedra Road. However, bicycle and pedestri-
an propensity is not only concentrated on the major
roadways, it also permeates into local streets that
people tend to use frequently.

bicycle-related

pedestrian-related collisions.
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SOCIAL EQUITY

Identifying barriers that hinder access to transit in
disadvantaged communities can help improve and
attain social equity in underserved areas. For this
assessment, various sources of data were analyzed
including CalEnviroScreen 3.0 and Free and Re-
duced-Price School Meals Program. Data and anal-
yses from these sources are critical in leveraging
funds from not only the Caltrans ATP grant, but other
funding sources including urban greening and sus-
tainable community grants.

N 20-30%
T 30-40%
| 40-50%
. 50-60%
. 60-70%
s >70%

[ Imiles
4] 0.5 1 2

CalEnviroScreen 3.0

CalEnviroScreen identifies California communities
by census tract that are disproportionately burdened
by, and vulnerable to, multiple sources of pollution.
Identifying pollution burdened communities is a crit-
ical step towards improving public health, quality of
life, and economic opportunity while reducing pol-
lution that causes climate change. Disadvantaged
communities are defined as the top 25% scoring
areas from CalEnviroScreen. According to this data,
19% of Menifee falls within the top 25% score area
with high amounts of pollution. Figure 2-7: CalEnvrio-
Screen 3.0 below shows the pollution burden pres-
ent throughout Menifee.

ZEIDERS RD

FIGURE 2-7: CalEnvrioScreen 3.0



Free & Reduced Price School Meals (FRPM) Program

The State Meal Program is a child nutrition program funded by California. The program provides funding to
public school districts and county superintendents of schools that serve nutritious meals, free or at a reduced
price to children in need. Free or reduced-price meals must be provided to those children who qualify for
such benefits according to specified family size and income standards. The program is administered by the
California Department of Education (CDE), Nutrition Services Division.

Figure 2-8: Free and Reduced Price School Meals (FRPM) Program below shows all the schools within the
City of Menifee that are eligible for the program, while Table 2-2: Eligibility for Free and Reduced Price School
Meals (FRPM) Program on the following page, includes the eligibility percentages of Menifee’s schools for the
Free and Reduced Price School Meals Program.
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FIGURE 2-8: Free and Reduced Price School Meals (FRPM) Program
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TABLE 2-6: Eligibility for Free and Reduced Price School Meal (FRPM) Program

ELIGIBILITY FOR

SCHOOL SCHOOL DISTRICT FRPM (%)
Harvest Valley Elementary Romoland Elementary 91.7%
Romoland Elementary Romoland Elementary 87.6%
Boulder Ridge Elementary Romoland Elementary 77.9%
Quail Valley Elementary Menifee Union Elementary 77.2%
Ethan A Chase Middle Romoland Elementary 75.5%
Heritage High Perris Union High 67.2%
Hans Christensen Middle Menifee Union Elementary 65.6%
Freedom Crest Elementary Menifee Union Elementary 55.6%
Evans Ranch Elementary Menifee Union Elementary 49.7%
Paloma Valley High Perris Union High 48.3%
Ridgemoor Elementary Menifee Union Elementary 48.2%
Menifee Valley Middle Menifee Union Elementary 451%
Mesa View Elementary Romoland Elementary 44.0%
Chester W. Morrison Elementary Menifee Union Elementary 41.7%
Callie Kirkpatrick Elementary Menifee Union Elementary 41.4%
Bell Mountain Middle Menifee Union Elementary 41.3%
Southshore Elementary Menifee Union Elementary 41.2%

Taawila Elementary

Menifee Union Elementary




SOCIAL DETERMINANTS OF
HEALTH

The built environment including conditions in the
places where people live, learn, work, and play
affect a wide range of health risks and outcomes.
These conditions are known as social determinants
of health. The built environment is shaped by the
amount of resources that communities have, all of
which are influenced by policy choices. Social de-
terminants of health affect factors that are related
to health outcomes. We know that poverty limits ac-
cess to healthy food options as well as safe neigh-
borhoods and that higher educational attainment
is a predictor of better health. We also know that

WHAT MAKES US HEALTHY?

Environment

Genetics

Source: HealthEdge.com

differences in health are prominent in communities
with poor social determinants of health, such as un-
stable housing, low income, unsafe neighborhoods,
or substandard education. In a number of ways, the
built environment can support or hinder active living.
Forinstance, housing, workplaces, street design, ac-
cess to open space, and transportation all influence
prominent health factors including physical activity,
safety, access to healthy food, community engage-
ment, and affordable living. Addressing social deter-
minants of health present in Menifee, is a primary ap-
proach towards improving the built environment and
achieving health equity so that every resident has an
equal opportunity to attain their full health potential,
regardless of socioeconomic status.

Healthy
Behaviors
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THE CALIFORNIA HEALTHY
PLACES INDEX

The California Healthy Places Index (HPI) is a tool
developed by the Public Health Alliance of South-
ern California to assist in research exploring local
factors that predict life expectancy and comparing
community conditions across the state. The HPI pro-
vides overall scores and more detailed data on spe-
cific policy action areas that shape health, including
housing, transportation, and education.

The City of Menifee has an HPI score of 43.4 per-
cent meaning that this city has healthier commu-
nity conditions than 43.4 percent of other Califor-
nia cities.

Economic Conditions

Thirty-seven percent of the population in Menifee
lives below poverty. Every household should be
able to afford the needs for a healthy life including
medical care, healthy food, quality housing, educa-
tion, and other basic needs. Research indicates that
economic opportunity is one of the most power-
ful predictors of good health, and that impacts on
health are especially pronounced for people in or
near poverty.

M| The California Healthy Places Index (HPI)™ ¥ click here for our coviD-19 I e e—

.‘ public healsh allonce of souchern ColFornial A Partnership for Healthy Places map
¢ City: Menifee x4
Details =
- Cunnwlot Hills
HPI Score: 43.4 Percentile

Q|

hic city
S Cif

Less More
Healthy Conditions

This city has healthier community conditions than
43.4% of other California cities

City information

Population: 73,582

Create
Custom

Score Policy Action Areas are ordered by their contribution to the
overall HPI Score:

Pl =-|-= Economic v
Upload

g m-|-m Education i
%% m|m Transportation v

Transportation

Two percent of workers in Menifee (16 years old and
older) commute to work by transit, walking, or cy-
cling. Every resident should have safe, accessible,
and convenient transportation options to get to work
and other key destinations. Active commuting by
foot, bike, and transit creates opportunities for phys-
ical activity, provides transportation options for those
without a car, encourages social cohesion, and re-
duces contributions to climate change and air pol-
lution. Recommendations that support walking and
biking include improving transit services, providing
free or discounted transit passes, and offering equi-
table, low cost shared mobility services.

Social Conditions

Sixty-nine percent of registered voters in Menifee
voted in the 2012 general election. Every resident
should be able to contribute their voice to the po-
litical process and participate in their communities.
Voting is an indicator of social power and social co-
hesion, which have been linked to a wide variety of
health outcomes at the individual and community
levels.

California
Healthy Places
Index

Cities |

Score Percentile

0 25 50 75 100
I )

Less More

wRy

Healthy Conditions

No Data Available

ST 2™ )) ;

hValley 2

1 cumiom. A
Leaflet | @ Public Health Aliance of Southerm alifomia, Tiles @ Bt 2 Source: USGS, Esri, TANA, DeLonme, and NPS, © Mapbox & OpenStrestiMap Improve this map

The California Healthy Places Index (HPI) website



Two percent of land in Menifee has tree canopy
(weighted by number of people per acre). Every-
one should have trees and other plant life near their
home. Trees are beneficial for mental and physical
health in many ways. They can provide shade and
cool surrounding areas, reduce stress, and promote
health, wellness and physical activity. Trees are es-
sential to mitigate the effects of climate change, es-
pecially extreme heat events.

Fourteen percent of people in urban areas within
Menifee reside less than a half-mile from a super-
market and large grocery store. Everyone should
have equal access to healthy food options in their
community. Having access to a nearby supermarket
can encourage a better diet and eating behaviors,
lower the costs of obtaining food, reduce chronic
diseases, and lower the risk of food insecurity. It is
critical for communities to plan for and incentivize
access to healthy and affordable food choices in ar-
eas that have historically lacked access.

Ten percent of people in Menifee live within walk-
able distance (half-mile) of a park or open space
greater than 1 acre. Every resident should have ac-
cess to high-quality parks and other open spaces
in their neighborhoods, especially in underserved
localities. Parks can encourage physical activity, re-
duce chronic diseases, improve mental health, fos-
ter community connections, and support community
resilience to climate change and pollution.

Eighteen percent of people aged 18 to 64 years
in Menifee are currently uninsured. Every resident
should have access to quality medical care services
including routine check-ups. Research indicates that
health insurance dramatically improves health out-
comes by allowing people to access necessary care.

Ten micrograms per cubic meter is the yearly av-
erage of fine particulate matter concentration (ex-
tremely fine particles from vehicle tailpipes, tires and
brakes, powerplants, factories, burning wood, con-
struction dust, and many other sources) in Menifee.
Residents should be able to live in neighborhoods
where it is safe to breathe. Since fine particulate
matter is so small, it can reach deep into individu-
al’s lungs, increasing the risk of cardiovascular and
respiratory diseases and other unwanted outcomes.
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
OVERVIEW

The ATP planning process was conducted in an
open and transparent manner to ensure that com-
munity members were included throughout the
entire course of the project. Community input and
involvement were crucial to identify barriers to walk-
ing, bicycling, skateboarding, or accessing transit. To
achieve that, the community engagement process
was designed to include stakeholder education and
the involvement of a broad spectrum of stakeholders
working towards a common goal, particularly people
with little or no experience with civic engagement.
Stakeholders included residents, city staff, local ad-
vocacy groups, and health organizations.

Community Engagement
Strategies

The five primary community engagement strategies
utilized for the ATP were:

»  Community Workshops and Pop-ups

»  Project Advisory Team (PAT)

»  Flyers and Social Media Announcements
» Text-based and Map Surveys

» Online Engagement Tools

These strategies informed the public about the ATP,
actively engaging community members and stake-
holders in the process, allowing them to provide
meaningful input.

0000000006000 000090
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Community input and involvement were crucial
to identify barriers to walking, bicycling, skate-

boarding, or accessing transit.



Outreach Materials

As part of the community engagement process, out-
reach materials were developed to maximize public
participation.

Project Branding

In order to be consistent with the City’s branding
and graphic requirements, a similar type of branding
style was used for this ATP. The project’s branding
was used in all outreach materials, including flyers,
surveys, online maps, and workshop exhibits.

Flyers and Social Media Announcements

Because of Menifee’s diverse population, the proj-
ect needed to have a variety of outreach methods,
including printed media and an online presence. Bi-
lingual flyers were created to promote the five com-
munity workshops that took place at various parks
and community centers. According to the 2018
American Community Survey, approximately 36 per-
cent of Menifee’s population is Hispanic or Latino.
Because of these demographics, both illustrative
and online outreach materials were created both in
English and Spanish.

In addition to this, the project team developed social
media messages, including Facebook, to reach out
to interested members of the community. Further-
more, meeting notices and other communications
were sent via email blast to notify the stakeholders
about upcoming meetings and project updates.

TRANSPORTATION
PLAN

ACTIV

ATP logo

Help Us Make Walking and Other
Modes of Active Transportation

MENIFEE

ACTIVEA

Better in Menifee!

The City of Menifee is undertaking an Active
Transportation Plan (ATP) to improve access, BENEFITS OF

mobility, and safety for non-motorized modes of 5 5
Active Transportation

travel, including walking, bicycling, and riding
transit.

Reduced Emissions
A Increased bicycling and walking reduce
&G#QY fossil fuel emissions. About 5 to 25% of

users substitute bike share for cars.

JOIN THE PUBLIC ADVISORY TEAM!
« Provide input and feedback to the City and
taff non- modes
of travel

Supplements the Transit System
RREpISSentihe Falues andiiswpainisotihe Allzrza(e modes  of transp:rlaﬂon can
community % effectively link people to and from transit
« Serve as liaisons by sharing information with your stops totheir origins and destinations.
stakeholders, related organizations, and broader
networks about project goals and opportunities for
involvement

Improved Health

In addition to the universal public health
v benefit, such as improved air quality,

bicycling and walking has the potential to
« Plan to attend and encourage others to join us at Y i ea e s Ty
community wide workshops

Social Equity

Altermate modes of transportation have
the potential to alleviate issues for
disadvantaged populations that are
disproportionately impacted by rising
transportation costs.

WE WANT TO MEET YOU!

Location:

City Hall Council Chambers
29844 Haun Rd.

Menifee, CA 92586

Date and Time:

Enhanced Safety

Improved facilties enable safe, comfortable,
and attractive access for users of all ages
and abiliies.

Economic Benefits

More bicycling and walking has also
been tied to increases in commercial
and residential property values and retail
sales.

~ VISIT US ONLINE!
httpsi/arcg is/PTGAL

Check out our story map and take
our onfine survey today!

Contact Carlos Geronimo at
‘cgeronimo@cityofmenifee.us for more
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Survey

A survey was prepared to determine satisfaction lev-
els of current pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure,
along with desired improvements. The survey asked
people a variety of walking, bicycling, equestrian,

and public transit questions, and prompted them to
provide both general and site-specific comments.

Additionally, questions regarding the feasibility of a
bikeshare system were also included.
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Surveys were distributed during the five community
workshops, both in English and Spanish. Addition-
ally, an online version was also made available to
the public through March 2020. The last community
workshop took place on January 30, 2020.
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An online comment map was created as a supple-
mental input method that Menifee residents and
stakeholders could use to highlight location-spe-
cific constraints and opportunities. It also provided
the opportunity to categorize the type of issues or
improvements identified on the map (e.g. bike, pe-
destrian, transit, etc.) and allowed respondents to at-
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“How often do you
walk in Menifee?”
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The Project Advisory Team (PAT) was a key compo-
nent of the community engagement process. For
consistency purposes, the PAT consisted of members
who represented various community areas/neighbor-
hoods, businesses, school districts, and city depart-
ments. Participating organizations included:

Menifee Engineering

Menifee Public Works

Menifee Community Development
Menifee Community Services
Menifee Police Department
Menifee Senior Advisory Committee
Menifee Economic Development
Caltrans District 8

Riverside Transit Agency

Cast A Shadow

The PAT met quarterly to share information, collabo-
rate, and guide the ATP process and guidelines.

e N

/ | - -
LTS
Resident providing map comments
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COMMUNITY WORKSHOPS
AND POP-UP EVENTS

A total of five community workshops were conduct-
ed throughout the ATP planning process to gather
input and solicit feedback on recommendations.
It was determined that the pop-up workshop ap-
proach would be a great avenue to gather input for
the project. This would allow the project team to
gather feedback at events where there is already an
audience.

Workshop #1: Independence Day
Celebration Pop-up Booth (June
29, 2019)

The first pop-up took place during the City of Meni-
fee’s Independence Day Celebration on July 4th,
2019. The team created an informational booth that
featured interactive maps, surveys, promotional ma-
terials, incentives, and a “Spin the Wheel” active
transportation game. A key incentive for this event
was the raffle of two bicycles donated by Menifee
Bicycles, a local bike shop.

Workshop #2: Farmer's Market
Pop-up Booth (August 2, 2019)

The second pop-up was held during the summer
Moonlight Market events featuring bazar vendors,
music, and movie night at the park. The City provid-
ed an existing booth that featured the Active Trans-
portation Plan. The team had an opportunity to talk
to community members about the project and fill out
surveys.

Workshop #3: Fall Festival Pop-up
Booth (October 26, 2019)

The third pop-up was conducted during the City of
Menifee’s Fall Festival. This event draws hundreds
of young families with kids as Halloween is celebrat-
ed. Inthe same fashion as the first pop up, the team
created an informational booth that featured inter-
active maps, surveys, promotional materials, incen-
tives, and a “Spin the Wheel” active transportation
game.

Workshop #4: Community
Partners Meeting (October 8, 2019)

A brief presentation was conducted at the October
8, 2019 Community Partners Meeting to introduce

SCAG GoHuman installation during Charrette




the project’s goals, schedule and to gather input
from community leaders. A series of information
and visual preference boards along with table maps
were available for participants to provide feedback
on the walking and bicycling conditions in Menifee.
An estimated 25 people were in attendance and
several comments were recorded.

Workshop #5: Menifee Three-Day
Charrette (January 28 — January
30, 2020)

A centerpiece of the project is the three-day char-
rette that took place from Tuesday, January 28,
2020, to Thursday, January 30, 2020, throughout
Menifee. Flyers and posters were distributed, both
in English and in Spanish, as well as surveys that
allowed residents to share their thoughts and con-
cerns regarding active transportation in Menifee.
In addition to gathering community input, a tempo-
rary GoHuman installation was installed in front of
Wheatfield Park on the corner of La Piedra Road
and Menifee Road for all three days of the Charrette.
GoHuman is a community outreach and advertising
campaign led by the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG) to reduce traffic collisions in
Southern California and encourage people to walk
and bike more.

DAY I

Menifee Unified School District (MUSD)
Grandparents Raising Grandchildren
Support Group

» This event took place at the Family Engagement
Center and involved a facilitated group discus-
sion on challenges and opportunities present in
Menifee regarding active transportation. Partici-
pants were asked what types of changes should
be made in Menifee when it comes to street and
trail network infrastructure, public transit, and/or
non-motorized infrastructure, safety, monitoring,
and public awareness programs. Table maps, bi-
lingual surveys, comment cards, and other corre-
sponding materials were made available to en-
sure community participation.

Quail Valley Elementary School Group

» This event took place at Quail Valley Elementary
School and involved a facilitated group discus-
sion on challenges and opportunities present in

Parent Advisory Council Meeting
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Menifee regarding active transportation. Partici-
pants were asked what types of changes should
be made in Menifee when it comes to street and
trail network infrastructure, public transit, and/or
non-motorized infrastructure, safety, monitoring,
and public awareness programs. Table maps, bi-
lingual surveys, comment cards, and other corre-
sponding materials were made available to en-
sure community participation.

Walk Audit at Wheatfield Park

»

Residents of Menifee were asked to participate in
a walk audit at Wheatfield Park and Bell Mountain
Middle School before the workshop to assess
safety conditions on the street, tell the planners
and designers what they want to see happen in
Menifee, and to learn about fun ways to improve
the walking and bicycling environment.

Opening Workshop

»

The opening workshop took place at Callie Kirk-
patrick Elementary School. The workshop con-
sisted of two table exercises using table maps,
complete street booklets, and summary work-
sheets to gather community input. Participants
were asked to identify the concerns and solu-
tions they have with walking, bicycling, equestri-
an, transit, and other modes in Menifee and note
these comments on an aerial map of the City.
They were also asked to identify pedestrian and
bicycle projects with the goal of developing a
network. ATP team staff facilitated the tables ex-
ercises to guide discussion and summarized the
top concerns provided.

DAY I

Romoland District School Principals
Meeting and Walk Audit

» This event took place at Harvest Valley Elemen-

tary School and involved a facilitated group dis-
cussion on challenges and opportunities present
in Menifee regarding active transportation. After
a short presentation, attendees participated in
a walk audit around Harvest Valley Elementary
School to assess safety conditions on the street
and to learn about fun ways to improve the walk-
ing and bicycling environment. Participants re-
convened around table maps and discussed what
types of changes should be made in Menifee
when it comes to street and trail network infra-
structure, public transit, and/or non-motorized in-

Resident commenting on recommended bikeways



frastructure, safety, monitoring, and public aware-
ness programs. This activity allowed participants
to tell the planners and designers what improve-
ments they want to see in Menifee. Bilingual sur-
veys, comments cards, and other corresponding
materials were made available to ensure commu-
nity participation.

Session with Seniors

This event took place at the local Senior Center
and involved a facilitated group discussion on
challenges and opportunities present in Menifee
regarding active transportation. Participants were
asked what types of changes should be made in
Menifee when it comes to street and trail network
infrastructure, public transit, and/or non-motor-
ized infrastructure, safety, monitoring, and public
awareness programs. Table maps, bilingual sur-
veys, comment cards, and other corresponding
materials were made available to ensure commu-
nity participation.

DAY Il

MUSD District English Learners Advisory
Committee & MUSD Parent Advisory
Council

These back-to-back meetings took place at the
Family Engagement Center and involved a facili-
tated group discussion on challenges and oppor-
tunities present in Menifee regarding active trans-
portation. Participants were asked what types
of changes should be made in Menifee when it
comes to street and trail network infrastructure,
public transit, and/or non-motorized infrastruc-
ture, safety, monitoring, and public awareness
programs. Table maps, bilingual surveys, com-
ment cards, and other corresponding materials
were made available to ensure community par-
ticipation.

Open House

The Open House took place at Menifee’s City
Hall Council Chambers. The Open House was de-
signed to present the public with the results that
were summarized for each day of the Charrette.
Several facility boards were presented which in-
cluded results from the bilingual survey, a sum-
mary of comments provided from the table map
exercises, as well as additional proposed bicycle
routes provided from the feedback that residents
shared.

Set-up at La Piedra Park during Charrette
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SURVEY SUMMARY

A total of 349 people completed the survey and
provided comments. The results were analyzed and
used for the development of potential pedestrian
projects and bikeway routes list. The survey also
provided the City with a current view of people’s
opinions, concerns, and desires for pedestrian and
bicycle facilities.

The following figures depict results from the survey.
About 69 percent of respondents walk more than
once a week, while only 32 percent of respondents
bike more than once a week. Over 68 percent of re-

Other
3.3%

Not Applicable
7.4%

How do you
get to work,
school, and
facilities?

spondents drive to work or school and 50 percent of
them drive to the park. In addition, when asked what
would make walking and biking better in Menifee, re-
spondents answered continuous sidewalks and bike
paths away from the street. Figure 3-1. Geographic
Comment Summary Map from Community Outreach,
is @ map showing a summary of geographic com-
ments that were gathered throughout the various
community outreach events. Some of the comments
included suggested bicycle routes, identified prob-
lem intersections, and missing sidewalks. These re-
sults communicate the importance of improving the
walking and biking infrastructure in the City.

Vanpool

0.3%

Other
4.7%

Schools

24.9%

Shopping
centers

20.6%

Where would
you like to see
better pedestrian
and bicycling
routes to?

Transit/
bus stops

9.7%
Community
centers

13.4% |



29.2%

Daily

How often do you walk in Menifee?

3-4 days 1-2 days A few times
per week per week ayear

How often do you bike in Menifee?
43.0%

3-4 days 1-2 days A few times Never
per week per week a year
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Do you visit city parks or recreation facilities?
If so, how do you get there?

49.6%

Walk Bike Bus Vanpool Drive Horse Not Other
riding applicable

What would make it easier for you to walk more in Menifee?

27.5%

Wider Continuous Street Streettrees/ Marked  Multi-use Other
sidewalks sidewalks lighting parkways crosswalks path



What would make it easier for you to reach
transit stops in Menifee?

22.7%

Bike lanes Bike paths Lighting Street Improved Bus Shuttle
on street away from trees  sidewalks shelters service
street

When you walk, bike, or roll, do you do it for:

77.2%

Other

Necessity Recreation/fun Staying healthy Commuting
and staying healthy
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND
PROGRAMS

Recommendations Overview

This chapter addresses the physical improvements
recommended to enhance bicycling and walking in
Menifee. The recommended bicycle and pedestrian
improvements includes both short-term and long-
term improvements and is meant to serve as a guide
to help the City in allocating funds as they become
available through various sources. The chapter con-
tains maps and tables that detail improvement loca-
tion, extent, and type.

It is important to note that the success of recom-
mended projects is closely tied to programs and
adopted standards, codes, and policies. Engineer-
ing, Education, Encouragement, Enforcement, Equi-
ty and Evaluation can be used to leverage invest-
ments in these projects. Similarly, the effectiveness
of bicycle and pedestrian programs is maximized by
actual project implementation. Likewise, changes to
City standards, codes, and policies may be needed
to implement bicycle and pedestrian improvements.
Project implementation may, in turn, facilitate chang-
es to city standards, codes, and policies.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Treatments

While not universally applied, in general, pedestrian
travel in urban areas has long tended to be accom-
modated with features like sidewalks, crosswalks,
dedicated signals, and curb extensions. Suggest-
ed pedestrian treatments address a wide variety
of issues identified in the analysis and community
engagement process to enhance connectivity to
transit, school zones, senior zones, activity centers,
parks, and other community destinations. Pedestrian
improvements help to ensure equitable multi-modal
transportation because they serve populations that
may not be able to afford a bicycle or likely to ride
a bicycle, and instead rely on transit and walking.
Newer innovations like pedestrian scrambles, mod-
ified signal timing, flashing beacons, and other pe-
destrian improvements are described in this chapter
in addition to standard pedestrian treatments.

A focus on providing safer, less stressful bicycle
travel has occurred more recently across the Unit-
ed States, with significant transformation in the state
of practice for bicycle travel over the last five years.
Much of this may be attributed to bicycling’s chang-
ing role in the overall transportation system. No lon-
gerviewed as an “alternative” mode, itis increasingly
considered as legitimate transportation that should




be actively promoted as a means of achieving com-
munity environmental, social, and economic goals.
While connectivity and convenience remain essen-
tial bicycle travel quality indicators, recent research
indicates the increased acceptance and practice
of daily bicycling will require “low-stress” bicycle
routes, which are typically understood to be those
that provide bicyclists with separation from high
volume and high-speed vehicular traffic. The route
types recommended in this plan, and described in
the following section, are consistent with this evolv-
ing state of practice.

Conventional Bicycle Treatments

There are four conventional bicycle route types rec-
ognized by the California Department of Transporta-
tion. Details of their design, associated wayfinding,
and pavement markings can be found in the CA
MUTCD and CA Highway Design Manual.

Class I: Multi-Use Paths

Class | multi-use paths (frequently referred to as “bi-
cycle paths”) are physically separated from motor
vehicle travel routes, with exclusive rights-of-way for
non-motorized users like bicyclists and pedestrians.

Class Il: Bicycle Lanes

Bicycle lanes are one-way route types that carry
bicycle traffic in the same direction as the adjacent
motor vehicle traffic. They are typically located along
the right side of the street (although can be on the
left side) and are between the adjacent travel lane
and curb, road edge, or parking lane. They are not
physically separated from motor vehicle traffic.

Class llI: Bicycle Routes

A bicycle route is a suggested bicycle path of travel
marked by signs designating a preferred path be-
tween destinations. They are recommended where
traffic volumes and roadway speeds are fairly low
(35 mph or less).

Class IV: Separated Bikeways (Cycle
Tracks)

Separated bikeways are bicycle-specific routes that
combine the user experience of a multi-use path
with the on-street infrastructure of a convention-
al bicycle lane. Separated bikeways are physically
separated from motor vehicle traffic and designed to
be distinct from any adjoining sidewalk. The variety
of physical protection measures can include raised

Haun Rd multi-use path

Class Il bicycle lane along Newport Rd

Class Il bicycle route

Class IV separated bikeway
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curbs, parkway strips, reflective bollards, or parked
vehicles. Separated bikeways can be either one-
way or two-way, depending on the street network,
available right-of-way, and adjacent land use, but the
safety of two-way separated bikeways must be care-
fully evaluated, especially if they cross motor vehicle
routes. This is because few motor vehicle drivers are
accustomed to two-way separated bikeways and
they may tend to look to the left only when deciding
whether it is safe to proceed across the separated
bikeways.

While the conventional bicycle route types can be
found throughout the United States, there has been
a distinct shift towards further enhancement. For ex-
ample, the CA MUTCD has approved the installation
of buffered bicycle lanes, while Shared Lane Mark-
ings or “Sharrows” have been in use since 2004
throughout the State.

These enhancements are low cost, easy to install,
and provide additional awareness about the likely
presence of bicyclists. In many instances, installation
of these bicycle route enhancements can be coordi-
nated as part of street resurfacing projects. The use
of green markings has also become a simple and
effective way to communicate the likely presence of
bicyclists. It is also used to denote potential conflict
zones between bicyclists and vehicles.

Buffered Bicycle Lanes

Buffered bicycle lanes provide additional space be-
tween the bicycle lane and traffic lane, parking lane,
or both, to provide a more protected and comfort-
able space for bicyclists than a conventional bicy-
cle lane. The buffering also encourages bicyclists
to avoid riding too close to parked vehicles, keep-
ing them out of the “door zone” where there is the
potential danger of drivers or passengers suddenly
opening doors into the bicyclists’ path.

Shared Lane Markings (“Sharrows”)

The shared lane marking is commonly used where
parking is allowed adjacent to the travel lane. It is
now common practice to center them within the typ-
ical vehicular travel route in the rightmost travel lane
to ensure adequate separation between bicyclists
and parked vehicles. Many cities install sharrows
over a green background to enhance visibility.

Buffered bicycle lane

—

P e

Shared lane “sharrow” marking

Bike box



Bike Boxes

A bike box is a designated area at the head of a traffic
lane at a signalized intersection that provides bicy-
clists a safe and visible way to wait ahead of queuing
traffic during the red signal phase. This positioning
helps encourage bicyclists traveling straight through
not to wait against the curb for the signal change.

Advisory Bike Lanes

An advisory bike lane is a preferred space for bi-
cyclists and motorists to operate on narrow streets
that would otherwise be a shared roadway. Roads
with advisory bike lanes accommodate low to mod-
erate volumes of two-way motor vehicle traffic and
provide a safer space for bicyclists with little or no
widening of the paved roadway surface. Due to their
reduced cross section requirements, advisory bike
lanes have the potential to open up more roadways
to accomodate comfortable bicycle travel.

Low Stress Bicycle Treatments

There are a number of other non-conventional route
types that the City may find useful in specific situa-

Bicycle boulevard

tions. In many cases, the conventional bicycle route
types previously mentioned may not meet the com-
munity’s perceptions of safe and comfortable bike-
ways. Protected, low-stress streets, and bicycle-pri-
oritized route types are constantly being revised
and improved to meet the community’s needs.

The improvements described in this section have
been implemented in other states in the United
States as well as other countries with great success
and are quickly becoming standard recommenda-
tions.

Details of these route types and other treatments
can be found in the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design
Guide, FHWA Separated Bike Lane Planning and
Design Guide, or the AASHTO Guide for the Devel-
opment of Bicycle Facilities.

Bicycle Boulevards

Bicycle boulevards provide a convenient, low-stress
cycling environment for people of all ages and abil-
ities. They are installed on streets with low vehicu-
lar volumes and speeds and often parallel higher
volume, higher speed arterials. Bicycle boulevard

Wayfinding signage
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treatments use a combination of signs, pavement
markings, traffic diverters, and traffic calming mea-
sures that help to discourage through trips by motor
vehicle drivers and create safe, convenient bicycle
crossings of busy arterial streets. They are similar to
Class lll bicycle routes but tend to include more traf-
fic calming and diversion infrastructure.

Signage and Wayfinding

Signage and wayfinding on all streets and bicycle
routes are intended to identify routes to both bicy-
clists and drivers, provide destination information
and branding, and to inform all users of changes in
roadway conditions.

Colored Bicycle Lanes

Colored pavement increases the visibility of bicy-
cle routes, identifying potential areas of conflict or
transition, and reinforces bicyclists’ priority in these
areas. Colored pavement can be used as a corridor
treatment, along the length of a bicycle lane or with-
in a protected bikeway. Additionally, it can be used
as a spot treatment, such as crossing markings at
particularly complex intersections where the bicycle
path may be unclear. Consistent application of color
across a bikeway corridor is important to promote
clear understanding for all roadway users.

Green Colored Conflict Striping

Intersection or mid-block crossing markings indi-
cate the intended path of bicyclists. Colored strip-
ing can be used to highlight conflict areas between
bicyclists and vehicles, such as where bicycle lanes
merge across motor vehicle turn lanes.

Protected Intersections

Protected intersections maintain the integrity (low-
stress experience) of their adjoining separated bi-
cycle lanes by fully separating bicyclists from motor
vehicles at intersections. Hallmark features of these
protected intersections include two-stage crossings
supported by an advance queuing space, protec-
tive concrete islands, special bicycle-cross markings
(parallel with crosswalks), and special signal phasing.

Two-Stage Left Turn Queue Box

Two-stage turn queue boxes can provide a more
comfortable left-turn crossing for many bicyclists
because they entail two low stress crossings, rath-
er than one potentially high stress one. They also
provide a degree of separation from vehicular traf-

N\ /e
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Green transition striping

Two-stage left turn queue box




fic, because they do not require merging with ve-
hicle traffic to make left turns. Bicyclists wanting to
make a left turn can continue into the intersection
when they have a green light and pull into the green
queue box. Bicyclists then turn 90 degrees to face
their intended direction and wait for the green light
of a new signal phase to continue through.

Bicycle Signals

This category includes all types of traffic signals di-
rected at bicyclists. These can include typical green/
yellow/red signals with signage explaining the signal
controls, or special bikeway icons displayed within
the signage lights themselves. Near-side bicycle sig-
nals may incorporate a “countdown to green” dis-
play, as well as a “countdown to red.”

Bicycle Detection

Bicycle detection is used at intersections with traf-
fic signals to alert the signal controller that a bicycle
crossing event has been requested. Bicycle detec-
tion can occur either through the use of push but-
tons or by automated means, and are marked by
standard pavement symbols.

Traffic Calming

Traffic calming involves changes in street alignment,
installation of barriers, and other physical measures
to reduce traffic speeds and/or cut-through motor
vehicle traffic volumes. The intent of traffic calming
is to alter driver behavior and to improve street safe-
ty, livability, and other public purposes. Other tech-
niques consist of operational measures such as po-
lice enforcement and speed displays. The following
examples provided are traffic calming measures that
may apply to Menifee.

Roundabouts/Traffic Circles

A roundabout is a circular intersection with yield
control at its entry that allows a driver to proceed at
controlled speeds in a counter-clockwise direction
around a central island. Roundabouts are designed
to maximize motorized and non-motorized traffic
through their innovative design that includes recon-
figured sidewalks, bikeway bypasses, high-visibility
crosswalks, pedestrian flashing beacons, and other
traffic measures. Roundabouts can be implemented
on most streets, but may require additional right-of-
way.

Traffic circle

Bicycle signal

Bicycle detection
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A traffic circle is a small-scale traffic calming mea-
sure commonly applied at uncontrolled intersections
on low volume, local residential streets. They lower
traffic speeds on each approach and typically avoid
or reduce right-of-way conflicts because the overall
footprint is smaller compared to roundabouts. Traf-
fic circles may be installed using simple markings
or raised islands but are best accompanied with
drought-tolerant landscaping or other attractive ver-
tical elements.

Signals and Warning Devices

Traditional pedestrian signals remain the gold stan-
dard for high quality pedestrian crossings, although
some cases warrant new signal technologies. Pe-
destrian Hybrid Beacons (PHBs) and Rectangular
Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs) are special signals
used to warn and control traffic at unsignalized lo-
cations to assist pedestrians in crossing a street via
a marked crosswalk. Either of these devices should
be installed at locations that have pedestrian desire
lines and that connect people to popular destina-
tions such as schools, parks, and retail. Research
has shown that PHBs tend to have a 90 percents
motorist compliance rate versus RRFBs, which tend
to have an 80 percent motorist compliance rate. Tra-
ditional pedestrian signals tend to have around a
100 percent compliance rate, which improves safety
over other types of signals, and therefore are prefer-
able for pedestrian facilities.

Signals and warning devices should be paired with
additional pedestrian improvements, where appro-
priate, such as curb extensions, enhanced cross-
walk marking, lighting, median refuge islands, corre-
sponding signage, and advanced yield markings to
mitigate multiple threat crashes on multi-lane road-
ways.

Speed Tables/Raised Crosswalks

Speed tables are flat-topped road humps, often con-
structed with textured surfacing on the flat section.
Speed tables and raised crosswalks help to reduce
vehicle speeds and enhance pedestrian safety.

Speed Displays

Speed displays measure the speed of approaching
vehicles by radar and inform drivers of their speeds
using an LED display. Speed displays contribute to
increased traffic safety because they are particular-
ly effective in getting drivers traveling ten or more
miles per hour over the speed limit to reduce their
speed.

Speed table

Speed displays

Chicanes



Chicanes

Chicanes are a series of narrowings or curb exten-
sions that alternate from one side of the street to the
other forming an S-shaped path. Chicanes reduce
drivers’ speeds by causing them to shift their hori-
zontal path of travel.

Traffic Diverters

A traffic diverter is a roadway design feature placed
in a roadway to prohibit vehicular traffic from enter-
ing into or exiting from the street, or both.

On-Street Edge Friction

Edge friction is a combination of vertical elements
such as on-street parking, bicycle routes, chicanes,
site furnishings, street trees, and shrubs that reduce
the perceived street width, which has been shown
to reduce motor vehicle speeds.

Pedestrian Treatments

Most streets in Menifee have sidewalks, and the net-
work has been evaluated to determine if appropriate
sidewalk widths and ADA compliant curb ramps are
present (ADA Transition Plan). While many intersec-
tions are signalized and have crosswalks, there are
some segments with long blocks without convenient
crossing places. Providing crossing treatments will
help to reduce “jaywalking” and unsafe crossings
between intersections.

Enhanced Crosswalk Markings

Enhanced crosswalk markings can be installed at
existing or proposed crosswalk locations. They are
designed to both guide pedestrians and to alert
drivers of a crossing location. The bold pattern is in-
tended to enhance visual awareness.

Curb Extensions

Also called bulb-outs or neck-downs, curb exten-
sions extend the curb line outward into the travel
way, reducing the pedestrian crossing distance.
Typically occurring at intersections, they increase
pedestrian visibility, reduce the distance a pedes-
trian must cross, and reduce vehicular delay. Curb
extensions must be installed in locations where they
will not interfere with bicycle lanes or separated
bikeways. If both treatments are needed, addition-
al design features such as ramps, or half-sized curb
extensions should be considered.

Traffic diverter

Curb extensions

Refuge island
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Refuge Island

Refuge islands provide pedestrians and bicyclists a
relatively safe place within an intersection and mid-
block crossing to wait if they are unable to complete
their crossing in one movement.

Mid-block Crossings

Mid-block crossings provide convenient locations
for pedestrians and bicyclists to cross thoroughfares
in areas with infrequent intersection crossings or
where the nearest intersection creates substantial
out-of-direction travel. Mid-block crossings should
be paired with additional traffic-control devices such
as traditional Pedestrian Signals, PHBs, RRFBs, LED
enhanced flashing signs, and/or refuge islands.

Lighting

Pedestrian-scale lighting provides many practical
and safety benefits, such as illuminating the path
and making crossing walkers and bicyclists more
visible to drivers. Lighting can also be designed to
be fun, artistic, and interactive.

Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs)

A Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPIl) is a signal tim-
ing technique that typically gives pedestrians a 3—7
second head start when entering a crosswalk with
a corresponding green signal in the same direction
of travel. LPIs enhance the visibility of pedestrians

in the intersection and reinforce their right-of-way
over turning vehicles, especially in locations with a
history of conflict. Generally, this leads to a greater
likelihood of vehicles yielding. Depending on inter-
section volume and safety history, a normal right-
turn-on-red (RTOR) might be explicitly prohibited
during the LPI phase.

Pedestrian Scramble

Pedestrian scrambles, also known as all-way pedes-
trian phases, stop vehicular traffic flow simultane-
ously in all directions to allow pedestrians to cross
the intersection in any direction. They are used at in-
tersections with particularly heavy pedestrian cross-
ing levels. Unless cycle lengths can be kept under
90 seconds, Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs) are
generally preferred over pedestrian scrambles.

Modified Traffic Signal Timing

Adjusting the time, phasing, and actuation needed
to cross high-volume and wide streets, provides ad-
ditional safety and comfort for pedestrians and bicy-
clists.

Senior Zones

Potential future city designated senior zones can be
enhanced with street signage, increased crossing
times at traffic signals, benches, bus stops with shel-
ters, and pedestrian lighting.

Lighting Senior zone

Transit stop shelter



Transit Stop Amenities

Transit stop amenities such as shelters with over-
head protection, seating, trash receptacles, and
lighting are essential for encouraging people to
make use of public transit.

Placemaking

The inclusion of urban elements such as parklets
and community gardens encourages walking and
provides usable space for all ages. In many cities,
these urban elements have helped to transform ur-
ban villages and downtowns into walkable destina-
tions. Coordinating with local Menifee businesses
and organizations may provide collaborative design
and funding opportunities between the City, its busi-
nesses, residents, and visitors.

Parklets

Parklets are small, outdoor seating areas that take
over one or two parking spots, reclaiming the space
for the community, and improving the urban environ-
ment’s aesthetics and streetscape.

Community Gardens

Community gardens provide fresh produce and
plants and assist in neighborhood improvement
through a sense of community and connection to
the environment. They are typically managed by lo-
cal governments or non-profit associations.

Special Intersection Paving and
Crosswalk Art

Special intersection paving and crosswalk art pro-
vide unique opportunities at intersections to high-
light crossings, key civic or commercial locations,
while breaking the visual monotony of asphalt. Inter-
section paving treatments and crosswalk art can in-
tegrate context-sensitive colors, textures, and scor-
ing patterns.

Paving treatments and crosswalk art do not define a
crosswalk and should not be seen as a safety mea-
sure. Standard transverse or longitudinal high visibil-
ity crosswalk markings are still required.

Furnishings and Public Art

Transit shelters, bicycle racks, seating, and pub-
lic art provide important amenities for functionality,
design and vitality of the urban environment. They
announce that the street is a safe and comfortable
place to be and provide visual detail and interest.

Crosswalk art

L0,

Public art
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BIKEWAY
RECOMMENDATIONS

Through the community engagement process, ac-
cess throughout Menifee via bicycling among other
active transportation modes, were some of the top is-
sues where residents wanted to see active transpor-
tation improvements. Residents primarily wanted to
see both bike paths away from the street and on the
street. The analysis in Chapter two identified some
of the deficiencies such as lack of bicycle facilities,
bike parking, and lighting. Using similar methodology
as the City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Demand Model,
proposed bicycle projects were identified and bicycle
improvements were developed for the top ten proj-
ects.

The proposed projects form a comprehensive,
low-stress network, including bicycle facilities on
every major (arterial) street and several smaller (lo-
cal) streets. The plan recommends a total of 93
bikeway projects that equate to 183.3 miles of
new bikeways. Of these, 4 percent are multi-use
paths, 60 percent are bicycle lanes, and 36 per-
cent are bicycle routes. Opportunities for separat-
ed bikeways/cycle tracks should be explored when
developing detailed concepts for class 2 bike lanes
where right-of-way is available.

Along the top ten proposed routes, recommenda-
tions were developed based on community input
and data from Chapters Two and Three, field ob-
servations, and previous planning and CIP projects.
The Recommended Projects are mapped by facility
types and identification number accompanied with
tables listing detailed information such as location,
route type, and extent. The following project sheets
provide a brief description, maps, and metrics as-
sociated with each of the top ten bikeway projects.
These project sheets can be used to help guide fu-
ture development, CIP projects, and grant pursuits.
Please refer to Figure 4-1: Bikeway Project Recom-
mendations for all 93 bikeway project locations.

Each of these proposed projects represent a vari-
ety of street types that currently lack safe access
and mobility for pedestrians, bicyclists, and other
non-motorized modes. These treatments are import-
ant to mending existing safety and connectivity gaps

within the City’s current bicycle network. They can
be implemented at the interval that best fits fund-
ing cycles, city discretion, or to take into consider-
ation the availability of new information, new funding
sources, updated collision statistics, updated CIP
lists, etc.

PRIORITIZATION CRITERIA

Once the prioritization process was completed, the
bikeway projects were sorted into three tiers of pri-
oritization based on score. The first tier of priority
projects is composed of the ten highest scoring bike-
way projects that were selected for further analysis.
These Top Ten Projects will create a priority network
of complete streets that will improve non-motorized
travel and transit use throughout the City of Menifee.
Due to funding and implementation purposes, the
remaining proposed bikeway projects were orga-
nized into the second and third tiers of prioritization
based on score. The second tier of bikeway projects
was composed of bikeway projects scoring in the
bottom half percentile. The third tier of bikeway proj-
ects was composed of bikeway projects scoring in
the bottom quarter percentile. Listed below is a brief
description of Tables 4-1through 4-3 and Figures 4-2
through 4-4

Table 4-1 and Figure 4-2: Tier One - Top Ten Bike-
way Projects, include the Top Ten Priority Projects
that sum up to 49.5 miles of proposed bicycle fa-
cilities.

Table 4-2 and Figure 4-3: Tier Two Bikeway Proj-
ects, include the Tier Two recommended projects
that sum up to 91 miles of proposed bicycle facil-
ities.

Table 4-3 and Figure 4-4: Tier Three Bikeway
Projects, include the Tier Three recommended
projects that sum up to 42.8 miles of proposed
bicycle facilities.

The following detailed cut sheets (Figures 4-5
through 4-14) highlight each of the Top Ten priority
corridors including existing conditions as well as
their proposed recommendations. Design concepts,
cost estimates and characteristics are also included
for each corridor. Schools, parks, and other metrics
were derived from data included in a quarter-mile
buffer from the corridor. All bikeway priority projects
within this section are planning level concepts. Fur-
ther evaluation regarding funding and implementa-
tion will be required for these concepts.
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4%
Class |
Multi-use Path

36%
Class Il
Bike Route

Total
Percentage of
Facility Type

60%
Class Il
Bike Lane

TABLE 4-1: Tier One - Top Ten Bikeway Projects

LENGTH
RANK CORRIDOR FROM STREET TO STREET CLASS (MILGES) COST
1 Menifee Rd Mapes Rd City limit Il 7.8 $5,051129
2 Murrieta Rd Ethanac Rd Scott Rd I 5.6 $6,900,219
3 Bradley Rd Rouse Rd Scott Rd I 47 $4,851,999
4 Newport Rd City limit Menifee Rd Il 13 $155,475
5 ARSI DI LTS Evening Star Dr City limit i 5 $1145767
Summoner/Tally
6 La Piedra Rd Murrieta Rd Menifee Rd I 33 $218,714
7 McCall Blvd Valley Blvd Menifee Rd Il 35 $1,664,199
8 Goetz Rd Ethanac Rd Newport Rd I 4.6 $5,599,607
9 Briggs Rd Mapes Rd City limit Il 8.6 $7.944,266
10 Sﬁ/rge“ Ra/Phoenix Way/Sun City | ¢ o Rd Ridgemoor Rd Il 4.4 $1101723
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TABLE 4-2: Tier Two Bikeway Projects

X n E®

Zz CORRIDOR FROM STREET TO STREET %’ g 5 COST
g o 42

11 | Sherman Rd/Laguna Vista Dr/Town Center Newport Rd Wickerd Rd i 274 $215,062
12 | East Dr/Kabian Park Rd/Mountain View PI Goetz Rd Goetz Rd 1l 1.87 $147,046
13 | Encanto Dr Ethanac Rd El Puente St I 2.49 $234,979
14 | Canyon Heights/Cheyenne Canyon/Escalante Goetz Rd Canyon Heights Dr 1l 152 $119,419
15 | Lazy Creek Rd/Rim Creek Path/Pelion Rd Bradley Rd Evans Rd Il 3.84 $897,866
16 | Holland Rd City limit Briggs Rd Il 4.69 $368,004
17 | Lindenberger Rd Heritage Lakes Dr Domenigoni Pkwy Il 1.36 $106,876
18 | McLaughlin Rd Goetz Rd Briggs Rd I 4.25 $333,358
19 | Evans Rd Lazy Creek Rd Wickerd Rd Il 279 $218,941
20 | Sherman Rd Mapes Rd Alta Vista Way I 3.02 $237,223
21 | Watson Rd [-215 Briggs Rd i | 2.94 $230,448
22 | Alta Vista Way/Avenida Halago/Bavaria McCall Blivd Chambers Ave 1l 2.09 $489,582
23 | Rouse Rd Byers Rd Menifee Rd I 3.44 $270,419
24 | Conejo Dr/Juanita Dr/Las Flores Dr Goetz Rd Goetz Rd 1l 2.38 $186,906
25 | Lindenberger Rd Garbani Rd City Limit I 1.53 $120,172
26 | Pebble Beach Dr McCall Bivd Piping Rock Dr I 2.27 $178,168
27 | Avenida de las Flores/Paseo la Plaza Goetz Rd Goetz Rd I 113 $88,325
28 | Chambers Ave Valley Blvd Antelope Rd I 2.36 $185,410
29 | Ethanac Rd Goetz Rd Matthews Rd Il 3.05 $239,775
30 | Matthews Rd Ethanac Rd Briggs Rd I/ 242 $189,885
31 | Newport Rd/Rockport Rd Menifee Rd Briggs Rd Il 1.04 $242,331
32 | Valley Blvd McLaughlin Rd Murrieta Rd I 3.27 $764,216
33 | UNAMED Menifee Rd Domenigoni Pkwy | 0.5 $117,619
34 | Tres Lagos Dr Menifee Rd Southshore Dr I 0.56 $43,796
35 | Bundy Canyon Rd/Scott Rd City limit Leon Rd I 6.49 $1,517,746
36  Palomar Rd Mapes Rd S‘C’Egdjr Ridge Elementary I 24 $560,345
37 | Palomar Rd Holland Rd Scott Rd Il 1.99 $466,228
38 | Malaga Rd Mapes Rd McLaughlin Rd I 1.51 $352,559
39 | Cherry Hills Blvd Valley Blvd Bradley Rd Il 1.45 $338,486
40 | UNAMED Lindenberger Rd Lindenberger Rd | 1.04 $242,425
41 | Vista Way Naranja Dr Conejo Dr I | 059 $138,209
42 | Shadel Rd Encanto Dr Sherman Rd I 0.47 $37,283
43 | Ridgemoor Rd/Boulder Crest/Springbrook Sun City Blvd Honeyrun Rd I 1.99 $156,481
44 | Simpson Rd Menifee Rd Briggs Rd Il 1 $78,653
45 | Antelope Rd Mapes Rd Rouse Rd Il 1.96 $153,542
46 | Mapes Rd Sherman Rd Briggs Rd I 2.53 $198,364
47 | El Rancho Dr/Piping Rock Rd/Potomac Dr Bradley Rd Bradley Rd Il 1.34 $312,597
48 | Coastline Ave Menifee Rd Heritage Lakes Dr I 0.22 $52,326
49 | Junipero Rd Menifee Rd McCall Bivd Il 0.5 $117,485
50 | Grosse Point Dr Chambers Ave Cherry Hills Blvd I 0.84 $195,799
51 | Albion Ln/Hanover Ln Antelope Rd Craig Ave I 0.81 $190,119
52 | Garbani Rd City limit Briggs Rd 1711 58 $1,355,251
53 | Chester Morrison Way/School Park Dr Bradley Rd La Piedra Rd I 0.54 $126,231
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TABLE 4-3: Tier Three Bikeway Projects

« w E®@

Zz CORRIDOR FROM STREET TO STREET ﬁ g 5 COST
& o 42

54 | Augusta Dr Sun City Blvd Bradley Rd 1 0.27 $62,112
55 | Wickerd Rd Byers Rd Briggs Rd Il 3.6 $840,302
56 | Los Carrizos Rd/Morgan Horse St Holland Rd Garbani Rd I 1.02 $238,008
57 | Cadena Dr/Citation Ave Menifee Rd Briggs Rd Il 1.01 $236,501
58 | La Ladera Rd Normandy Rd Honeyrun Rd 1 0.84 $197,383
59 | Craig Ave Byers Rd Menifee Rd Il 17 $396,997
60 | Lindenberger Rd/Southshore Dr La Piedra Rd Tres Lagos Dr 1l 0.5 $117,057
61 | Lake Forest Dr El Rancho Dr Potomac Dr 1] 0.35 $82,637
62 | Canyon Dr Goetz Rd Valley Blvd I 1.88 $440,080
63 | Honeyrun Rd Lone Pine St Valley Blvd Il 0.65 $152,368
64 | Haun Rd/Zeiders Rd Holland Rd Keller Rd - 3.01 $703,153
65 | Little Reb PI/Bellamy Ln/Tulita Ln Scott Rd Menifee Rd 11 145 $338,530
66 | Evans Rd Ethanac Rd Rouse Rd Il 0.99 $230,545
67 | Butterwood Dr/Country Fair Dr La Ladera Rd La Ladera Rd 1] 0.38 $88,044
68 | Skyward Trl/Thornton Ave/Turfwood St Rouse Rd/Murrieta Rd Valley Blvd 1l 11 $258,113
69 | Normandy Rd Audie Murphy Rd Spirit Park Il 0.68 $159,863
70 | Beth Dr Byers St Murrieta Rd 1 0.51 $118,245
71 | Byers Rd Ethanac Rd Walden Rd 1] 277 $646,653
72 | Audie Murphy Rd Goetz Rd Goetz Rd Il 1.84 $4,134,559
73 | Hull St Ethanac Rd Rouse Rd Il 0.98 $229,859
74 | Hayden Rd/Walden Rd Wickerd Rd Tucker Rd 1l 0.63 $146,469
75 | Sequoia Springs Dr Ridgemoor Rd Honeyrun Rd Il 0.21 $48118
76 | UNAMED Murrieta Rd Evans Rd I 0.5 $115,790
77 | Presley St Rouse Rd Sun City Blvd Il 0.45 $106,163
78 | Tucker Rd Wickerd Rd Scott Rd 1 0.5 $1121,294
79 | Daily Rd/Keller Rd/Wright Rd Bundy Canyon Rd Bundy Canyon Rd Il 2.63 $615,079
80 | Keller Rd Kasper Ln Scenic View Dr Il 0.8 $185,839
81 | Goodrich Dr/Nova Ln/Starr Dr Hull St Evans Rd Il 0.52 $121,220
82 | Mira St Wickerd Rd Scott Rd Il 0.5 $39,253
83 | Tupelo Rd Sherman Rd Bradley Rd Il 0.5 $39,279
84 | Curzulla Rd/Merritt Rd Briggs Rd/Scott Rd Leon Rd 1 1.41 $330,453
85 | Mc Bob Rd/Hoffman Ln Scott Rd Keller Rd Il 138 $322,246
86 | Woodbine Ln Lindenberger Rd Briggs Rd 1l 0.5 $1119,329
87 | Waldon Rd Bundy Canyon Rd Murrieta Rd Il 0.85 $199,293
88 | Arcadia Ln/Barker Ln/Edmiston Rd Bundy Canyon Rd Wright Rd 1 1.96 $457,903
89 | Ciccotti St/Gloria Rd Howard Rd Keller Rd Il 0.62 $145,569
90 | Howard Rd Keller Rd Wickerd Rd Il 15 $3,373,036
91 | Heim St Bradley Rd Howard Rd ] 0.5 $1129173
92 | Leaon Rd Scott Rd Keller Rd I 1 $78,679
93 | Derby Hill Dr Newport Rd Taawila Elementary Il 0.31 $72,443
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PROPOSED BIKEWAY PROJECT 1

MENIFEE ROAD
(FROM MAPES RD TO CITY LIMIT)

Cost Estimate: $5,051,129

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Menifee Road corridor is located in east Meni-
fee and runs north to south. The corridor passes
through a number of schools and parks including
Aldergate Park, Wheatfield Park, Freedom Crest El-
ementary, and Callie Kirkpatrick Elementary. Three
pedestrian collisions have been reported along this
route as well as two bicycle collisions.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Menifee Road proposed improvements include
Installing Class Il Bike lanes along this segment with
Buffered Bike Lanes where feasible. In addition, road
width modifications and roadway restriping should
be implemented to improve the corridor. The Future
Roadway Classification for this segment is a 4-Lane
Arterial.

AT A GLANCE
I:IEI®I:II:I
0o n 0o A
2 3
Schools Parks
2 2.5 miles
Bicycle Collisions Missing Sidewalk

Project Length:
7.8 miles
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west side will be
widening along the
property frontage
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curb north of the
tracks and 65 feet
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Development
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include bike lanes.
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Class | : Multi-Use Path

ww== Class |l : Bike Lane
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FIGURE 4-5: Menifee Rd Proposed Improvements
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Explore reducing
width of travel lanes
and center median.

Restripe roadway to
install 6 foot Class Il
Bike Lanes.
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FIGURE 4-5: Menifee Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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width of travel lanes.

Restripe roadway to
install 6 foot Class

Il Bike Lanes with a
2 foot Buffer on the
west side and 2 foot
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side.

BELL MOUNTAIN RD

Explore reducing
width of existing
Class Il Bike Lanes.

Restripe roadway to
install 6 foot Class

Il Bike Lanes with a
4 foot Buffer on the
west side and 4 foot
Buffer on the east

Explore reducing
travel lane widths and
roadway widening to
install 6 foot Class Il
Bike Lanes with a 2
foot Buffer.

Requires an
additional 4 feet of
widening on the west
side and 4 feet of
widening on the east
side of the road.
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Explore reducing
travel lane widths and
roadway widening to
install 6 foot Class Il
Bike Lanes with a 2
foot Buffer.

Requires an
additional 4 feet of
widening on the west
side and 4 feet of
widening on the east
side of the road.
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travel lane widths and
roadway widening to
install 6 foot Class Il
Bike Lanes with a 2
foot Buffer.
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additional 8 feet of
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travel lane widths and
roadway widening to
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Requires an
additional 4 feet of
widening on the west
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side of the road.

Explore reducing
width of travel lanes.

Restripe roadway to
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2 foot Buffer on the
west side and 2 foot
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side.

Existing Bike Facilities
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FIGURE 4-5: Menifee Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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PROPOSED BIKEWAY PROJECT 2

MURRIETA ROAD
(FROM ETHANAC RD TO SCOTT RD)

Cost Estimate: $6,900,219

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Murrieta Road corridor is located in west Meni-
fee and runs north to south. The corridor passes
through a number of churches including the Meni-
fee Bible Church, St. Vincent Ferrer Church, Valley
Christian Fellowship of Menifee. Four pedestrian
collisions have been reported along this route as
well as four bicycle collisions.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Install Class Il Bike lanes along this segment with
Buffered Bike Lanes where feasible; along with, add-
ing road width modifications, bike lanes, and road-
way restriping to improve the corridor. The Future
Roadway Classifications for this segment are 4-Lane
Secondary to the north and 4-Lane Arterial to the
south.

AT A GLANCE
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FIGURE 4-6: Murrieta Rd Proposed Improvements
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CANMINIT:
DEL so shoulders to 6 foot
=38 Class |l Bike Lanes in
both directions.

BACBY PEAK DR

Explore reducing
width of travel lanes.

=}
! PARK cw AVESRS R .
l Restripe roadway to

install 6 foot Class
Il Bike Lanes with a
2 foot Buffer on the

B west side and 2 foot
Buffer on the east
side.

* MELITTARD ‘f.

l.-.._g City Boundary
FIGURE 4-6: Murrieta Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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“EARMINGTON RD
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width of travel lanes
on the east side to add
a 6 foot Class Il Bike
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to install 6 foot Class ‘% |
Requires an additional Il Bike Lanes with a e
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FIGURE 4-6: Murrieta Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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3 9, : :
N - =
) - -
¥ 48 Explore reducing =
—4l width of travel lanes. .
: . IlllllIIIIllllllllllllllwwpﬁgllllh
CA\ Restripe roadway to . - H
Bl install 6 foot Class Explore reducing H o
El 1| Bike Lanes with a the width of = .=
j - CMl 2 foot Buffer on the :c[he nlolrthbotund - =
-y -l \est side and 2 foot ravel lane to 3 =
" uululllflﬂrﬁg& E ¥ Buffer on the east accomquate a =
e itans u:. { side. ggsesalétBs”i(deeLane eI E
Consider roadway PR
widening to install £

Explore reducing
width of travel
lanes and roadway
widening.

a 6 foot Class I

Bike Lane with 2
foot Buffer on the
west side and 2 foot
Buffer on the east
side.

ROLLINGHILLS DR
Restripe roadway to
install 5 foot Class |l {8
Bike Lanes in both
directions.

i Explore roadway
widening to install
a 6 foot Class |l
Bike Lanes with 2
foot Buffer on the
west side and 2 foot
Buffer on the east
side.

Requires additional 8
feet of widening on

Requires additional e mEstElR

3 feet of widening
on the west side of
the road
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Illlll'lllllllllllllllllllll%ﬁ Requires additional 8

feet of widening on
the west side and an
additional 8 feet of
widening on the east
side of the road.
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Explore reducing
width travel lanes
and consider
roadway widening to
install a 6 foot Class i
Il Bike Lane with 2

foot Buffer on the

west side and 2 foot
Buffer on the east

side.

Requires additional 6
feet of widening on

an IIIIIIIIIIIIlllllllllllllllllllllllllllIIII EENNNEREEIEENNEANER

SO——— the west side and 6

feet of widening on

the east side of the

road.

OKUMA RD:

Proposed Bike Projects Existing Bike Facilities
mnnERE Class | : Multi-Use Path Class | : Multi-Use Path
EEEEER Class |l : Bike Lane s Class Il : Bike Lane

e n———
H

senmnnl Class |ll : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard L I city Boundary
FIGURE 4-6: Murrieta Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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PROPOSED BIKEWAY PROJECT 3

BRADLEY ROAD
(FROM ROUSE RD TO SCOTT RD)

Cost Estimate: $4,851,999

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Bradley Road corridor is located in west Menifee
and runs north to south. The corridor passes through
Chester W Morrison Elementary and Lyle Marsh
Park and a number of churches including Heritage
Church, New Life Church, Menifee United Church of
Christ, Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints,
and Valley Seventh Day Adventist Church. One pe-
destrian collision has been reported along this route.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Install Class Il Bike lanes along this corridor with Buff-
ered Bike Lanes where feasible. In addition, road
width modifications, converting the shoulder to a
bike lane, and roadway restriping to accommodate
for bike lanes should be implemented to improve
the corridor. The Future Roadway Classification var-
ies for this segment is a 4-Lane Secondary to the
north to a 4-Lane Major to the south.

AT A GLANCE
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u]n] n 00
2
Schools Parks
(o) 1.7 miles
Bicycle Collisions Missing Sidewalk

Project Length:
4.7 miles
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O

23

Crosswalk Improvements



Explore reducing
width of travel lanes.

Restripe roadway to
install 6 foot Class Il
Bike Lanes in both
directions with a 2
foot Buffer on the
west side and no
buffer on the east
side.

Install “No Parking”
signage on the west
side of the roadway.

INVAREY ST

Fllll!lll

Explore reducing
width of travel lanes.

Restripe roadway to
install 6 foot Class Il
Bike Lanes in both
directions with a 2
foot Buffer on the
west side and no
buffer on the east
§ side.

Install “No Parking”
signage on the west
side of the roadway.

Align with existing
Bike Lanes.
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Proposed Bike Projects
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2

Leave existing Bike
Lane as is.

Existing Bike Facilities
Class | : Multi-Use Path

s (Class |l : Bike Lane

_g City Boundary

FIGURE 4-7: Bradley Rd Proposed Improvements
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Explore reducing
the number of travel
lanes to remove a
travel lane in each
direction.

Restripe roadway to
install 6 foot Class
Il Bike Lanes with a

# 38 foot Buffer on the
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Buffer on the east
side.
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SNEAD'DR
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= o west side and 2 foot
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| SRR width of travel lanes.

| Restripe roadway to
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Il Bike Lane on the
west side and a 6
foot Class Il Bike
Lanes with a 2 foot
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IEL RO ” side.

Leave existing Bike
Lane as is.
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Explore reducing
width of travel lanes.

L PITIY |
)

& ' Restripe roadway to
install 6 foot Class

Il Bike Lanes with a
2 foot Buffer on the
west side and 2 foot
Buffer on the east
side.
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width of travel lane on
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a 6 foot Class Il Bike

Lane.
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FIGURE 4-7: Bradley Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)



Explore reducing
width of travel lanes.

DESERT
EAGLE VAY

Restripe roadway to
install 6 foot Class

Il Bike Lanes with a
2 foot Buffer on the
west side and 2 foot
Buffer on the east

'AU_GUSTA_ AVE *

EAJOE'ST

GREEN BRANGCH ST
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@l Consider roadway
widening to install

6 foot Class Il Bike
Lanes with a 2 foot
Buffer on the west
side and 2 foot Buffer
on the east side.

Requires an additional
8 feet of widening on
the west side and 8
feet of widening on
the east side of the

llllll‘l‘llll'llllIllﬂﬁm‘ﬁ“mlllllllllll

CORSON road.
E=AE SRS —
Paloma ]
Valley Explore reducing
High width of travel lanes.

Restripe roadway to
install 6 foot Class Il
Bike Lanes in both
directions and a 2
foot Buffer on the east
side.

TE— e

—

Illlllllllllllllll.lllllm

If feasible, remove

8§ on-street parking to
accommodate a Buffer
on the west side.

5

Proposed Bike Projects
mnnnnsl Class | : Multi-Use Path
mnnEnsl Class |l : Bike Lane

snnnnsl Class |/l : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard i—"-.i City Boundary
FIGURE 4-7: Bradley Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)

Consider roadway
widening to install 6
foot Class Il Bike Lanes
with a 2 foot Buffer

on the west side and

2 foot Buffer on the
east side. Widen travel
lanes by 2 feet.

HILO AVE

llllll‘illmi’mmllllllllll

Requires an additional
10 feet of widening on
the west side and 10

| feet of widening on the

east side of the road.

Recommend a Class
Il Bike Route through
this unpaved area.
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wes== (Class Il : Bike Lane
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Recommend a Class

Il Bike Route through
this unpaved area.
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Consider roadway
paving and widening
to install 6 foot Class
Il Bike Lanes with a
2 foot Buffer on the
west side and 2 foot
Buffer on the east
side. Widen travel
lanes by 2 feet.
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Requires an additional
8 feet of widening on
the west side and 8

feet of widening on
the east side of the
road.
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FIGURE 4-7: Bradley Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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PROPOSED BIKEWAY PROJECT 4

NEWPORT ROAD
(FROM CITY LIMIT TO MENIFEE RD)

Cost Estimate: $155,475

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Newport Road corridor is centrally located in
Menifee and runs east to west. The commercial ar-
eas located to the west end of this segment con-
nects to the residential uses located to the east. Ad-
ditionally, this segment grants access to Interstate
215. Four pedestrian collisions have been reported
along this route as well as seven bicycle collisions.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Consider roadway narrowing to Install Class Il Bike
lanes along this corridor with Buffered Bike Lanes. In
addition, reducing the number of travel lanes to re-
move one travel lane in each direction and restriping
the roadway to install six foot Class Il Bike Lanes are
recommended to improve the corridor. The Future
Roadway Classification varies for this segment is a
6-Lane Urban Arterial.

AT A GLANCE
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oo __ 00

Project Length:
1.3 miles

LM

EIEInEID

o

Schools Parks
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Bicycle Collisions Missing Sidewalk
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Crosswalk Improvements
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FIGURE 4-8: Newport Rd Proposed Improvements
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PROPOSED BIKEWAY PROJECT 5 @l Project Length:

ALDERGATE DRIVE/ 5 miles
ANTELOPE ROAD/TALLY

ROAD/SUMMONER ROAD
(FROM EVENING STAR DR TO CITY LIMIT)

Cost Estimate: $1,145,767 ) ap

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Antelope Road/Tally Road/Summoner Road cor- }.
ridor is located in east Menifee and runs north to ‘,‘ 3
south. The corridor connects to residential and com- %

mercial uses as well as Mt. San Jacinto College and
several churches. It should also be noted that the ex-
isting bike lanes located in The Oasis, a private com-
munity, are only accessible to those residents living
there. Two pedestrian collisions have been reported
along this route as well as four bicycle collisions.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Install Class Il Bike lanes along this corridor with
Buffered Bike Lanes. In addition, road width modi-
fications and roadway restriping are recommended
to improve the corridor. The Future Roadway Classi-
fication varies for this segment from north to south
is a 2-Lane Collector, 4-Lane Secondary, and 4-Lane
Major.

‘1"“‘@““"““'--.\ A B
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Schools Parks Pedestrian Collisions
O miles 5
Bicycle CoII|S|ons Missing Sidewalk  Crosswalk Improvements
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Explore striping

for 5 foot Advisory
Bike Lanes on each
side of the road.

SAGEBRUSHRD

Existing on-street
parking to remain.

The City has been
working with Riverside
County Parks and
Transportation on

a 14-foot-wide trail
alignment along the
northern boundary

of this parcel. The
easement will generally
follow the existing
unimproved trail
alignment and would
require easement
access from the
property owners within

Explore reducing the
width of travel lanes

to install 6 foot Class

Il Bike Lanes with a 2
foot Buffer on the west
side and 2 foot Buffer
on the east side.

Post “No Parking”
signage.

Explore reducing the
width of travel lanes

to install 6 foot Class

Il Bike Lanes with a 2
foot Buffer on the west
side and 2 foot Buffer
on the east side.
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Proposed Bike Projects
snnEEE Class | : Multi-Use Path
seEEEsl Class |l : Bike Lane

ssunnnl Class |l : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard =

.
l.....g City Boundary

S ; i

*
",' B ) 5| 0re reducing the
- width of travel lanes.

Consider roadway

widening to install

6 foot Class Il Bike
* Lanes with a 2 foot
| Buffer on the west

Requires an additional
5 feet of widening on
the west side and 5
feet of widening on
the east side of the

Explore converting the
southbound shoulder
to a Class Il Bike Lane.

Reduce the width of
the east travel lane.

Install a 13 foot Class Il
Bike Lane on the west
side and 5 foot Class
Il Bike Lane with a 2
foot Buffer on the east
side.

Leave existing Bike
Lane as is.
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HAUN RD

EX|st|ng Bike Facilities
Class | : Multi-Use Path
ww== Class Il : Bike Lane

FIGURE 4-9: Aldergate Dr/Antelope Rd/Tally Rd/Summoner Rd Proposed Improvements
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with a 2 foot Buffer on g Wwidening and
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Proposéd Bike Projects Existing Bike Facilities
snnERnl Class | : Multi-Use Path Class | : Multi-Use Path
sEnEnsl Class |l : Bike Lane wm=== (Class Il : Bike Lane

sssnsnl Class Ill : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard I.F | city Boundaty
FIGURE 4-9: Aldergate Dr/Antelope Rd/Tally Rd/Summoner Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)



WILLOWOOD WAY

LUTHER pR

Convert 5 foot
shoulders to 5 foot
Class Il Bike Lanes in
both directions.

Explore reducing the
width of travel lanes
and restripe to install 6
foot Class Il Bike Lanes
with a 2 foot Buffer on
the west side and 2
foot Buffer on the east
side.

Requires roadway
maintenance to clear
debris.
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Proposed Bike Projects Existing Bike Facilities
mennns Class | : Multi-Use Path Class | : Multi-Use Path
sunmnnl Class |l : Bike Lane ww=== Class Il : Bike Lane

ssumin Class Ill : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard l"“"i City Boundary
FIGURE 4-9: Aldergate Dr/Antelope Rd/Tally Rd/Summoner Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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BAILEY PARK.BLVD

Beyond City Limit

AN

O

Proposed Bike Projects Existing Bike Facilities
mnnmR Class | : Multi-Use Path Class | : Multi-Use Path

sunmnnl Class |l : Bike Lane Class Il : Bike Lane

snamnnl Class |l : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard L’- I city Boundary

FIGURE 4-9: Aldergate Dr/Antelope Rd/Tally Rd/Summoner Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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PROPOSED BIKEWAY PROJECT 6 Project Length:

LA PIEDRA ROAD 3.3 miles
(FROM MURRIETA RD TO MENIFEE RD)

Cost Estimate: $218,714 j]

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The La Piedra Road corridor is located in south 4 2134

Menifee and runs east to west. The corridor passes

through a number of schools and churches including
Evans Ranch Elementary, Santa Rosa Academy, Bell
Mountain Middle School, Mt. San Jacinto College,
and the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints.
One pedestrian collision has been reported along
this route as well as five bicycle collisions.

Ll FU LA P L LT
Tamy

RECOMMENDATIONS

Install Class Il Bike lanes along this segment with
Buffered Bike Lanes where feasible. In addition, re-
ducing width of travel lanes and restriping roadways

ridor. The Future Roadway Classification for this seg-

for bike lanes are recommended to improve the cor- |_\

ment is a 4-Lane Secondary Road.

AT A GLANCE
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width of travel lanes.
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FIGURE 4-10: La Piedra Rd Proposed Improvements
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STERNDR

Explore roadway
restriping to
accommodate
Class lll Sharrows
westbound and
convert the
eastbound 7 foot
s shoulder to a 7 foot
OLD WINDMILLRD Class Il Bike Lane.
If feasible, explore
removing the
westbound outside
travel lane to install a
Class Il Bike Lane.
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Explore reducing
width of travel lanes
to accommodate a
5 foot Class Il Bike
Lane on the north
side of the roadway.

Santa Rosa
Academy

If feasible, explore
removal of on-street
parking to install a 6
foot Class Il bike lane
with 2 foot buffer on
the south side of the

|

]

|

!
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r
|

¢ roadway.

If on-street parking
cannot be removed
Sharrows are
recommended.
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Existing Bike Facilities
: Multi-Use Path

s Class Il ; Bike Lane
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lanes to remove one
é travel lane in each
direction.
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Restripe roadway to
| install 7 foot Class Il
Bike Lanes
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Proposed Bike Projects
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MENIFEE Active Transportation Plan

FIGURE 4-10: La Piedra Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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Exploie ieducing
the number of travel
lanes to remove one
travel lane in each
direction.

Restripe roadway to
install 7 foot Class I
Bike Lanes
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Proposed Bike Projects Existing Bike Facilities
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FIGURE 4-10: La Piedra Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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PROPOSED BIKEWAY PROJECT 7 Project Length:

McCALL BOULEVARD 3.5 miles
(FROM VALLEY BLVD TO MENIFEE RD) j]
2134

Cost Estimate: $1,664,199

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The McCall Boulevard corridor is located in south
Menifee and runs east to west. The corridor passes emmmn®’
through a number of commercial uses and connects [ . " R

to residential communities. This corridor serves as a

primary access point to Interstate 215. Four pedestri-

an collisions have been reported along this route as

well as one bicycle collision.

gumn

RECOMMENDATIONS

Install Class Il Bike lanes along this segment with
Buffered Bike Lanes where feasible. In addition,
modifying road width and restriping roadways for bike
lanes are recommended to improve the corridor.
The Future Roadway Classifications for this segment

6-Lane Urban Arterial east of |-215.

are a 4-Lane Major Road to the west of I-215 and a |-\

AT A GLANCE
d&x Y S
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Schools Parks Pedestrian Collisions
1 1.7 miles 10
Bicycle Collisions Missing Sidewalk  Crosswalk Improvements



Proposed Bike Projects Existing Bike Facilities
sesmnsl Class | : Multi-Use Path Class | : Multi-Use Path
mEREnnl Class |l : Bike Lane

sssnsnl Class IIl : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard {'_ I city Boundary

FIGURE 4-11: McCall Blvd Proposed Improvements
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side.

Ly
m
o
o
m
P

'||llllllllllllllllllllllllmlllllllllll lll..“&wﬁfétw.

ASPECRD

uil
L
set
49

&
%)
<&
0066 :?3
) e N
&L 0
@P{ﬂ éu = O?.'{‘

Proposed Bike Projects

Convert the 8 foot
shoulder on the north
side to a 8 foot Class I
Bike Lane.

Convert the 6 foot
shoulder on the south
side to a 6 foot Class Il

PALOMAR RD Bike Lane.
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width of travel lanes
to install 6 foot Class

Il Bike Lanes with a

7 foot Buffer on the
north side and 9 foot
Buffer on the south
side.

Requires an additional
5 feet of widening on
the north side of the
road.
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FIGURE 4-11: McCall Blvd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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PROPOSED BIKEWAY PROJECT 8

GOETZ ROAD
(FROM ETHANAC RD TO NEWPORT RD)

Cost Estimate: $5,599,607

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Goetz Road corridor is located in west Menifee
and runs north to south. The corridor passes through
a number of residential and vacant land parcels. Ad-
ditionally, this corridor serves as primary access to
the Quail Valley Fire Station, Quail Valley Elemen-
tary, Grace Evangelical Free Church, and East Port
Park. One pedestrian collision has been reported
along this route.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Install Class Il Bike lanes along this segment with
Buffered Bike Lanes where feasible. In addition, mod-
ifying road width, restriping roadways for bike lanes,
and relocating detection loops are recommended to
improve the corridor. The Future Roadway Classifi-
cations for this segment is a 4-Lane Arterial to the
north and a 4-Lane Major to the south.

AT A GLANCE
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il width of travel lanes. RUFEIAN RD :
Restripe roadway to ' 5
install 5 foot Class Il f- 4 j

Bike Lanes in both
directions.

AARON

ALAN DR

Explore reducing
width of travel lanes.
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Restripe roadway to

install 6 foot Class

Il Bike Lanes with a
2 foot Buffer on the
west side and 2 foot
Buffer on the east

side.

r |\
....."llllllllll“‘

pnnnn W A B R s
CHAMBERS
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Consider roadway

widening to install

6 foot Class Il Bike
Lanes with a 2 foot
Buffer on the west
side and 2 foot Buffer
on the east side.

%o
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Requires an additional
8 feet of widening on
the west side and 8
feet of widening on
the east side of the

road.
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FIGURE 4-12: Goetz Rd Proposed Improvements
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Consider roadway
widening to install

6 foot Class Il Bike
Lanes with a 2 foot
Buffer on the west
side and 2 foot Buffer
on the east side.

Requires an additional
8 feet of widening on
the west side and 8
feet of widening on
the east side of the

Ha OHONYH

*,
‘C‘ ““ L7
L}
3% t f
S ¥ =

Proposed Bike Projects Existing Bike Facilities
snnEnnl Class | : Multi-Use Path Class | : Multi-Use Path
sunmnnl Class |l : Bike Lane Class Il : Bike Lane

snunnn Class lll : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard

Active Transportation Plan

el
i._...g City Boundary
FIGURE 4-12: Goetz Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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FIGURE 4-12: Goetz Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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MENIFEE Active Transportation Plan
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PROPOSED BIKEWAY PROJECT 9 Project Length:

BRIGGS ROAD 8.6 miles
(FROM MAPES RD TO CITY LIMIT)

Cost Estimate: $7,944,266 j]

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Briggs Road corridor is located in east Meni- 4 213 ]
fee and runs north to south. The corridor passes

through two schools- Harvest Valley Elementary and
Heritage High School. There is a gap in connectivity
along this corridor due to open space. One bicycle
collision has been reported along this route.

PPLL

RECOMMENDATIONS

Install Class Il Bike lanes along this segment with
Buffered Bike Lanes where feasible. In addition,
modifying road width, restriping roadways for bike
lanes, and designating bike trails are recommended L15) -.
to improve the corridor. The Future Roadway Classi-
fication for this segment is a 4-Lane Arterial.

-
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Proposed Bike Projects
mnnnnsl Class | : Multi-Use Path
mnnEnsl Class |l : Bike Lane

mnennsl Class ||| : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard I.'- __! City Boundary

Explore reducing
width of travel lanes.

Restripe roadway to
install 6 foot Class

Il Bike Lanes with a
2 foot Buffer on the
west side and 2 foot
Buffer on the east
side.

Reduce width of
the southbound
travel lane to
accommodate a

3 foot Buffer and
Class Il Bike Lane
between on-street
parking and the
southbound travel
lane.

Convert the
shoulder on the
east side to a 5 foot
Class Il Bike Lane.

Reduce width of
the southbound
travel lane to
accommodate a
Class Il 6 foot Bike
Lane.

Restripe the
shoulder on the east
side and convert to
a 6 foot Class Il Bike
Lane.

SH-74

Heritage High

Balialst

DRIGG3I R

IllllllNngkamllllll

Existing Bike Facilities
Class | : Multi-Use Path

FIGURE 4-13: Briggs Rd Proposed Improvements

* Class Il ; Bike Lane

(SR Sl N

Explore roadway
widening to install

6 foot Class Il Bike
Lanes and 2 foot
Ruffers on both sides
of the roadway.

Requires an
additional 8 feet

of widening on the
west side and 8 feet
of widening on the
east side of the road.

Reduce roadway
narrowing to install
5 foot Class Il Bike

Lanes on both sides
of the roadway.
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FIGURE 4-13: Briggs Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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this section as a
Bike Trail due to
existing open space.

additional 8 feet of
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Tt A S ST T T I side of the road

Explore designating
this section as a
Bike Trail due to
existing open space.

O

llllllllllli%ﬂﬁ%lllllllll.

Proposed Bike Projects Existing Bike Facilities
sesmnsl Class | : Multi-Use Path Class | : Multi-Use Path
menmnnl Class |l : Bike Lane ww=== Class Il : Bike Lane

ussEss Class Il : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard £ I city Boundary
[ B

SLUE,I@O,Id ¥ sUONePUSWWODOSY « 7 A LAVHD

FIGURE 4-13: Briggs Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)

115



MENIFEE Active Transportation Plan

=y
=
[}

Explore roadway
widening to install
Class Il Bike Lanes
with a 2 foot Buffer
on the west side and
a 2 foot Buffer on
the east side of the
roadway.

Requires an
additional 8 feet of
widening on the west
side and 8 feet of
widening on the east
side of the road
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FIGURE 4-13: Briggs Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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Explore roadway
widening to install
6 foot Class Il Bike
Lanes with a 2 foot
Buffer on the west
side and a 2 foot
Buffer on the east

side of the roadway.

Requires an
additional 8 feet of
widening on the west
side and 8 feet of
widening on the east
side of the road.
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SHARON WAY

Explore roadway
restriping to install
6 foot Class Il

Bike Lanes in both
directions. Install
a 2 foot Buffer on
the east side of
the roadway.
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ALCAZAR DR

Proposed Bike Projects
ERRERE Class | : Multi-Use Path

D [ T ] e

BRIGGS RD

Nonstandard

roadway.

Explore roadway
paving and
widening to install
6 foot Class Il Bike
Lanes with a 2 foot
Buffer on the west
side and a 2 foot
Buffer on the east

side of the roadway.

Explore roadway
restriping to install
6 foot Class Il Bike
Lanes with a 2 foot
Buffer on the west
side and a 2 foot
Buffer on the east
side of the roadway.

FAR DR

Explore roadway
widening to install
6 foot Class Il Bike
Lanes with a 2
foot Buffer on the
west side and a 2
foot Buffer on the
east side of the

roadway.

Requires an
additional 8 feet

of widening on the
west side and 8
feet of widening on
the east side of the
road.

CAMINO DE LOS CABALLOS
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lagunnnuss
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menEnnl Class |l : Bike Lane

ssssnn Class Il : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard i." I city Boundary

FIGURE 4-13: Briggs Rd Proposed Improvements (Cont.)

Explore roadway
widening to install
6 foot Class Il
Bike Lanes with

2 foot Buffers on
both sides of the
roadway.

Requires an
additional 8 feet

of widening on the
west side and 8
feet of widening on
the east side of the
road.

Existing Bike Facilities
' Class | : Multi-Use Path
== (Class |l : Bike Lane
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BARNETT ROAD/SUN CITY 4.4 miles

BOULEVARD/PHOENIX WAY
(FROM ETHANAC RD TO RIDGEMOOR RD)

Cost Estimate: $1,101,723

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Barnett Road corridor is located in west Meni-
fee and runs north to south. The corridor primarily
connects residential parcels to the Sun City Civic
Association and Ridgemoor Elementary School. Two
pedestrian collisions have been reported along this
route as well as one bicycle collision.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Install Class Il Bike lanes along this segment with
Buffered Bike Lanes where feasible. In addition,
road width modifications, restriping roadways for bike
lanes, and maintaining on-street parking are recom-
mended to improve this corridor. The Future Road-
way Classification for this segment is a 4-Lane Sec-
ondary and 2-Lane Secondary.

AT A GLANCE
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. BUCCANEER DR <
E[HA%C‘ NN NN R ERENNEREERE R NRA AR r %- % %_
RD 1 Explore roadway £ ©
i restriping to install s
' 6 foot Class Il Bike o
Explore roadway . o
widening to install : Iéarf1fes Wltl::ha 2 foott - &
6 foot Class Il Bike o lic LTSRS QLJ;ﬁ'ﬂ;lllllllll""“

Lanes with a 2
foot Buffer on the
west side and a 2
foot Buffer on the
east side of the
roadway.

Requires an
additional 8 feet

of widening on the
west side and 8
feet of widening on
the east side of the
road.

side and a 2 foot
Buffer on the east

side of the roadway.

“STARK-ST
MONK-ST,

Explore reducing
the number of travel
lanes to remove one
travel lane in each
direction.

Restripe roadway to
install 6 foot Class Il
Bike Lanes in both
directions. Bike
Lanes should have

ER/NEEEEER

two 3 foot Buffers

on each side of the
Bike Lanes between
on-street parking and
the travel lane.

Maintain dirt road
for vehicles and
provide a Class |
Bike Path.
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Explore reducing
the number of travel
lanes to remove
the southbound
travel lane. Reduce
@ the width of the
{ northbound travel
! lane.

RUGGIE RD

INVITATION DR

Explore striping

for 5 foot Advisory
Bike Lanes on each
side of the road.

CIRCUS Restripe roadway to

install 6 foot Class Il
Bike Lanes in both
directions. Bike
Lanes should have
two 3 foot Buffers
on each side of the
Bike Lanes between
! on-street parking
and the travel lane.

o
i

m
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w
5
CHINADR

SARATOGA DR

BUCCANEER“

Existing Bike Facilities
* Class | : Multi-Use Path
== (Class |l : Bike Lane
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SUMMER SUNéHJNE“DR

- TROPICANA DR

Proposed Bike Projects
snnnEnl Class | : Multi-Use Path
unsnEnl Class Il : Bike Lane

sssnen Class Ill : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard i:'-_;! City Boundary
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FIGURE 4-14: Barnett Road/Sun City Boulevard/Phoenix Way Proposed Improvements
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Explore roadway
restriping to install
6 foot Class Il Bike

| Lanes with a 2 foot & u%ﬁpuunuulul"

Buffer on the west -
side and a 2 foot
Buffer on the east
side of the roadway.

STARK-ST

'llll.llII.IIF:Fsﬁﬁk'IﬁYlﬁlTllll.l.llll

MEHAFFEY ST

JAEEENE ST

FARRELE ST

guaantust

. =1,
Proposed Bike Projects
sEnEndl Class | : Multi-Use Path
sEnEnsl Class |l : Bike Lane
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CHINA

TROFICANA DR

Explore reducing
the number of travel
lanes to remove one
travel lane in each
direction.

Restripe roadway to
install 6 foot Class Il
Bike Lanes in both
directions. Bike
Lanes should have

8 two 3 foot Buffers

on each side of the
Bike Lanes between
on-street parking and
the travel lane.

INVAREY ST

Explore reducing
the number of travel
lanes to remove

the southbound
travel lane. Reduce

¥ the width of the

northbound travel
lane.

Restripe roadway to

8 install 6 foot Class Il

Bike Lanes in both
directions. Bike
Lanes should have
two 3 foot Buffers
on each side of the
Bike Lanes between
on-street parking
and the travel lane.

eg

DR

EN/EEREENL

EMBASSY-'ST

Ll :

Existing Bike Facilities
* Class | : Multi-Use Path

wwm== (Class |l : Bike Lane

snamnn Class |l : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard {-“--i City Boundary
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Restripe to install

6 foot Class Il Bike
Lanes with a 2 foot
Buffer on the west
side and a 2 foot
Buffer on the east
side of the roadway.
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Explore removing on-
street parking.

Alternative 1:
Explore striping
for 5 foot Advisory 4
Bike Lanes on . "4 Doy,
each side of the
road. Alternative 2:
Class lll Bike Route
with Shared Lane
Markings.

Existing on-street
parking to remain.
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FIGURE 4-14: Barnett Road/Sun City Boulevard/Phoenix Way Proposed Improvements (Cont.)



ERIDANUS BR

S e i oé“}““tmrsé'

Lt

.“.““..“lnu_“'_n“‘
DR
Alternative 1: 1E
Explore striping =
for 5 foot Advisory =
Bike Lanes on ERRD =
each side of the = Ol\g
road. Alternative 2: %} - ‘6%
Class lll Bike Route B & _'-'%‘.
with Shared Lane -,75 8
Markings. =3 o\
Existing on-street Lk N e
; A
i N SR
& Ry
L] s
£ £
H :
=‘:.
WY
o £ =
g z o X o
- = “.'." .. 2
T E Vo ilie
P o e T
ORCE . s E, %
.ST%?RD s g
P YA 73
) i S 4

WRREEMAORED

Explore striping

for 5 foot Advisory
M Bike Lanes on each
| side of the road.

ol Existing on-street
parking to remain.

o)
: i,
QLY ©
MPIA Wy 'Iz,\o
-ﬁb
SNEADDR
: I8
_
i frions o
r'l'lllllllllllllhlllllllm&%‘(lﬁplillllllllllll__l,lllln!lll
i :
y [
=& e &
<@ PIPING ROCK'RD &
J I (14
- I D . o 4 = N
" =
=z =
, T = g
ed w ¥
& i °
U i v -

Proposed Bike Projects
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FIGURE 4-14: Barnett Road/Sun City Boulevard/Phoenix Way Proposed Improvements (Cont.)

Existing Bike Facilities
Class | : Multi-Use Path
== Class |l : Bike Lane
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City Boundary
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{ Alternative 1:

f Explore striping

| for 5 foot Advisory

i Bike Lanes on

i cach side of the

| road. Alternative 2:
| Class Ill Bike Route ¥
§ with Shared Lane

Markings.

Existing on-street

R parking to remain.
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Proposed Bike Projects Existing Bike Facilities
mnnmR Class | : Multi-Use Path s Class | ; Multi-Use Path
mnEnn Class |l ; Bike Lane === (Class |l : Bike Lane

mnsnssl Class Il : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard i'"-'! City Boundary
FIGURE 4-14: Barnett Road/Sun City Boulevard/Phoenix Way Proposed Improvements (Cont.)
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CITY-WIDE LOOP SYSTEM

The following exhibit provides examples of commut-
ing and recreational loops using the existing and rec-
ommended bicycle and trail network in this plan. In
general, this loop system to parks, schools and oth-
er activity centers while using existing and proposed
[-215 crossing to traverse east and west. The planned
Salt Creek Trail is an example of a multi-use trail that
will provide an exclusive non-motorized east-west
connection beneath 1-215. This loop system can be
marked routes that connect destinations and provide
a city-wide and/or smaller neighborhood loop sys-
tems. This concept is meant to be an example and
can be used as a starting point when the bicycle facil-
ities and trails have been implemented.

“MNIDS

Diamond Loop \ //

Sapphire Loop

TURN RIGHT

City Hall

0.6 miles

Transit Station
2.5 miles

Highwood Park

2.5 miles

Emerald Loop @

TURNRIGHT )

Ruby Loop

TURNLEFT

Examples of wayfinding signage that can be used to brand the various loop system
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FIGURE 4-15: City-Wide Loop System
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PEDESTRIAN RECOMMENDATIONS

Through the community engagement process, access to schools and parks via walking, bicycling among other
active transportation modes, were some of the top issues where residents wanted to see active transportation
improvements. Residents primarily wanted to see a connected sidewalk network, more frequent and highly
visible crosswalks, and other traffic calming measures. The analysis in Chapter Two identified some of the defi-
ciencies such as missing sidewalks, curb ramps, and high-visibility crosswalks. Using similar methodology as the
City’s Bicycle-Pedestrian Demand Model and first and last mile best practices, routes to schools were identified
and bicycle and pedestrian improvements were developed.

Within the walksheds of these destinations, recommendations were developed based on community input,
data from Chapter Three, field observations, and previous planning and CIP projects. The following project
sheets (Figures 4-17 through 4-36) provide a brief description, maps, and metrics associated with each pe-
destrian project. These project sheets can be used to help guide future development, CIP projects, and grant
pursuits. Please refer to Figure 4-16: Top 20 Pedestrian Projects, for pedestrian project locations.

1) Romoland Elementary School 11) Quail Valley Elementary School

2) Bell Mountain Middle School 12) Harvest Valley Elementary
School & Heritage High School
Chester W Morrison Elementary

School 13) Freedom Crest Elementary
School
a Callie Kirkpatrick Elementary
School 14) Central Park
5) Sun City Community 15) Ridgemoor Elementary School
6) Lazycreek Park 16) Mesa View Elementary School

Boulder Ridge Elementary
School

7 ) Hans Christian Middle School 17

8) Bradley Road & Rio Vista Drive 18) Southshore Elementary School

9) Evans Ranch Elementary School 19) Menifee Valley Middle School

10) Ethan A Chase Middle School 20) Paloma Valley High School
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 1

ROMOLAND ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $3,704,355

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Romoland Elementary School is a part of the Romo-
land School District and is located in north Menifee.
The elementary school is accessible via Antelope
Road and is surrounded by residential and agricultur-
al land uses. From 2018-2019, Romoland Elementary
School enrolled 493 students and 88% of students
enrolled qualified for the Free and Reduced-Priced
Meals Program. This qualifies the school for poten-
tial ATP funding for infrastructure improvements.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With 8.3 miles of missing sidewalks and 71 missing
curb ramps, it is recommended that curb extensions,
rectangular rapid flashing beacons (RRFBs), high-vis-
ibility crosswalks, and truncated domes are installed
in the areas surrounding Romoland Elementary
Schoolin order to ensure the safety of residents and
provide safe routes to school for students.

L}

|

AT A GLANCE
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Pedestrian Collisions

O

8.3 miles
Missing Sidewalk

(0
Bicycle Collisions
Q
==

71

Missing Curb Ramps
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! Elementary
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g2 mm Explore options for
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@l 27 connect Antelope Rd.
g MIDAS WAY 228 with Jackson Ave.
ADA Ramps Recommendations Schoolsheds Proposed Bike Projects
No Truncated Domes . ¥ Curb Extensions 1/4-Mile (5 min Walk) ###** Class | : Multi-Use Path
*  No ramp 1/2-Mile (10 min Walk) ####* Class Il : Bike Lane
@ RRFB —
Existing Truncated Domes i_..j City Boundary

o ) 1 High-visibility crosswalk
— Missing Sidewalks
i School crosswalk

FIGURE 4-17: Romoland Elementary School Proposed Improvements
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 2

BELL MOUNTAIN MIDDLE

SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $191,674

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Bell Mountain Middle School is a part of the Meni-
fee Union School District and is located near the
center of Menifee near an |-215 interchange. The
middle school is accessed via La Piedra Road and
is surrounded primarily by residential land uses
and is nestled between Mount Jacinto College and
Wheatfield Park. From 2018-2019, Bell Mountain
Middle School enrolled 1,204 students.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With two reported pedestrian collisions and five bi-
cycle collisions, it is recommended that rectangular
rapid flashing beacons (RRFBs), high-visibility cross-
walks, and truncated domes are installed in the ar-
eas surrounding Bell Mountain Middle School. To
further promote kids safely getting to and from
school, it is important to consider the addition of
bike lanes in the surrounding area.
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FIGURE 4-18: Bell Mountain Middle School Proposed Improvements
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 3

CHESTER W. MORRISON

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $533,672

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Chester W. Morrison Elementary School is a part
of the Menifee Union School District and is locat-
ed near the center of Menifee and nearby 1-215 in-
terchange. The elementary school is accessed via
Chester Morrison Way and is surrounded primarily
by residential land uses, and some agricultural land
uses. From 2018-2019, Chester W. Morrison Ele-
mentary School enrolled 408 students.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With 0.9 miles of missing sidewalks and six miss-
ing curb ramps, it is recommended that rectangular
rapid flashing beacons (RRFBs) and high-visibility
crosswalks are installed in the areas surrounding
Chester W. Morrison Elementary School. In addition
to the existing bike lanes in the area, it is important
to consider the addition of bike lanes on La Piedra
Road and Bradley Road to improve connectivity.

AT A GLANCE
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FIGURE 4-19: Chester W Morrison Elementary School Proposed Improvements
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 4

CALLIE KIRKPATRICK

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $338,106

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Callie Kirkpatrick Elementary School is a part of the
Menifee Union School District and is located near
the center of Menifee. The elementary school can
be accessed via Riviere Drive and is surrounded
primarily by residential land uses, and is nestled be-
tween Menifee Lakes and Menifee Lakes County
Club. From 2018-2019, Callie Kirkpatrick Elementary
enrolled 723 students.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With one reported pedestrian collision and one bi-
cycle collision, it is recommended that high-visibili-
ty crosswalks and truncated domes are installed in
the areas surrounding Callie Kirkpatrick Elementary
School. In addition to the existing bike facilities in
the area, it is also recommended to add bike lanes
on Newport Road and Menifee Road to promote
kids safely getting to and from school.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 5

SUN CITY COMMUNITY
COST ESTIMATE: $157,938

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Sun City Community pedestrian project is lo-
cated in northern Menifee. The pedestrian project
includes residential and commercial land uses. The
Sun City Community pedestrian project encom-
passes the Sun City Civic Association as well as
several commercial plazas.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With three reported pedestrian collisions, one bi-
cycle collision, and fifteen missing curb ramps, it
is recommended that rectangular rapid flashing
beacons (RRFBs), median refuge islands, and curb
ramps are installed in the areas surrounding Sun
City community. In addition, there are no existing
bike facilities in the area. To improve connectivity,
it is also recommended to add bike lanes and bike
routes in the surrounding area.

o
A5

AT A GLANCE

3

Pedestrian Collisions

O miles
Missing Sidewalk

1
Bicycle Collisions

Q
&

Missing Curb Ramps



BRANDYWINE DR u 5
\ L i
1 2 e 4
DR QW = 7 m
oA J ta
FAIRLANE .
y = MR o ®
LANCASTER L
YR EYEIEy |
i PR : ““’=11““j= S u=uuumn=uuu“i?".m
= £% 3% : 1l ==
i “““ % \‘:

ERENNENNRannsunastEe . s ?{13 |
a1 - %
‘ . A

L™ Jet _
Sggmey 0 sl
8 gt ) §et wALTA
a3l-a pasTANAY
5 8 s L) . '_4':'.},{
e Explore an -G%ﬁaﬁ
pg# ad RRFB at i\ FeR T Y
SPiygh 4 gl the existing : ' ; i SPALOMA
it L pedestrian S Wl S Wy
i | crossing \ : Ja&: ;
= ‘ il and median ; .LA.‘méDA
._ggm refuge island.
P ICORONADG
WAY
C%‘\ .
¥ > A
¥ 4 3%
: 58
L ‘:' F Bl k)
r“:‘balll.“ i L Y E‘ v
%‘NUG..US?;; - ol
- | L ..
1 . y’ . ) r ]
Explore an _ 'l_-E{. &2 { g
RRFB at - = -
the existing -1 =
pedestrian .
crossing ' ; {»i-.ﬁ‘.f.'
and median : U s
refuge island. : \ ‘,3_3‘;‘551 .
: ‘( n?}'
j-?qr
/l ’?“v¢ . 4
& : g
& o e Ty A+ CAPIL '
& ! 0y - ANOO’?
{ o
- 4
. et 8
™ o]
x4 e
STATE
| 2 & J f DR ¢ 0
] a2 < ¢ "
! OAKMONT Sl B o>
! » Z L o 9
E . 2 g .
STANDREWS c & =
PAR DR & v
‘ _ & o
5 % g D
ADA Ramps Recommendations Proposed Bike Projects 3
3
No Truncated Domes i High-visibility crosswalk ####= Class Il : Bike Lane 3
>
[oX
*  Noramp Class lll : Bike Route/Bike Boulevard %,
.----n: )
Existing Truncated Domes L.._J City Boundary -
5
— Missing Sidewalks S
o
3
(%]

FIGURE 4-21: Sun City Proposed Improvements

137



MENIFEE Active Transportation Plan

=y
w
(o]

PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 6

LAZYCREEK PARK
COST ESTIMATE: $285,648

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Lazy Creek Park is a medium-sized park near the
center of Menifee. The park is primarily accessed
via Lazy Creek Road. Lazy Creek Park and is primar-
ily surrounded by residential land uses. Lazy Creek
Park features a recreational center, one multi-use
fields, two half-court basketball courts, picnic area,
volleyball court, children’s playground, restrooms,
and parking.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With 0.6 miles of missing sidewalks and four miss-
ing curb ramps, it is recommended that high-visi-
bility crosswalks and sidewalks are installed in the
areas surrounding Lazycreek Park to close the
gaps in connectivity. In addition to the existing bike
lanes in the area, it is also recommended to add
bikes lanes on Bradley Road and Murrieta Road to
improve connectivity.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 7

HANS CHRISTENSEN

MIDDLE SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $967,703

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Hans Christensen Middle School is a part of the
Menifee Union School District and is located in
northern Menifee. The middle school is accessible
via Sherman Road and is surrounded by residential
and agricultural land uses. From 2018-2019, Hans
Christensen Middle School enrolled 780 students.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With 2.7 miles of missing sidewalks and two missing
curb ramps, it is recommended that high-visibility
crosswalks and truncated domes are installed. In
addition, there are no existing bike facilities in the
area. To further promote kids safely getting to and
from school, it is important to consider the addition
of bike lanes on McCall Boulevard to improve con-
nectivity.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 8

BRADLEY ROAD/RIO VISTA

DRIVE
COST ESTIMATE: $379,421

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Bradley Road and Rio Vista Drive pedestrian
project is located near the center of Menifee. The
pedestrian project includes residential, agricultural,
and commercial land uses, as well as underdevel-
oped parcels of land. The Bradley Road and Rio
Vista Drive pedestrian project encompasses the
Bradley Road Bridge Project that crosses the Salt
Creek.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With 0.9 miles of missing sidewalks and seven miss-
ing curb ramps, it is recommended that high-visibil-
ity crosswalks, curb ramps, and a pedestrian island
are installed in the areas surrounding Bradley Road
and Rio Vista Drive intersection. In addition to the
existing bike lanes in the area, itis also recommend-
ed that bike lanes and bike routes are installed on
Bradley Road, Potomac Drive, Pebble Beach Drive,
and Lazy Creek Drive to improve connectivity.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 9

EVANS RANCH

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $1,140,818

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Evans Ranch Elementary School is a part of the
Menifee Union School District and is located in
western Menifee. The elementary school is ac-
cessed via La Piedra Road and is surrounded by
newly-developed residential land uses and vacant
land uses. From 2018-2019, Evans Ranch Elementa-
ry School enrolled 662 students.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With 3.2 miles of missing sidewalks and twenty-two
missing curb ramps, it is recommended that rectan-
gular rapid flashing beacons (RRFBs), high-visibili-
ty crosswalks, and curb ramps are installed in the
areas surrounding Evans Ranch Elementary School
to provide added enhanced pedestrian crossings.
In addition to the existing bike lanes in the area,
it is also recommended to install bike lanes on La
Piedra Road and Murrieta Road to improve connec-
tivity.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 10

ETHAN A. CHASE MIDDLE

SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $247,177

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Ethan A. Chase Middle School is a part of the Ro-
moland School District and is located in eastern
Menifee. The middle school is accessible via Grand
Avenue and is surrounded primarily by residential
land uses, and is nearby Discovery Park and Heri-
tage Lake. From 2018-2019, Ethan A. Chase Middle
School enrolled 1,333 students and 75% of students
enrolled qualified for the Free and Reduced-Price
Meals Program. This qualifies the school for poten-
tial ATP funding for infrastructure improvements.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that high-visibility crosswalks,
traffic lights, and rectangular rapid flashing beacons
(RRFBs) are installed in the areas surrounding Ethan
A. Chase Middle School. In addition to the existing
bike lanes in the area, it is also recommended to
install bike lanes on Simpson Road to improve con-
nectivity.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 11

QUAIL VALLEY ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $709,241

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Quail Valley Elementary School is a part of the Meni-
fee Union School District and is located in western
Menifee. The elementary school is accessible via
Canyon Heights Drive and is surrounded by resi-
dential and open space land uses. From 2018-2019,
Quail Valley Elementary School enrolled 517 stu-
dents and 77% of students enrolled qualified for
the Free and Reduced-Price Meals Program. This
qualifies the school for potential ATP funding for in-
frastructure improvements.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With 1.8 miles of missing sidewalks and seven miss-
ing curb ramps, it is recommended that rectangu-
lar rapid flashing beacons (RRFBs), high-visibility
crosswalks, and sidewalks are installed in the ar-
eas surrounding Quail Valley Elementary School. In
addition, there are no existing bike facilities in the
area. To further promote kids safely getting to and
from school, it is important to consider the addition
of bike lanes in the surrounding area.
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FIGURE 4-27: Quail Valley Elementary School Proposed Improvements

149



MENIFEE Active Transportation Plan

—_
(82
o

PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 12

HARVEST VALLEY
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL/

HERITAGE HIGH SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $1,375,422

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Harvest Valley Elementary School is a part of the
Romoland School District and Heritage High School
is a part of the Perris Union High School District and
are both located in northeastern Menifee. Both
schools are accessible via Briggs Road and are
surrounded primarily by vacant and residential land
uses near Harvest Valley Elementary School. From
2018-2019, Harvest Valley Elementary School en-
rolled 714 students and 92% of students enrolled
qualified for the Free and Reduced-Price Meals
Program. This qualifies the school for potential ATP
funding for infrastructure improvements. Heritage
High School enrolled 2,875 students and 67% of
students enrolled qualified for the Free and Re-
duced-Price Meals Program.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With 3.5 miles of missing sidewalks and twen-
ty-one missing curb ramps, it is recommended that
high-visibility crosswalks, sidewalks, curb ramps
and truncated domes are installed in the areas sur-
rounding Harvest Valley Elementary School and
Heritage High School. In addition, there are no ex-
isting bike routes in the area. To further promote
kids safely getting to and from school, it is import-
ant to consider the addition of multi-use paths, bike
lanes, and bike routes in the surrounding area.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 13

FREEDOM CREST

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $59,268

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Freedom Crest Elementary School is a part of the
Menifee Union School District and is located in
eastern Menifee. The elementary school is acces-
sible via Menifee Road and is surrounded by resi-
dential land uses and open space land uses. From
2018-2019, Freedom Crest Elementary School en-
rolled 716 students.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that high-visibility crosswalks
and truncated domes are installed in the areas sur-
rounding Freedom Crest Elementary School. In ad-
dition, there are existing bike lanes on Aldergate
Drive. It should be noted that the existing bike lanes
located in The Oasis, a private community, are only
accessible to those residents living there. To further
promote kids safely getting to and from school, it
is also important to consider the addition of bike
lanes along Menifee Road to improve connectivity.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 14

CENTRAL PARK
COST ESTIMATE: $151,675

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Central Park is a large park at the center of Menifee
near an |-215 interchange. The park is accessed via
Civic Plaza Drive and is surrounded by residential
land uses and large commercial land uses. Central
Park features three multi-use fields, picnic shelters,
a children’s playground, restrooms, and parking.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With four reported pedestrian collisions and three
bicycle collisions, it is recommended that wayfind-
ing signage and a rectangular rapid flashing bea-
con (RRFB) are installed in the area surrounding
Central Park. It might be beneficial to explore the
opportunity for a pedestrian bridge between Cen-
tral Park and Marketplace. In addition to the existing
bike lanes in the area, it is also recommended to
install bike lanes and bike routes on Town Center
Drive and La Piedra Road to address the gaps in
connectivity.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 15

RIDGEMOOR ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $295,292

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Ridgemoor Elementary School is a part of the Meni-
fee Union School District and is located in western
Menifee. The elementary school is accessible via
Ridgemoor Road and is surrounded by residential
and civic land uses including a water reclamation
facility. From 2018-2019, Ridgemoor Elementary
School enrolled 710 students.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With 0.2 miles of missing sidewalks and seven miss-
ing curb ramps, it is recommended that high-visibility
crosswalks, curb ramps, and stop signs are installed
in the areas surrounding Ridgemoor Elementary
School. To further promote kids safely getting to and
from school, it is important to also consider the addi-
tion of bike lanes and bike routes in the surrounding
area.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 16

MESA VIEW ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $480,242

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Mesa View Elementary School is a part of the Ro-
moland School District and is located in northeast-
ern Menifee. The elementary school is accessible
via Heritage Lake Drive and is surrounded by resi-
dential and agricultural land uses. From 2018-2019,
Mesa View Elementary School enrolled 891 stu-
dents.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With one mile of missing sidewalk and two pedes-
trian collisions, it is recommended that traffic sig-
nals, rectangular rapid flashing beacons (RRFBs),
high-visibility crosswalks, and pedestrian islands
are installed in the areas surrounding Mesa View
Elementary School. In addition to the existing bike
lanes in the area, it is recommended to install bike
lanes along Menifee Road and McCall Boulevard to
close gaps in connectivity.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 17

BOULDER RIDGE

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $368,681

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Boulder Ridge Elementary School is a part of the
Romoland School District and is located on the
northeast side of Menifee. The elementary school is
accessed via McCall Boulevard and is surrounded
primarily by agricultural land use and open space,
as well as some light residential land uses. From
2018-2019, Boulder Ridge Elementary School en-
rolled 655 students and 78% of students enrolled
qualified for the Free and Reduced-Price Meals
Program. This qualifies the school for potential ATP
funding for infrastructure improvements.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With 11 miles of missing sidewalks and one reported
pedestrian collision, it is recommended that side-
walks and high-visibility crosswalks are installed in
the areas surrounding Boulder Ridge Elementary
School. In addition to the existing bike facilities, it
is also recommended to install bike routes, bike
lanes, and multi-use paths in the surrounding area
to further promote kids safely getting to and from
school.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 18

SOUTHSHORE ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $266,240

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Southshore Elementary School is a part of the Meni-
fee Union School District and is located in eastern
Menifee. The elementary school is accessible via
Antelope Road and is surrounded by residential,
open space, and agricultural land uses. From 2018-
2019, Southshore Elementary School enrolled 807
students.

RECOMMENDATIONS

To address gaps in connectivity, it is recommend-
ed that sidewalks and high-visibility crosswalks
are installed in the areas surrounding Southshore
Elementary School. In addition, there are no exist-
ing bike routes in the area. To further promote kids
safely getting to and from school, it is important to
consider the addition of bike lanes in the surround-
ing area.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 19

MENIFEE VALLEY MIDDLE

SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $1,402,636

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Menifee Valley Middle School is a part of the Meni-
fee Union School District and is located in south-
western Menifee. The school is accessible via
Garbani Road and is surrounded primarily by agri-
cultural land uses and residential land uses. From
2018-2019, Menifee Valley Middle School enrolled
1,192 students.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With 4.2 miles of missing sidewalks and five missing
curb ramps, it is recommended that high-visibility
crosswalks and sidewalks are installed in the areas
surrounding Menifee Valley Middle School. In addi-
tion, there are no existing bike facilities in the area.
To further promote kids safely getting to and from
school, it is important to consider the addition of
bike lanes in the surrounding area.
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT 20

PALOMA VALLEY HIGH

SCHOOL
COST ESTIMATE: $1,023,709

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Paloma Valley High School is a part of the Perris
Union High School District and is located in south-
west Menifee. The high school is accessible via
Craig Avenue and Bradley Road and is surround-
ed by residential and agricultural land uses. From
2018-2019, Mesa View Elementary School enrolled
3,146 students.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With 3.1 miles of missing sidewalks and four missing
curb ramps, it is recommended that high-visibility
crosswalks, truncated domes, and sidewalks are in-
stalled in the areas surrounding Paloma Valley High
School in order to address gaps in connectivity. In
addition, there are no existing bike facilities in the
area. To further promote kids safely getting to and
from school, it is important to consider the addition
of bike lanes in the surrounding area.
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PROGRAMS

This section comprises a diverse menu of programs
intended to support the projects recommended in
this plan. Due to a long history of routine accommo-
dation for pedestrians (i.e. sidewalks, crosswalks,
dedicated signals, etc.), programs targeting walking
are relatively uncommon. Conversely, the histor-
ic lack of routine accommodation for bicyclists has
fostered confusion about the role of bicycles in the
overall transportation system and has necessitated
an impressive diversity and breadth of bicycle-re-
lated programs. Despite a common emphasis on
projects, bicycle programs remain an important el-
ement of a successful bicycle plan. The following
sections offer some background on the changing
“state of practice” in bicycle programming, namely
the increased integration of programs and projects,
culminating in a comprehensive menu of bicycle and
pedestrian programs.

EVOLVING STATE OF
PRACTICE IN ACTIVE
TRANSPORTATION

In order to realize local goals and objectives, com-
munities should take a multifaceted approach to ad-
vance biking and walking and support development
of safe, comfortable, and connected active transpor-
tation networks.

The principles articulated through the “Six Es” de-
veloped by the League of American Bicyclists (En-
gineering, Education, Encouragement, Enforcement,
Equity, and Evaluation) can help create successful
programs. In particular, many policy, programmatic,
and design elements can be used to improve eg-
uity if they are targeted to address mobility needs
of low-income residents, minorities, children, people
with disabilities, and older adults.

In addition, there has been a shift in implementation
strategies. Physical projects represent the most vis-
ible and perhaps most tangible evidence of a great
place for bicycling or walking. Programs are increas-
ingly targeted to occur in conjunction with the con-
struction of specific bicycle and pedestrian projects
to take advantage of the opportunity that capital
project implementation represents for a city to pro-
mote bicycling and walking as attractive options.

A new multi-use path, for instance, represents a
great opportunity to reach out to the area’s walkers

and parents of school-age children, as well as the
neighborhood’s “interested, but concerned” bicy-
clists. These target groups will benefit most by di-
rectly linking route improvements and supportive
programs. In this way, bundling bicycling and walk-
ing programs with projects represents a much high-
er return on investment for both.

The programs recommended for the City of Menifee
are organized as a menu of initiatives, each listed
under a broad category:

These categories are not definitive. They are merely
intended to offer some level of organization to the
many program initiatives, the majority of which fall
into at least one category.

P <

Engineering Education

75

Encouragement Enforcement

Equity Evaluation



Engineering

The Public Works Agency is responsible for build-
ing and maintaining all public streets in Menifee to
ensure that the community is able to travel around
the City efficiently. A variety of engineering tools are
used to make sure that the roadways in Menifee are
designed to keep bicyclists and pedestrians safe at
all times. Some of these tools include street design
techniques that are meant to reduce traffic conges-
tion, decrease vehicular speeds, and enhance pe-
destrian and bicycle safety and comfort.

Some examples of engineering and traffic enhance-
ments that provide a safer environment for pedestri-
ans and bicyclists include:

» Traffic control signs

» Curb and high visibility pavement markings
»  Signal timing

» Parking controls

» Traffic safety monitoring

Education

Menifee has had a number of collisions involving pe-
destrians and bicyclists. According to the Statewide
Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) bicycle
and pedestrian collision dataset, there were 87 bi-
cycle-related collisions and 154 pedestrian-related
collisions in the past five years in Menifee. The City
should consider carrying out public education cam-
paigns to improve pedestrian and bicyclist safety.
These education campaigns can help teach mo-
torists, pedestrians, and bicyclists how to share the
road safely.

Example of education campaigns include:

Safety Assemblies

Safety assemblies can be organized as interactive
gatherings or festivals that consist of various stations
throughout a school gymnasium or park. Each sta-
tion can have a bicycle, pedestrian, and teen driver
safety component that allows students to participate
in various activities while learning the basics of “on
the road” safety.

Bike Safety Workshops

A two-hour long class intended to build habits and
skills, and an in-depth exploration of rights and re-
sponsibilities of bicyclists, including an “on bike”
maneuvers class intended to increase confidence.
Participants get a free helmet and bike lights.

Bicycle Safety Workshop

WAL
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TO SCHOOL

Walk to School logo
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Ped and Bike Traffic Safety Fairs

An obstacle course to teach pedestrians and bicy-
clist how to identify different street signs and use
street infrastructure to increase safety. Youth and
children navigate the obstacle course to win free
helmets and lights.

Family Cycling Education

Family-friendly interactive training and infrastructure
tour intended to increase the confidence of pedes-
trians and bicyclists. Participants get a free helmet
and bike lights.

Safety Resource Event

Safety resource distribution events where people
learn about the importance of wearing a helmet. Par-
ticipants receive free helmets and bike lights and are
taught about the bicycle rules of the road, as well as
how to be visible and predictable when riding.

Bike and Maintenance and Ride
Workshops

Bike maintenance and ride workshops can include
a series of classes for youth between 12-18 years.
These classes teach riders how to fix and ride a
bicycle. Participants learn the rules of the road, as
well as their rights and responsibilities as bicyclists.
These classes can offer the opportunity for partici-
pants to receive a free bike.

Motorist-Targeted Messaging

Billboards and changeable message signs can be
an effective tool to inform motorists of pedestrian
and bicycling safety. Such messaging can also en-
courage drivers to be more cognizant when sharing
the road with cyclists.

Bike Rodeo

Like school pedestrian and bicycle safety rodeos,
community pedestrian and bike rodeos provide par-
ticipants with an interactive hands-on experience in
traffic situations that involve pedestrians and bicy-
clists. Bike rodeos are a great way to provide com-
munity members with an opportunity to learn and
practice safe pedestrian and bicycling skills.

Encouragement

Vehicle usage can be decreased in part by active-
ly encouraging residents and visitors to bike, walk,
and ride transit for a variety of trips and purposes.

Bike Rodeo Logo

Changeable Message Sign

National Bike Month logo

NATIONAL
EBIKE
MONTH




Encouragement is all about making bicycling and
walking more fun, healthy, and easy to do. In order
to achieve this, the City, along with other local or-
ganizations, can organize a series of activities and
events that promote alternate modes of transporta-
tion and healthier lifestyles.

National Bike Month in May

During the month of May, cities across the country
organize events and campaigns to educate people
about biking and to encourage them to bike more to
their destinations. Activities such as Bike Week, Bike
to Work, and Bike Fridays can be organized and pro-
moted.

Cargo Bike Lending Program

While bike shares are growing in prevalence in al-
most all major metropolitan cities, the unique ben-
efits of cargo bikeshares can also be utilized. In-
troducing a cargo bike rental program in various
neighborhoods throughout Menifee can offer resi-
dents a unique mode of active transportation to car-
ry out daily tasks such as carrying children, grocer-
ies, small furniture, and even pets.

Open Streets Events

Open streets events are increasingly popular in
Southern California. They provide families and
friends an opportunity to walk, bike, skate, or scoot-
er down streets in their city free of cars.

Family Friendly Bike Rides

Fun family-friendly summer bike rides meant to en-
courage bike usage. This event teaches about bicy-
cle and road safety.

Walk to School

This is a fun, educational event involving children,
parents, and community leaders. This event gives
students and families the opportunity to socialize
and start the day off with enthusiasm while encour-
aging them to build connections with other mem-
bers of the community.

Menifee should consider implementing a Safe
Routes to School (SRTS) Program as an effort to pro-
mote walking and biking as a safe and healthy way
to get to and from school in the City. SRTS is an in-
ternational movement to both increase the number
of students using active modes of transportation to
get to and from school and improve pedestrian and
bicycle travel around schools.

Ride and Walk of Lights

Annual winter evening family-friendly walk and bike
ride where participants use battery lights and/or bike
lights to be more visible while they walk or bike.

5K Running / Walking Events

Free 5 kilometers running and walking events that
takes place in the City are an excellent way to en-
courage people to explore their city on foot. Post-
race refreshments and healthy snacks can be
provided to participants. Programs like these can
encourage communities to get more involved and
promote safety and awareness.

Food-Focused Bike Rides

Bike ride events where participants get together to
enjoy food while cruising through this city’s streets
and neighborhoods are an innovative way of bridg-
ing bike riding with community building.

Female Focused Group Rides

Local groups can identify individuals that can host all-
femme rides that promote social interactions, healthy
lifestyles, and advocacy efforts in Menifee. It also pro-
vides participants with the opportunity to ride as part
of a group, increasing their sense of safety.

Walking Tours

The City and other local groups can organize fam-
ily-friendly themed walks. Specific destinations in
Menifee can be explored as a local example of a
walking tour where participants have the opportuni-
ty to explore key locations including historical build-
ings, parks, murals, and businesses.

WELK

DAY

Walk to School Day logo example
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Enforcement, especially when it targets high-risk be-
haviors and maximizes educational benefits, will help
make road users more compliant and make both driv-
ing and bicycling behaviors more predictable.

Educate Police Department Staff
Regarding Bicycle and Pedestrian Issues

If the ultimate aim is to promote bicycling as a le-
gitimate form of transportation, all officers should
receive some form of bicycle training. Appropriate
training regarding pedestrian issues and solutions
should be provided as well.

Designate a Law Enforcement Liaison
Responsible for Bicycling and Walking
Concerns

This liaison would perform the important function
of communication between the law enforcement
agency and bicyclists and pedestrians. The liaison
would be in charge of the supplemental education
of officers regarding bicycle and pedestrian rules,
etiquette, and behavior.

Targeted Enforcement

Many law enforcement departments employ target-
ed enforcement to educate drivers, bicyclists, and
pedestrians about applicable traffic laws and the
need to share the road. These efforts are an effec-
tive way to expand mobility education, such as in the
form of a brochure or tip card explaining each user’s
rights and responsibilities

Implement a Bicycle Diversion Program

A bicycle diversion program allows for adult bicy-
clists who commit traffic violations to receive re-
duced fines in exchange for taking a bicycle educa-
tion class. It could encourage bicycling by treating
violations as opportunities to educate people, as
well as to impart confidence and skills.

Institute Law Enforcement Referral
Process

Communication process that encourages students
and parents to notify the school and law enforce-
ment of the occurrence of a crash or near-miss
during school commute trips involving auto, bus, pe-
destrian or bicycle transportation.

The ATP prioritizes the safety of Menifee residents
whose primary mode of transportation is walking,
biking, skateboarding, and public transportation.
Special emphasis is given to low-income neighbor-
hoods and streets where the risk for collisions is
greater. This plan intends to reduce barriers for low
income and senior neighborhoods while mitigating
potentially harmful long-term impacts.

Strategies and practices to address bicycle and pe-
destrian inequities include:

Consider the Transportation Needs of
Traditionally Underserved Populations

Recognize the importance to address the barriers that
prevent trips from being safe, especially for the young-
er and lower income populations who cannot afford,
operate, or choose to forgo vehicle ownership.

Examine Organizational Practices and
Policies

Existing practices and policies may have unintend-
ed consequences when it comes to transportation
equity. A systematic review of its practices should
be performed to identify potential equity issues and
opportunities.

Increase Staff Diversity

A recent survey has shown disparity between the
sociodemographics of transportation decision-mak-
ers and the community they are meant to serve.
Agencies should continually seek to increase the
diversity of its staff at all levels of leadership and de-
cision-making so that its workforce represents the
community it serves.

Prioritize Projects in Light of Equity
Considerations

Agencies can aim to implement improvements in ar-
eas that are disproportionally affected by health and
safety burdens, acknowledging that policies and de-
signs that improve conditions for vulnerable groups
can benefit everyone in the community.



Encourage Public Involvement

Collaboration with the community is an integral part
of the planning process. Individuals, especially those
belonging to traditionally underserved communities,
need to be empowered to participate in the trans-
portation planning processes and have their needs
heard.

In order to improve programs and ensure that the
bicycle and pedestrian conditions in Menifee are ad-
equate, audits, traffic-safety data collection, analysis,
and reporting are necessary. Additionally, surveys
allow the City to gain input from users on existing
issues and potential solutions.

Some ways to evaluate and monitor programs and
infrastructure include:

Create or Assign City Staff as an Active
Transportation Liaison.

An active transportation liaison would assist the
City’s current active transportation coordinator in
reviewing project plans and built projects, as well
as ensuring consistency and cooperation between
city departments. The liaison would also assist with
completing grant applications, maintaining a priori-
tized list of improvements, researching appropriate
funding sources, and updating cost estimates. This
investment in staff is often returned since this po-
sition is usually responsible for securing state and
federal funding.

Active Transportation Advisory
Committee

While the City created a Project Advisory Team that
provided valuable oversight for this Active Transporta-
tion Plan, many municipalities have developed bicycle
and pedestrian or active transportation advisory com-
mittees to address walking along with bicycling, and
some address overall mobility, including transit. This
group can act as a community liaison and support city
staff, volunteers, and advocate efforts to address is-
sues concerning local bicycling and walking, as well
as regularly evaluate the progress of improvements in
this Active Transportation Plan. City support is impera-
tive for creating the committee, budgeting time and re-
sources for city staff, and for elected officials to attend
and to support the committee.

Conduct Bicycle and Pedestrian Counts
and Review Collision Data

Conduct regular bicyclist and pedestrian counts
throughout the City to determine baseline mode
share and subsequent changes. Conducting counts
would allow the City to collect information on where
the most bicycling and walking occurs. This assists
in prioritizing and justifying projects when funding is
solicited and received. Counts can also be used to
study bicycling and walking trends throughout the
City. Analysis that could be conducted includes:

Changes in volumes before and after projects
have been implemented

Prioritization of local and regional projects

Research on clean air change with increased bi-
cycle use

Police Bicycle Patrol
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Counts should be conducted at the same locations
and at the same times every year. Conducting counts
during different seasons within the year may be ben-
eficial to understanding the differences in bicycle and
pedestrian traffic volumes based on seasonal weath-
er. In addition, bicycle and pedestrian counts should
be collected as part of any existing traffic counts. Re-
sults should be regularly recorded for inclusion in the
bicycle and pedestrian report card.

The Menifee Police Department should collect and
track collision data. Regular reports of traffic colli-
sions should be presented to the advisory commit-
tee. Traffic collisions involving bicyclists and pedes-
trians should be regularly reviewed and analyzed to
develop plans to reduce their frequency and severity.
Any such plans should include Police Department
involvement and should be monitored to determine
their effectiveness. Results of the number of collisions
should be recorded in a bicycle and pedestrian re-
port card described in the next section.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Report Card

The City could develop a bicycle and pedestrian report
card, a checklist used to measure the success of plan
implementation, as well as effort made within the City.
The report card could be used to identify the magni-
tude of accomplishments in the previous year and gen-
eral trends. The report card could include, but not be
limited to, keeping track of system completion, travel
by bicycle or on foot (counts) and safety.

The City can use the report card to track trends,
placing more value on relative than absolute gains
(in system completion, mode share, and safety). For
example, an upward trend in travel by bicycle or on
foot would be viewed as a success, regardless of
the specific increase in the number of bicyclists or
walkers. Safety should be considered relative to
the increase in bicyclists and walkers. Sometimes
crash numbers go up simply because bicycling and
walking increases, at least initially. Instead, measure
crashes as a percentage of an estimated overall
mode share count.

A major portion of the report card would be an eval-
uation of system completion. An upward trend would
indicate that the City is progressing in its efforts to
complete the bicycle and pedestrian network iden-
tified in this document. The report card could be
developed to utilize information collected as part of
annual and on-going evaluations, as discussed in
the previous sections. The report card is not intend-
ed to be an additional task for city staff, but rather
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Y

TOTAL PGPIFLATIGN

FOPULATION DENSITY

RIVERSIDE, CA

i OF LOCAL BICYCLE

2

Implemented

2472 3082 FRIENDLY BUSINESSES
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a means of documenting and publicizing the City’s
efforts related to bicycle and pedestrian planning. It
can be a task of the advisory committee to review
annual report cards and to suggest future plan and
goal adjustments.

In addition to quantifying accomplishments related
to the bicycle plan, the City should strive to quantify
its efforts. These may be quantified as money spent,
staff hours devoted, or other in-kind contributions.
The quantified effort should be submitted as a com-
ponent of the bicycle and pedestrian report card.
Some cities publish their report cards online.

Update Bicycle Friendly Community
Designation

Bicycle Friendly Community designation is part of a
program offered by the League of American Bicyclists
(LAB) intended to provide communities with guidance
on becoming more bicycle friendly and to award rec-
ognition for their achievements. Like the report card
described previously, Bicycle Friendly Community
designation provides a standard by which the City
of Menifee can measure its progress toward bicycle
friendliness. It could be a function of city staff to devel-
op the application.

Automated Count Measures

A traffic counter device with publicly available data
can be deployed at certain locations, such as bike
paths through Town Center and arterials with exist-
ing bike facilities, to count, classify, and/or measure
the speed of active users passing along a given
route. This data can help measure non-motorized
travel and monitor trends of a facility or network.

Bicyclists

League of American Bicyclists logo
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HEALTH-RELATED
PROGRAMS

There are a number of actions and programs that
can be made available in communities to further pro-
mote healthy lifestyle choices through active trans-
portation modes. Active transportation has many
proven physical, social, and mental health benefits
through increased levels of physical activity. Oppor-
tunities for residents of Menifee to engage in physi-
cal activity and improve their well-being, include the
following health programs:

Healthy Menifee

Healthy Menifee includes several program compo-
nents, each designed to serve residents of all ages,
abilities, and geographic location within the City to
live a healthier lifestyle through exercise, better nu-
trition, and disease prevention. Recreational activ-
ities and nutrition workshops will be run at school
sites after school and during school wide special
events, as well as local parks and city-wide special
events through the Fun & Fitness Rec Mobile. Pro-
grams and activities will feature the Menifee Mobile
Kitchen, Recreate Your Health games and sports,
and Evaluate Your Plate workshops. The Program
also includes a video/podcast which will feature lo-
cal chefs and their healthy recipes once a month
that will be accessible on smart phones, tablets, or
computers from the comfort of residents’ homes.

Walking for Weight Loss

Walking for Weight Loss is a program hosted by
the City of Menifee and Kate Anderson Fitness that
takes place in Creek View Park. The program helps
residents start their fitness goals with a variety of ex-
ercises, mainly involving walking. Classes are adapt-
able for all fitness levels and open to ages 5 and up.

Fitness in the Parks

Fitness in the Parks is a program hosted by the City
of Menifee and Kate Anderson Fitness that takes
place in a number of Menifee’s parks including Cen-
tral Park, Centennial Park, Audie Murphy Park and
Spirit Park. This program is designed for users of
all ages and includes high-intensity interval training
(HIT) circuit training, games, competitions and more.

(U
HEALTHY

MENIFEE

New. Better. Best.

Healthy Menifee logo
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Fitness in the Park



Athletic Kids

Athletic Kids is a program designed for ages 5-15 to
get outside and be physically active. The program
is hosted by the City of Menifee and Kate Anderson
Fitness and takes place in Silverstar Park.

Summer Sports Camp

Summer Sports Camp is a program put on by the
City of Menifee for ages 7-12. It gives the opportunity
for young youth to get outdoors, experience Meni-
fee’s local parks and try new activities with commu-
nity staff in a safe and active environment. The pro-
gram takes place in La Ladera Park, Audie Murphy
Park, Spirit Park, and Silverstar Park.

Summer Slimdown

Summer Slimdown is a 30-day program open to all
ages and is designed to challenge residents to lose
weight or tone up. The program includes meal plans,
fitness workouts, daily workouts and mini challeng-
es. Participants can workout at their own pace. All
exercises can be modified to meet individual needs.
The program is hosted by the City of Menifee and
Kate Anderson Fitness.

Lazy Creek Recreation Center

The Lazy Creek Recreation Center is where kids can
find fun activities all-year round. The City of Meni-
fee officially attained ownership of the Lazy Creek
Recreation Center on July 1, 2014. Originally, built as
a homeowner’s clubhouse, the building was turned
into the County of Riverside Lazy Creek Recreation
Center and opened in 1989 with a few programs and
classes. Today, the City of Menifee offers a variety
of programs, camps, and events year-round for all
ages to enjoy including Summer Adventure Camp
and Tiny Tots Summer Camp.

Kay Ceniceros Senior Center

The Kay Ceniceros Senior Center was originally con-
structed in 1990 and includes two large multi-pur-
pose rooms and two smaller classrooms that are
available for residents and interested community
groups to rent. A wide variety of classes, programs,
and activities are offered to senior residents as well
as residents of all ages including T'ai Chi, Bereave-
ment Group, Chair Volleyball, Chess, Computers 101,
a Walking Club and more. Other programs and activ-
ities include the Free Senior Nutrition Program, op-
portunities for volunteers, a variety of exercise and
dance classes, as well as special events throughout
the year.

Menifee Better Together

Every year, the City of Menifee, Quail Valley, and Sun
City Communities are enhanced by enormous vol-
unteer efforts during the annual Menifee Better To-
gether Event. Hundreds of volunteers come togeth-
er to clean up and beautify these areas of the City
with the help of local partners including Habitat for
Humanity. This annual event gives residents the op-
portunity to get outside, get active, and get involved
in their own community.

Menitee

BETTER

SERVE | PRESERVE | UNITE

AN

Menifee Better Together logo
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Skates and Sounds at Audie Murphy
Ranch Skatepark

The City of Menifee presents a new free month-
ly event at the Audie Murphy Ranch (AMR) Skate-
park. The Skates & Sounds event is held every last
Saturday of the month. The event features skate
and scooter competitions for different age groups,
games, giveaways, and music.

Riverside Bicycle Club

Membership in the Riverside Bicycle Club is open to
everyone. It is a fun way to meet others who share
the enjoyment of cycling. Seasoned racers, moun-
tain bikers, and recreational riders are welcome. The
club offers multiple rides at different paces and ter-
rain, off road rides, monthly membership meetings,
and other social events throughout the year.

Inland Valley Mountain Bike Association
(IVMTB)

The Inland Valley Mountain Bike Association (IVMTB)
is a non-profit organization located in Western Riv-
erside County, California. The association is dedi-
cated to the development and care of sustainable,
multiple-use trails while fostering a community that
participates in healthy activities, preserving the envi-
ronment and stimulating the local economy through
advocacy, education and participation. The associa-
tion is made up of mountain bike riders of all ages,
skill levels and disciplines. Members thrive on ed-
ucating others on the benefits of mountain biking,
the responsible use of trails, how to increase riding
skills, and encourage camaraderie within the moun-
tain bike community.

Cycling Connection

Cycling Connection is a multi-level recreational bi-
cycling club. The club hosts a variety of weekend
rides throughout the Inland Empire area. The length
of their rides average from 30-70 miles in distance.
They offer two levels of riding groups- level one rid-
ing average is from 16-18mph and the level two’s rid-
ing average is from 13-15mph. As a club, they believe
that “no rider is left behind” and regroup after rides
to ensure that everyone makes it back safely.

T ""I“”'"”’"”i [l
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Audie Murphy Ranch Skatepark

VMTB.ORG

Inland Valley Mountain Bike Association logo
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BIKE BOX
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Bike Boxes may be used at signalized intersections to designate an area for bicyclists to wait ahead
of traffic during red signal phases to increase visibility.
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> T DESIGN FEATURES OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
w o
E Q Typically 10 -16" deep, and stop lines should ® Bike Boxes may be appropriate at intersections
be used to indicate where motor vehicles of major roadways where a separate right-turn
should stop during a red signal. lane is not present. Positioning bicycles ahead

of traffic can reduce “right-hook” conflicts of

A “No Turn on Red” sign should be used
turning vehicles.

with bike boxes to prevent vehicles from en-
tering the Bike Box area during red phase. ® Bike Boxes provide additional separation and

A bicycle symbol shall be placed within the comfort levels for pedestrians.

center of the Bike Box where bicyclists are ® Bicyclists should only use the Bike Box to get
intended to queue. ahead of vehicles during a red phase.

At least 50’ of bike lane should be provided
on the approach to the Bicycle Box.

REFERENCES

® NACTO, Urban Street Design Guide
® NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide

® FHWA, Interim Approval for the Optional Use _
of Intersection Bicycle Boxes IA-18 Source: Courtesy of Greg Ralsman
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TWO-STAGE BICYCLE TURN BOX

A Two-Stage Bicycle Turn Box should be considered where bike lanes or protected bikeways con-
tinue to an intersection and a protected intersection is not provided. Two-Stage Bicycle Turn Boxes
provide a safe space outside the path of travel for bicyclists to make a two-stage left turn at a sig-
nalized intersection from a right-side bike lane or protected bikeway, or a right turn from a left-side

bike lane or protected bikeway.

N\

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates

DESIGN FEATURES

OBicycIe gqueuing areas shall be designated
with a bicycle stencil and turn arrow and
bounded by a solid white line on all sides.

eThe queue box should be at least 10’ long.
Q The queue box should be at least 6.5 wide.

Q Dashed bike lane extension marking or green
conflict markings may be used to indicate the
path of travel across the intersection.

® A “No Turn on Red” sign must be installed
within jurisdictions that permit right turns on
red signal indications.

REFERENCES

® NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide

® FHWA, Interim Approval for the Optional Use
of Two-Stage Boxes Bicycle Turn Boxes IA-20

A\~
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OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

® Two-Stage Bicycle Turn Boxes should be
placed in a protected area, within an on-street
parking lane, between the bicycle lane or
bikeway and the pedestrian crossing, or as
a “jughandle” turn cutting in to the sidewalk
space (applicable for offset of T intersections).

® This configuration results in increased delay
for bicyclists, as they must now receive two
separate green signal indications.

® Two-Stage Bicycle Turn Boxes are typically
installed on high volume or high-speed road-
ways, or where a significant number of bicy-
clists make left turns.

[N
Source: NACTO, Transit Street Design Guide
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EMERGING
TECHNOLOGIES

c
©
o

c
9o
=

©
=

o

a

(%]

C

o
'_

o
=
b=

O
<
L
L
=
Z
L
=

—_
[e]
N

DIVERTERS
o900

Diverters are a form of volume management used to reduce or discourage through vehicle traffic on
bicycle boulevards, streets with low motorized traffic volumes and speeds designed to provide priori-
ty to bicyclists or to prevent cut-through traffic on residential/local roadways. Diverters force vehicular
turning movements and close road entrances to vehicles while allowing passage for bicyclists and
pedestrians. Diverters can be installed in the form of channelized islands, partial road closures, medi-
an islands, diagonal medians requiring turning movements, or full road closures.

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates

DESIGN FEATURES

o Bicycle access shall be provided via a 5-6’
minimum opening between vertical curbs.

® Diverters should be signed appropriately to
alert drivers of emerging pedestrians and
bicyclists and modified traffic patterns.

® Diagonal, median, and forced-turn diverters
should have sufficient widths to allow sin-
gle-unit trucks to complete turning move-
ments.

® The design of diverters should consider
emergency vehicle and neighborhood
access — if provided, 10’ of clear space is
required for emergency vehicles.

REFERENCES

® NACTO, Urban Street Design Guide

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

@ Diverter implementation should be part of a
larger strategy for traffic calming.

@ Diverters and other volume management strat-
egies are commonly used to reduce vehicular
volumes along potential bicycle boulevards to
under 1,500 vpd.

® Corridors identified for diverter implementa-
tion should have parallel alternative options
for through traffic, typically in areas with a grid
street system.

Y,

; e Foa P ; 4 .
Source: Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition




BIKE SIGNALS

Bike signals are used at signalized intersection to indicate an additional phase for bicyclists to navi-
gate through the intersection without conflicting with vehicular movements. Bicycle signal heads are
typically smaller than vehicular signal heads, and contain the same red, yellow and green indicators
with bicycle shaped plates in front of the lenses.

Source: NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide

DESIGN FEATURES OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

® Typically the bicycle phase will not be on re- ® Passive detection methods such as loop or
call for each cycle. Therefore, bicycle detec- video detection is preferred over active detec-
tion shall be installed for Bike Signals. tion such as push buttons so bicyclists don’t

have to dismount. Push button extenders are

® Bike Signal clearance intervals should be . T ) i
an option for avoiding dismounting.

calculated assuming a speed of 14 feet per
second. ® Advance bicycle detection should also be con-

@ ABICYCLE SIGNAL sign should be installed sidered to allow continuous bicycle through
to increase visibility of the Bike Signal. movements along a premium icycle corridor.

@ No turn on red signs should be installed if
the Bike Signal phase would conflict with a
right turn movement.

@ Bike Signals can be used to create a lead
bike interval ahead of the vehicle through
movement similar to a Lead Pedestrian Inter-
val.

R e T et . :
® While a far-side Bike Signal is required, a Source: NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide
near-side Bike Signal is optional for improved REFERENCES
visibility. ® NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide

® AASHO, Guide for the Development of Bicy-
cle Facilities
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CLASS | BIKE PATHS

Class | Bike Paths and Shared-Use Paths are two-way facilities dedicated to non-motorized users with
an alignment independent of the roadway system. The Class | Paths are typically installed along bod-
ies of water, utility rights-of-way, abandoned railroad rights-of-way, or within schools, parks, or planned

developments.

Source: Google Earth

DESIGN FEATURES

The paved width of a Class | Bike Path shall
be 8 minimum (acceptable only at con-
strained locations), 10’ preferred for two-way
travel. If the path is anticipated to accommo-
date high volumes of non-motorized users,
the preferred width is 14°. The minimum
paved width for a one-way Bike Path shall be
5

A minimum 2’ shoulder shall be provided on
either side of the Bike Path.

A minimum 2’ clearance from the edge of
pavement to any obstructions should be
provided, 3’ is preferred.

® Pavement markings and signing can be used
to designate direction of travel or speed of
travel.

® Class | Paths must be designed to be acces-
sible per ADA requirements.

REFERENCES

® California Highway Design Manual, Chapter
1000

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

® Path entrances should be designed to
prevent entry from vehicles. Design options
such

@ A Class | Path differs from a trail in that it is
required to be paved.

@ A sidepath differs from a Class | Path in that
the sidepath runs parallel to a roadway.

@ If an adjacent sidewalk is provided, pe-
destrians are required to use the sidewalk,
and the Class | Path would be dedicated to
bicycles only.

® Lighting for bicycle paths is important and
should be considered where nighttime use
is not prohibited

e: San Gabriel Valley Bike Master Plan

Sourc



CLASS Il BIKE LANES

Class Il Bike Lanes are one-way facilities that dedicate right-of-way to bicyclists within the roadway
using a combination of pavement markings and signing. Bike Lanes should include buffer space
whenever feasible to separate bicyclists and vehicles.

Proposed
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Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates
_|
DESIGN FEATURES OTHER CONSIDERATIONS FH) -
. , : . : <
°W|dth of a Class Il bike lane should be 5 ® Buffers can be installed between the bike lane Z m
minimum, 6 preferred. The width should not and vehicle travel lane, or between the bike 9 g
exceed 8’ to avoid confusion for a vehicle lane and parking lane. OR
i i ®
travgl lane. The width of the bike lane should @ Bike Lanes are typically found on the right side |+ 0)
not include the gutter pan. wn

of the roadway, but can be installed on the left
GHorizontaI buffers should be provided and side.

should be a minimum of 2', 3" preferred. ® Bike Lanes are typically installed in the same

GDiagonal cross hatching at 45 degree angles direction of vehicle travel, but can be contra-
should be provided within the buffer spaced flow.
20’-40’ apart.

QBike Lane markings should be installed at
the beginning of every block, and at regular
intervals along lane.

® Bike Lanes should be provided on streets
with moderate traffic volumes and relatively Source: Google Earth
low travel speeds. Class IV Bikeways should REFERENCES
be considered on roadways with volumes

over 10,000 ADT and speeds over 30 MPH. e California Highway Design Manual, Chapter
® Bike Lanes should be designed and installed 1000

according to the latest version of the CA ® CA Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devic-

MUTCD. es, 2014, Revision 5
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CLASS IIl BIKE ROUTES

Class Il Bike Routes are designated routes on low speed, low volume roadways that do not neces-
sitate dedicated space for bicyclists where bicyclists and motorists are expected to share the road.
These roadways can be designated as bicycle boulevards with enhancements including signing and
pavement markings, volume management strategies such as diverters, and speed management strat-
egies such as neighborhood traffic circles.
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Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates
DESIGN FEATURES OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
® Ata minimum, signing should indicate the ® Sharrows not only indicate to a bicyclists where
roadway is a Bike Route, and sharrows to ride in the lane, but also remind motorists
should be provided immediately after an that bicyclists can be expected to be traveling
intersection and at regular intervals (250’ in the roadway.
minimum) along the route. @ Sharrow chevrons can be angled to provide
@ Sharrows should be placed where bicyclists route guidance if the route makes a turn on a
should travel within the shared lane. new roadway.

® Bike Routes should be continuous (at least 2
miles long) and have minimal turns

® Bike Routes should be implemented on
streets with very low traffic volumes and
travel speeds. Bike Routes should not be
considered on roadways with volumes over
3,000 ADT and speeds over 25 MPH, unless
traffic volume and speed management REFERENCES
strategies are proposed and anticipated to
achieve these thresholds.

Source: BG Independent Media

® California Highway Design Manual, Chapter
1000

® CA Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices,
2014, Revision 5

@ Bicycle boulevards should be designed to
prioritize bicycles at intersections.



CLASS IV BIKEWAY

Prior to implementation of a Class IV bikeway, a feasibility study should be performed by a PE/TE to
ensure proper design and location of this type of facility. Class IV Bikeways, commonly referred to
as cycle tracks, are on-street bike facilities that includes horizontal buffer separation from vehicles,
similar to a Class Il Bike Lane, as well as vertical separation from vehicles to improve the comfort and
safety of bicyclists. Class IV Bikeways can be one-way or two-way facilities.
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Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates

® Shifts in the Bikeway alignment should use

DESIGN FEATURES a minimum 5:1 approach taper transition, 10:1 i .
QWidth of a one-way Class IV Bikeway should taper is preferred. T <
be 5" minimum, 7" preferred. Width of a two- ® For two-way Class IV Bikeways, a solid % %
way Bikeway is 10’ minimum, 12° preferred. yellow line shall be installed to separate the 6 ©
The width of the Bikeway should not include two directions of travel. o %
the gutter pan. M
! ) ) OTHER CONSIDERATIONS n
eThe Bikeway shall include a vertical element
to separate bicyclists and vehicles such as a @ Raised Bikeways should be designed to
raised facility, flexible posts or similar, an in- accommodate drainage.

flexible barrier, on-street parking, or a raised
island. When parking vehicles are used as
vertical separation, the facility is commonly
referred to as a parking-protected bike lane.

® Raised Bikeways are required to transition
to the roadway at intersections and drive-
ways.

® Maintenance of Class IV Bikeways is ex-
tremely important since entering and exiting
the bikeway is limited for bicyclists.

OHorizontaI buffers should be provided and
should be a minimum of 2', 3" preferred, ex-
cept where the on-street parking is provided,

in which case the minimum horizontal sepa- ® Two-way Bikeways are typically installed on
ration is 3. stretches of roadway with few driveways or
QBikeway markings should be installed at Rﬁn;,%r;e];;\l;ggs
the beginning of every block, and at regular
1000

® Bicycle Signals are required for Class IV

2014, Revision 5
® FHWA, Separated Bikeway Design Guide
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BIKE TREATMENTS - TRANSIT

Bicyclists and transit often use the same travel corridors; therefore, it is important to ensure bicy-
clists and transit vehicles integrate safely and efficiently by providing bicyclists safe and accessible
routes. Strategies such as floating bus islands, left-side bike lanes, and shared bus-bike lanes are
strategies that can be implemented to eliminate or reduce the conflict zones between buses and
bicycles.

A IR AT

Source: NACTO, Transit Street Design Guide

DESIGN FEATURES
Floating Bus Islands

Where feasible, bike lanes should be routed behind bus stops by constructing a floating Bus Is-

land, a dedicated waiting area that improves accessibility for transit passengers and bicyclists by

creating an area separated from the sidewalk by a bike path or bike lane. This design may be

used at locations where the transit vehicle may stop in a travel lane. Separating bicycles from bus

flow also eliminates “leapfrogging” which improves bicyclist comfort and bus operating speeds.

® The loading area is typically 8 wide by 5’ long at a minimum. The loading area must at least
span the length of the front door and rear door of a typical bus, but may be longer at high ca-
pacity stations to accommodate people waiting.

® Bus Islands must be designed to a height that permits accessible boarding

® The bike facility may be at street level or raised to sidewalk level. If raised, there should be
some delineation such as pavement markings or paving materials to differentiate the two spac-
es.

® Pedestrian crossings should be provided in the bike lane with yield lines to indicate bicyclist
must yield to pedestrians.

® Shelters should be located at least 10’ from crosswalks over the bike lane to allow visibility
between people on bicycles and people exiting the island.

Left-Side Bike Lanes

Left-Side Bike Lanes are typically installed on one-way streets or two-way median divided streets
that have frequent bus stops or truck loading zones on the right side.
® Bike lanes located on the left side of the street minimize bicycle-transit conflicts.

o Conventional bike lane design guidelines apply to this treatment.

® Signage should accompany left-side bicycle lanes to clarify proper use by bicyclists to reduce
wrong-way riding.

® A “Yield to Bikes” sign should be installed in advance of and in conjunction with a left turn lane
to reinforce that bicyclists have the right-of-way going through the intersection.



Source: NACTO, Transit Street Design Guide

DESIGN FEATURES (CONTINUED)
Shared Bus-Bicycle Lanes

Shared Bus-Bike Lanes can accommodate both bicyclists and buses on low speed streets with mod-
erate bus headways. On streets without dedicated bicycle infrastructure, curbside bus lanes may be
appropriate for bicycle traffic.

® Pavement markings should include a solid white line and BIKE BUS ONLY marking.

® Buses must operate on the right side of the lane and pull to the curb at stops when possible.
@ Install signs permitting buses and bicycles and excluding other traffic

@ Typical width of a shared bus-bike lane is 11" for offset lanes, and 12’ for curbside lanes.

® Sharrow pavement markings should be placed in the center or left side of the lane.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

® Floating Bus Islands are the preferred treatment for bus and bike lane conflict zones, however, con-
strained roadway widths will not always be able to accommodate this treatment.

® Consider Left-Side Bike Lanes on one-way streets with high parking turnover, rush hour parking re-
strictions, high volume of right turn movements, or on streets where traffic enters into an add lane on
the right-hand side, as from a freeway off-ramp.

® Colored pavement may be used along the facility to draw attention to the unique function of the lane,
or within conflict areas for increased visibility of bicyclists.

REFERENCES

©® NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide

® NACTO, Transit Street Design Guide

® FHWA, Separated Bike Lane

® Better Market Street SF, Best Practices — Transit and Bicycle Integration

® MassDOT, Separated Bike Lane Planning & Design Guide
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BIKE TREATMENTS - ROUNDABOUT

Roundabouts need to be designed to be able to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians. There are
many ways to accommodate bikes at roundabouts including:

® Shared-use (in-road) - bike lanes will end just before the roundabout and

allow bicyclists to merge with traffic,

® Shared-use (sidewalk) - bicycle ramps may be provided so that bicyclists can share the

sidewalk and travel through the pedestrian crosswalks, or

® Separated facility - separated bikeways can be provided adjacent to the roundabout,
allowing a continuous path along the roadway.

SUNN

DESIGN FEATURES

o A well-designed roundabout should have
proper operating speeds in order for bicy-
clists to maneuver through the roundabout
comfortably in mixed traffic.

® Bike lanes should stop at least 100’ before
the crosswalk if provided, if there are no
crosswalks provided at least 100’ before
the yield line. Bicyclists would either merge
into the travel lane or use a bike ramp at this
point.

® If bicyclists are expected to merge into the
travel lane, sharrows should be provided at
the merge point. Sharrows shall be provided

within the circulatory lane of the roundabout.

® Separated bikeways can continue along the
side of the of the roundabout with crossings
that are similar and sometimes adjacent to
pedestrian crosswalks.

® Motorists approach the crossings at a
perpendicular angle, maximizing visibility of
approaching bicyclists.

(6 ) BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN
WARNING Sign

N &‘%“ '
Source: MassDOT Separated Bike Lane Planning and Design Guide

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

@ Single-lane roundabouts provide safety, and
operational benefits of a roundabout with a
smaller footprint and lower cost and have high-
er yielding rates than multilane roundabouts.

@ Multilane roundabouts tend to have higher
vehicle speeds and create more conflicts be-
tween bicycles, pedestrians, and vehicles.

— o

Source: Google Earth

REFERENCES

® FHWA, Bicycle Safety Guide and Countermea-
sure Selection System

® CA Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(CA MUTCD), 2014, Revision 5, Part 9

® MassDOT, Separated Bike Lane Planning and
Design Guide



MIXING ZONES
0000

Mixing Zones, also referred to as Combined Bike Lane / Turn Lanes are designated areas in which
turning motorists are required to merge with bicyclists in advance of an intersection or driveway. Mix-
ing Zone treatments are installed to establish a defined merge space, limit bicyclists exposure to vehi-
cles, and provide guidance for both users. Many treatments require a buffered bike lane or protected
bikeway to transition into a shared use lane or merging zone.

Source: NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide
DESIGN FEATURES

® A Mixing Zone should be clearly defined
using flex posts, warning signs, pavement
markings, or pavement coloring.

@ A buffer space should be considered before
the Mixing Zone area to increase reaction
time before a maneuver.

® Minimizing entrance speed into the Mixing
Zone can be accomplished by limiting the
merge area and allowing a smaller turn
pocket.

® On-street parking should be prohibited 30’-
50’ prior to the Mixing Zone.

® Bike lane markings or sharrows shall be
used to indicate the ideal position of the
bicyclists through the Mixing Zone. If a bike
lane is provided within the shared lane, the
minimum width of the bike lane should be 4".

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

@ Mixing Zones are not generally favorable over
a protected intersection design but may be a
design alternative if space is limited.

® A Mixing Zone may not be recommended for a
location that experiences high vehicular right-
turn volumes.

® Mixing Zones are not be appropriate in loca-

tions where there are two-way bike lanes or
contraflow bike lanes.
et ‘ E )

Source: SFMTA
REFERENCES
® NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide
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BIKE PARKING
0009

The availability, location, and design of bicycle parking is essential to a successful multi-modal transpor-
tation system. Well-designed bicycle parking has the benefit of both preventing theft and creating an
orderly appearance to sidewalks and building sites. The availability of bike racks that are conveniently
located and functional make the overall experience of bicycling more enjoyable. The most common
types of bike parking are the inverted U-rack and the post and ring rack. Bike lockers and secure shel-
ters provide long-term bike parking options.

ff [_]
Inverted U

(P Bike Lockers
Post & Ring /‘/( \

H A= Corral 3
y =—4 = wd{? % R R
= o ; ;j»,q s M

e 22 Sheltered Secure
- Enclosure

Source: NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide
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DESIGN FEATURES

Bike Racks Bike Lockers

® Racks should allow the frame and one or
both wheels to be secured.

® Bike Lockers provide long-term parking with
increased security, and are typically installed

at park-and-ride or transit stations.
® Racks should be spaced appropriately from

curbs, building walls, and other racks to allow
ease of access and use of both sides of the
rack. Minimum of 3’ spacing between racks,
2’ from edge of sidewalk, with at least 4’ of

unobstructed sidewalk space. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
® Various designs of Bike Racks may be used if ®

they provide the same level of security, with

the “inverted U” style being one of the most

simple and effective.

® Bike Lockers can be metal boxes with indi-
vidual keys, a room with residential or em-
ployer access, or a secure enclosure within a
parking garage.

Bike parking should be easily accessible
from the street and protected from motor
vehicles.

® Racks should be installed in an area visible to
passers-by to enhance security and comfort
® Corrals can be used where sidewalk space of use.
is limited and bicycle activity is strong (e.g.,
downtown areas).

Bike Corrals

® Bike parking should not block access to

buildings
® On-street parking spaces may be used as a REFERENCES
bike parking corral, which can accommodate e NACTO, Transit Street Design Guide

8-12 bikes.
® APBP, Essentials of Bike Parking: Selecting

and Installing Bike Parking that Works



/¥ ROAD DIETS
0000
A Road Dietis a design technique that involves changing the cross-section of a roadway by reducing w
the number of vehicle travel lanes available and reallocating roadway space for other travel modes (_2
or uses. Improvements can include physical changes to the cross-section geometry or restriping of Q
the roadway. Road Diets are often used as a traffic calming measure that enhance the pedestrian m
and bicycle environment.
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
® Road Diets typically result in dedicated space
for bicyclists, more separation between ve-
hicles and pedestrians, and shorter crossing %
distances for pedestrians. g
® The implementation of a Road Diet may re- (ﬁ
duce the available road capacity because of 2y
the reduced number of travel lanes; however, JE
Source: FHWA, Road Diet Case Studies if an undivided roadway had no prior desig-
nated left-turn lanes the capacity reduction
may not be drastic since previous left-turn
movements may have caused congestion.

@ Traffic volume, vehicle speed, number of col-

DESIGN FEATURES - ) -
lisions, transit stops, and accessibility may all
® The most common design change involved be factors to consider when determining the
with a Road Diet typically includes the im- feasibility of a Road Diet.

plementation of a striped two-way left-turn
lane. A dedicated left-turn lane can reduce
operating speeds and decrease the number
of travel lanes required to cross during a left-
turn movement.

® The quality of service provided by a road
should be assessed by bicyclist, pedestrian,
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® Roadway space gained during a Road Diet
can be allocated to bike lanes, pedestrian
sidewalks, on-street parking, or shoulder
space, among other uses.

® Roadways with less than 15,000 ADT are
typically good candidates for a four- to
three-lane road diet. Roadways with between
15,000 and 20,000 ADT are good candi-
dates for a feasibility study to determine if a
4-to 3-lane Road Diet could be implemented.
Road diets have been implemented on road-
ways with up to 24,000 ADT.

REFERENCES
® FHWA, Road Diet Informational Guide
e FHWA, Road Diet Case Studies

Source: FHWA, Road Diet Case Studies
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PROTECTED/DEDICATED INTERSECTIONS

A Protected Intersection is a specific intersection treatment that limits the conflict zone by separat-
ing motor vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Dedicated Intersections provide dedicated paths for
bicyclists through the intersection when there is not sufficient space for a full setback, as created

in Protected Intersections. Both Protected Intersections and Dedicated Intersections are most com-
monly found on streets with buffered or separated bike facilities.
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PEDESTRIAN

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates

DESIGN FEATURES

Protected Intersections:

The bikeway setback dimension determines most other dimensions of the protected intersection.
A setback of 14’ — 20’ is preferred, with a minimum of 10”. Setbacks smaller than 12’ may require
longer clear distances and speed reduction strategies. The setback increases the visibility of pe-
destrians and bicyclists due to the angle at which a vehicle approaches the crossings, and allows
a turning vehicle to yield to a pedestrian or bicyclists and queue without blocking through traffic.

EMERGING
TECHNOLOGIES

Corner island radii should discourage passenger vehicles from turning at faster than 10 mph —
this is typically accomplished with a 10’ — 20’ curb radius.

Q Bike queue areas must be at least 6.5’ deep, but 10" dimensions are desirable.

® No stopping zones should be long enough to provide visibility for both bicyclists and drivers — in
many cities, this zone is 20" — 30’ long.

® Signage and/or pavement markings to designate right-of-way and proper yielding for vehicles
and bicyclists is desired.

® A Protected Intersection must design corner radii and vertical features considering selected
design (largest typical vehicle user), control (largest infrequent vehicle user), and managed (most
common vehicle user) vehicles. A mountable apron or device may be desirable.

Dedicated Intersections:

® Vertical Elements are recommended for use in the buffer

® Dedicated Intersections can be paired with Leading Bike and Pedestrian Interval traffic signal
movements to increase safety and reduce bicycle — vehicle conflict

® Buffer markings can help maintain a safe distance between vehicles and bicyclists. Buffer mark-
ings are recommended to be 2" — 4’ wide.

MENIFEE Active Transportation Plan
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Source: NACTO, Don’t Give Up at the Intersection

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

@ Protected/Dedicated Intersections can be paired with existing bicycle/pedestrian strategies to
create seamless movement through intersections for all users.

® Protected/Dedicated Intersection designs work best when both intersecting roadways provide
bike lanes or separated bikeways.

® Vehicle setbacks are typically much longer at protected and dedicated intersections than conven-
tional intersections.

@ If a dedicated right turn lane is required due to high turning movement volumes, a protected turn
signal phase is recommended.

@ Traversable separation, meaning flush buffers, should be considered to allow riders the option to
exit the bike lane upstream of an intersection.

® Protected Intersection elements may not always be feasible at all approaches to an intersection,
and can be implemented on some intersection legs and not others.

REFERENCES

® NACTO, Dont Give Up at the Intersection
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/8 TRAFFIC CALMING

Traffic Calming is a way to promote responsible motorist behavior and safe driving speeds through
street design without relying on traffic control devices such as signals, signs or police enforcement.
If implemented correctly, these design strategies can reduce the number and severity of crashes, as
well as noise level for adjacent land uses. The Traffic Calming strategies should be predictable and
easy to understand by all road users.

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates

DESIGN FEATURES
Neighborhood Traffic Circles:

® Neighborhood Traffic Circles are raised or delineated islands placed at intersections that reduce
vehicle speeds by narrowing turning radii, narrowing the travel lane, and, if planted, obscure the
visual corridor along the roadway. Islands can consist of raised medians or can be a combination
of striping and low-cost vertical separation devices such as flexible delineators.

® A mountable curb may be installed along the outer portion of the circle to accommodate larger
vehicles going through the intersection (e.g., fire truck or moving van).

® Traffic Circles are considered a horizontal deflection measure. Without adequate deflection, mo-
torists can pass through the traffic circle without lowering vehicle speed.

Chicanes:

® Chicanes are a series of raised or delineated curb extensions or edge islands on alternating
sides of a street forming an S-shaped travel way.

® Curb extensions and edge islands should be tapered at 45 degrees.
® Edge lines should be marked to designate the travel lane.

® Chicanes may require drainage design, and may have a 1’ to 2’ gap from the curb to resolve
drainage issues.



Chicanes (Continued):
® Signing may be used to alert drivers of a downstream shift in the roadway alignment.

® Chicanes often require parking removal, but may allow for public space and street activation.

Raised Intersections:

® Raised intersections involve elevating an entire intersection to the level of the adjacent sidewalk
and ramping each approach to the intersection. The raised portion is the width of the intersection
and should extend 10-15" on each leg.

® Signing may be added to encourage vehicles to slow down and yield to pedestrians.

® Tactile warning strips shall be added at edges to enable site impaired people to detect the cross-
ing.

@ Raised Intersections can be built with a variety of materials including asphalt, concrete or pavers.

® The crosswalks on each approach are also elevated as part of the treatment, to enable pedestri-
ans to cross the road at the same level as the sidewalk.

@ Bollards or other vertical separation device should be installed at the intersection corners to pre-
vent vehicles from driving onto the sidewalk.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

® Successful implementation often involves local neighborhood participation to best identify issues
and educate users on the intent of the new design.

® A variety of techniques may be used together and are typically most effective when spaced ap-
propriately throughout an entire roadway length.

Source: NACTO, Urban Street Design Guide

Source: NCO, Urban Street Design Guide

REFERENCES

® FHWA, Traffic Calming Countermeasures
® NACTO, Urban Street Design Guide

@ APA, US. Traffic Calming Manual
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CURB EXTENSIONS/PEDESTRIAN BULB-OUTS

Bulb-outs (also known as curb extensions) are extensions of the curb line at intersections and mid-
block crossings that reduce pedestrian crossing distance, increase pedestrian visibility, and reduce
vehicle travel speeds by narrowing the roadway width and reducing curb radii. Bulb-outs can also
provide extra space along sidewalks for users and amenities, such as street furniture, benches, plant-

ings, and trees.

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates

DESIGN FEATURES

Q Bulb-outs extend approximately the width of
a parked car (minimum 6’ from the curb).

eThe minimum length of a Bulb-out is the
width of the crosswalk, allowing the curva-
ture of the Bulb-out to start after the cross-
walk to deter parking. Preferably the Bulb-
out would extend to the advance stop bar, or
to the parking minimum setback.

® The length of a Bulb-out can vary depending
on the intended use (i.e., stormwater man-
agement, transit stop waiting areas, parking
restrictions).

REFERENCES

® NACTO, Urban Street Design Guide

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

® Streets with on-street parking lanes or wide
outside travel lanes are particularly appro-
priate for Bulb-outs.

@ Design should consider the turning needs
of emergency and larger vehicles

o Design should consider grading and drain-
age

® Bulb-outs can be installed at intersections or
mid-block crossing locations.

Source: Deeproot



MEDIAN REFUGE ISLANDS

Median Refuge Islands provide vertical protection for pedestrians crossing two directions of travel,
allowing pedestrians to cross a two-way street one direction at a time. The Refuge Island reduces
the crossing distance for pedestrians, reduces exposure to vehicle traffic, and can also serve as a
traffic calming treatment. They can be located at intersections or mid-block locations.

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates

DESIGN FEATURES OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

QMinimum width is &', but 8°-10" is preferred ® Median Refuge Islands may be used to connect

Minimum clear width through the island is 6, routes at an off-set intersection.

but 10’-12" is preferred ® Additional strategies such as curb extensions,
RRFBs, and advance signing should be paired
with refuge islands depending on speeds and
traffic volumes.

eMinimum length along roadway for vertical
protection is 20’

(@) Design must meet ADA requirements . . ,
® This treatment can be beneficial for bicycles by

providing a desirable width of a median refuge
of 10’ or greater with an area large enough to
accomodate two-way bicycle travel.

® This treatment is recommended where pedes-
trians and bicyclists cross streets with higher
volumes and higher speeds, particularly at
Source: PedBikeSafe unsignalized intersections.

REFERENCES

o NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide
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RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASHING BEACONS (RRFB)

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFB) are user-actuated flashing lights incorporated into pe-
destrian warning sign assembly that increase driver awareness of a pedestrian crossing at unsignal-
ized intersections or mid-block locations.

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates

DESIGN FEATURES

) Advance yield lines should be installed 20'-
50’ in advance of the crosswalk

eAdvance warning signs should be installed in
conjunction with the advance yield line

QSign and beacon should be Installed on
both sides of the roadway at the edge of the
crosswalk. If there is a pedestrian refuge or
other type of median, an additional beacon
should be installed in the median

® Design in accordance with FHWA's Interim
Approval 11 (I1A-21)

REFERENCES

® NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide

® FHWA, Safety Effects of Marked Vs Unmarked
Crosswalks at Uncontrolled Locations

® CA Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(CA MUTCD), 2014, Revision 5

® FHWA, Urinterim Approval for the Optional
Use of Pedestrian-Actuated Rectangular Rap-
id-Flashing Beacons at Uncontrolled Marked

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

® RRFB’s are usually implemented on collectors
and arterials with high volumes of pedestrians
and bicycles.

® RRFBs shall not be installed at stop-controlled
or signalized intersections.

® Increases yielding behavior of drivers at cross-
walks when supplementing standard pedestri-
an crossing signs.

® Walk time for RRFBs can be calculated based
on 3.5 feet per second.

® RRFB systems are typically solar-powered.

Source: Texas A&MTransportation Institute



PEDESTRIAN HYBRID BEACONS (PHB)

Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons (PHB), including the High-intensity Activated Crosswalk Beacon (HAWK),
are a type of user-actuated signal that allows pedestrians and bicyclists to stop traffic to cross high-vol-
ume arterial streets. This type of signal may be used in lieu of a full signal that meets any of the traffic
signal control warrants in the MUTCD. It may also be used at locations which do not meet traffic signal
warrants but where assistance is needed for pedestrians or bicyclists to cross a high-volume arterial
street.

47T0ADI1d
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Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates

DESIGN FEATURES OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

® MUTCD recommends minimum volumes of
20 pedestrians or bicyclists an hour for major
arterial crossings (volumes exceeding 2,000
vehicles/hour).

Q Stop bars or yield lines should be installed in
both directions 20’ — 50’ in advance of the
crosswalk.

SAIDOTONHDOGL
ONIDHIINT

® Advance warning signs should be installed

in conjunction with the advance stop bar. ® A PHB is typically installed on roadways with

° ) | activati H , ) higher vehicle speeds or volumes than an
Use signa acﬁva‘uon, SU.C as video or. n- RRFB. See FHWA's Safety Effects of Marked
frared detection. Detection can be active or Versus Unmarked Crosswalks at Uncontrolled

passive. Locations publication and the MUTCD to de-
termine warrants for traffic control at midblock
Crossings.
REFERENCES ® PHBs should be installed at least 100’ from an

. . existing signalized intersection. If installed with-
® NACTO, Urban Street Design Guide in a coordinated signal corridor, the PHB should
® FHWA, Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon Guide Rec- be installed in coordination.

ommendations and Case Study i

® FHWA, Safety Effects of Marked Versus Un-
marked Crosswalks at Uncontrolled Locations
publication

® CA Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(CA MUTCD), 2014, Revision 5
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LEADING PEDESTRIAN INTERVAL (LPI)

A Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI) is a technique used to allow pedestrians to enter the intersection
prior to vehicular traffic. Additional walk time is added to the start of the pedestrian phase, while the
red phase for vehicular traffic remains in place. The additional time increases pedestrian visibility by
allowing pedestrians to establish their position in the crosswalk ahead of the turning traffic.

Source: NACTO Urban Street Design Guide
DESIGN FEATURES

® Provide enough time for pedestrians to cross
at least one lane of traffic before the turning
traffic is released. This typically results in a
3-7 seconds of lead time, depending on the
total crossing distance.

® Pairing Leading Pedestrian Interval’s with oth-
er pedestrian treatments, such as bulb-outs,
increase their effectiveness and reduces
vehicle delay at intersections.

! CAPITOL GAR. GE
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Source: CalTrans Complete Streets I:;Iement

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

® Typical use at intersections with high volumes
of pedestrians and conflicting turning vehicles
and locations with a large number of pedestri-
ans who walk slower.

® LPIs also improve safety at intersections where
left-turning vehicles yield to on-coming traffic
prior to making a left turn.

® Leading Pedestrian Intervals are relatively low
in cost and only require minor adjustments to
signal timing.

® LPIs can be paired with Leading Bicycle Inter-
vals (LBI).

® LPIs are not needed where there are protected
right or left turns.

REFERENCES
® NACTO, Urban Street Design Guide




PEDESTRIAN SCRAMBLE

The Pedestrian Scramble intersection temporarily stops all approaches of vehicle traffic, allowing
pedestrians to simultaneously cross all legs of the intersection, including diagonally. The Pedestrian
Scramble may be used when an intersection experiences high pedestrian volumes, when there is a
high volume of turning vehicular traffic through any crosswalk, and/or when there is a history of colli-
sions involving turning vehicles and pedestrians.

o

Source: NACTO Designing Cities 2017 (City of Los Angeles)

DESIGN FEATURES OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
Q Pair with signage declaring that vehicles ® A Pedestrian Scramble can reduce the pedes-
must not block intersection trian crossing time and exposure.
® The exclusive pedestrian phase should cor- ® A Pedestrian Scramble traffic signal move-
respond with the diagonal crossing distance. ment can cause larger vehicle and pedestrian
® Pedestrian phases should not be allowed queues and delays.
during any vehicle phases. ® A Pedestrian Scramble should be installed
® Provide crosswalks and pedestrian striping where intersecting roadways have similar road-
way widths.

to clearly designate the diagonal crossings.

® Pair with large refuge spaces and bulb-outs
to provide safe staging area for high vol-
umes of pedestrians.

REFERENCES

@ NACTO, Designing Cities 2017

o StreetsBlog LA, Crosswalks Debut At Holly-
wood And Highland

Source: StreetsBlog LA
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PEDESTRIAN REALM

The Pedestrian Realm is the area within a streetscape that is designed for pedestrian use but in-
cludes more than just the sidewalk. Pedestrian Realm design is an approach to supporting multiple
functions of the space between the street and property line. Sidewalks are the canvas for pedestrian
realm design, which plays a critical role in the character, function, enjoyment, and accessibility of
neighborhoods, main streets, and other community destinations. In addition to providing space for
pedestrians separated from motor vehicles, street trees and other plantings, stormwater infrastruc-
ture, street lights, and bicycle racks offer places for people to gather, stroll, shop and eat, etc.

Source: NACTO Urban Street Design Guide

DESIGN FEATURES

There are four primary zones that typically make up an active pedestrian realm: Frontage Zone,
Pedestrian Through Zone, Street Furniture/ Curb Zone and Enhancement Buffer.

Frontage Zone Street Furniture/ Curb Zone

® The Frontage Zone is space adjacent to ® The Street Furniture/ Curb Zone area is be-
building. tween curb and through zone.

® May be occupied by front porches, stoops, ® The area between the curb and the Pedestri-
architectural features, displays, café seating, an Zone and may include street lights, trees,
etc. bicycle racks, parking meters, signposts,

signal boxes, benches, trash and recycling

® Frontage Zones vary in width from a few feet
receptacles, and other elements.

to several yards. Typically, in downtown and
commercial areas, the Frontage Zone should @ Typically 2’-6" depending on street classifica-

be anywhere between 2.5- 10", tion

Pedestrian Through Zone Enhancement Buffer Zone

® The Pedestrian Through Zone is the obsta- @® The Enhancement Buffer Zone is space adja-
cle-free area for pedestrian travel. centto curb.

® Must be kept clear of any obstacles and be ® Dedicated space for curb extensions, par-
wide enough to comfortably accommodate klets, stormwater management features,
expected pedestrian volumes including parking, bike racks, bike share stations, and
those using mobility assistance devices. curbside bike lanes or cycle tracks.

e l!deally 5-7 for a residential setting and 8-12° ® Refer to Curb Extensions, Parklets, Bike Park-
wide for downtown or commercial areas, or ing, and Stormwater Management strategies
areas with high pedestrian volumes. for more details.



OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

@ Providing the 4 zones of the Pedestrian Realm:
o Creates a vibrant streetscape with active uses adjacent to the street

* Promotes a lively street environment and adds economic value by enabling private com-
mercial activity to spill into the public environment of the street

47T0ADI1d

* Provides attractive elements such as landscaping and/or rain gardens that collect storm
water runoff from adjacent roads and sidewalks

® Pedestrian Realms with all four zones are typically found in commercial corridors with high pe-
destrian volumes, mixed use developments, and high-density residential areas
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Source: Kimley Horn and Associates

REFRENCES
® NACTO, Urban Street Design Guide
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-t9 CURBSIDE MANAGEMENT

= A

Curbside Management seeks to inventory, optimize, allocate, and manage curb space to maximize
mobility and access for the wide variety of curb demands and users. It is fundamentally about creating
an organization scheme that improves mobility and safety for all while allowing the curb space to re-
main flexible. Potential users of the curbside include: drivers (both Transportation Network Companies
(TNC) and non-TNC), parked vehicles, electric vehicle (EV) charging, bicycles and bicycle infrastruc-
ture, pedestrians and crossing infrastructure, couriers and delivery vehicles, local businesses, mobile
vendors, transit and transit infrastructure, ADA access, emergency services, taxis, shuttles, parklets,
and streetscape.

BICYCLE

PEDESTRIAN

BIKE SHARE FOOD TRUCK PARKLET LOADING ZONE PARA#RANSIT METERED BUS STOP PASSENGER
STATION 150 meals/day 100 visitors/day 20 deliveries/ & ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPOT 1,000 riders/day DROP-OFF ZONE
40 riders/day® $800-1800 10—20% revenue day supporting LOADING 15 vehicles/day® ™ & 100 passengers/day
income/day?® boost to nearby $10,000 in daily Serving 19% of
businesses” sales per block the US population®

Source: NACTO Parking and Curbside Management

ﬂ CURBSIDE TREATMENT STRATEGIES
2 8 Pricing Strategies: Curbside Designated Zones:
8 6' ® Metered Parking ® Loading Zones
% % ® Multispace Parking Meters or Pay-by-Phone ® Freight Loading Zones
= B Parking ® Taxi Stands
~  ® Time-of-Day Parking Pricing

® Vending Zones

Corridor Types: ® Car Share Zones

e Transit Priority Corridors ® Flex Zones — Areas that can be used to serve
, Dedicated Transit Lanes different purposes including:
. Bus Queue Jumps * Multiple functions served in simultane-

» Enhanced Transit Stops ously in the same space

o Different functions served at different

e Bicycle Priority Corridors times in the space through time-of-day

& . Protected Bikeways restrictions

':% . Bicycle and Shared Mobility Device Stor- « Multiple functions served simultaneously
’g age in different spaces along the road

% @ Pedestrian Priority Corridors District-Wide Policies:

= _ :

2 » Curb Extensions ® No-Parking Districts

< » Wider Sidewalks/Enhanced Sidewalks ® Permit Parking

i « Parklets

Z

s . Seating

206



Source: ITE Cur'b-side Management Pracitioners Guide

2 &

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

Inventory existing conditions. Complete a detailed assessment of how curb space is currently
utilized and managed — 1) Review of existing policies or codes which may impact curb space
utilization; 2) Perform field observations to identify key existing curbside users, use, and restric-
tions; 3) Determine any obvious needs or opportunities.

Identify land use and activity considerations to develop modal prioritization of space. |dentify
critical uses for the right-of-way on a corridor-by-corridor or even block-by-block basis such as
mobility, access for people, activation, greening, and storage for vehicles or equipment. Modal
prioritization may vary by time of day for certain corridors and contexts.

Identify appropriate treatment alternatives. Select treatment alternatives based on which right-
of-way functions and transportation modes would like to prioritize at curb space location(s).

Assess and present alternatives for public feedback. Evaluate selected treatment alternatives
to determine both their anticipated efficiency and impact on each right-of-way function and user
relative to existing conditions. Consider looking at qualitatively or quantitative metrics such as
VMT, levels of traffic street, walk/bike score. Consider creating a stakeholder advisory group
comprised of both public and private representatives to provide feedback and guidance on
potential treatments.

Refine and implement treatments. Refine selected treatments to establish a final preferred
alternative. Develop a plan for the preferred alternative that uses either an accelerated “quick
build” method or standard design development process.

Monitor and evaluate performance of implemented treatments. Monitor implemented treat-
ment/strategy for effectiveness in meeting project or agency goals. Consider measures of effec-
tiveness listed in ITE Curbside Management Practitioners Guide.

REFERENCES

ITE Curbside Management Practitioners Guide
NACTO Parking and Curbside Management

® International Parking & Mobility Institute The Parking Professional’s Curbside Manage (May

2019)

® /nternational Transport Forum The Shared-Use City: Managing the Curb

47T0ADI1d
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NEIGHBORHOOD ELECTRIC VEHICLES

Neighborhood electric vehicles (NEVs) offer a low speed, zero-emission motorized travel option. A ve-
hicle is classified as a NEV or “low-speed vehicle” if it is a four-wheeled motor vehicle with top speeds
of 20 to 25 mph. NEVs can carry up to six passengers.

Note: The California’s Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) provides additional requirements for a vehicle to be
classified as a NEV. These requirements include registration, conforming VIN, and gross vehicle weight rating.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

woe | [BMINEV - BIKE

il

1 INTRODUCING FReo |- [

PROVIDING A FREE RIDE . g i L
FVERYWHERE wwm\my = A
4" ¢ .
Mote 1: Reduce Character Spacing by 10%
NEV-G1(CA)

ENGLISH UNITS
A B cC |0 E

F] &6
[ 30| 20 [ 5 [425] ac | 3 | 15

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates
Source: CA MUTCD
NETWORK DESIGN CONSIDERATION

® NEVs can only operate on any roadway with posted speed limits of 35 mph or less unless a NEV
plan is adopted. Per state legislation, a NEV plan is needed to operate NEVs and other low-speed
vehicles on streets that have posted speed limits above 35 mph. California AB-61 allows County of
Riverside or any of its jurisdictions to develop a NEV Transportation Plan

® An adopted NEV Transportation Plan may prohibit NEV operation on any roadway and allow oper-
ation of NEVs in separate lanes on roads with posted limits of 40 mph or greater. NEV lanes for the
NEV Transportation Plan are classified as the following:
® Class | NEV routes provide for a completely separate right-of-way for the use of NEVs
® Class Il NEV routes provide for a separate striped lane adjacent to roadways with speed limits of 55 miles per hour or less
® Class Il NEV routes provide for shared use by NEVs with conventional vehicle traffic on streets with speed limits of 35 mph or

less

® NEVs can cross intersections that have a speed limit above 35 mph, if the crossing begins and ends
on a road of 35 mph or less and occurs at an intersection of approximately 90 degrees. Vehicles
cannot travel at un uncontrolled intersection with any state highway unless that intersection has been
approved by the agency with primary responsibilities for that crossing (e.g., Caltrans)

@ A road network for NEVs should be designed for continuous, direct, and relatively flat routes through-
out a City. An efficient NEV network should be designed to provide as direct a route as possible to
employment centers, retail centers, and other points of concentrated activity

® Dedicated paths that accommodate NEVs can be considered in newer, lower-density suburban com-
munities where road widths or adjacent greenspace permit them. They must be at least 9 ft wide to
allow for unidirectional travel, and 18 ft wide for bi-directional travel

® NEVs can operate in dedicated on-street lanes (including bike lanes) if these lanes are at least 7’
wide and signing and/or pavement marking indicates NEVs are allowed



Source: Bennett Engineering

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Recommended for local trips in self-contained areas such as planned communities, resorts, col-
lege campuses, and industrial parks

Parking, charging stations, striping, signs, and educational tools should be provided
On-street parking may be repurposed for NEV lanes or charging spaces

Transit station parking lots that have space for NEVs also should provide charging facilities. At
busy transit parking lots, planners will have to consider how many NEV spaces with charging
stations to install, whether to limit parking hours for charging, and how to regulate pricing

REFERENCES

Neighborhood Electric Vehicle(NEV)/Low-Speed Vehicle (LSV) And Golf Cart Registration
(FFVR 37) by California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV)

California Streets and Highways Code, Division 11 (Rules of the Road), Chapter 1.
Assembly Bill No. 61, California Legislation.
National Highway Transportation Safety Administration (NHTSA)

AARP, Public Policy Institute Policy and Design Considerations for Accommodating Low-Speed
Vehicles and Golf Carts in Community Transportation Networks

SANDAG and ICTIC, Mobility Hub Catalog (December 2017)

® Coachella Valley Association of Governments, Neighborhood Electric Transportation Plan (Jan-

uary 2016)
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MOBILITY HUBS

Mobility Hubs are places of connectivity where people can make seamless connections between var-
jious travel options such as walking, biking, micromobility, transit, and shared mobility services. Each
Mobility Hub is custom designed for the surrounding community it services to make it easier for peo-
ple to use transit to travel between destinations of interest. Mobility Hubs typically consider services
and destinations within a 5-min walk, bike or drive to/from high-frequency transit.

.-',——""-""‘—
£ g
o,—n’_q\ _--—-—ﬁ
- iy -
1

'WHERE PEOPLE
GO TOMOVE

Source: Shared-Use Mobility Center

DESIGN STRATEGIES

@ Lighting should be provided both within the site and approaching the site to ensure user safety for
pedestrians, bicyclist, and Micromobility users.

® Mobility Hubs should be walkable and accessible for all ages and abilities by providing basic comfort
features such as seating, protection from elements (shading), established traffic-calming elements
(vertical or horizontal separation from motorized vehicles), and enhanced pedestrian environment
(public art).

@ A variety of travel options should be provided that fit community needs and allow users to effectively
travel to and from the mobility hub to access their end destination. It is recommended to provide a
minimum of three options other than existing transit.

® Mobility Hubs should support seamless transfer and integration into surrounding neighborhood
through well designed wayfinding and navigation tools such as physical maps, interactive kiosks,
and/or signs.

® Consider amenities for the following categories:

e Transit amenities within the immediate transit station area to help riders plan their trips, make
connections and wait for their trip comfortably include: enhanced transit waiting areas, pas
senger loading zones, and real-time arrival information.

* Pedestrian amenities within a 5-minute walk to and from transit station that promote pedestri
an travel include walkways and high-visibility crosswalks.



DESIGN STRATEGIES (CONTINUED)

® Consider amenities for the following categories (continued):

* Bike amenities within a 5-minute bike ride to and from transit station that promote bicycle
travel include: dedicated bikeways, bike parking, bike share stations

* Motorized services & amenities within 5-minute drive to and from transit station that sup-
port efficient operation of motorized travel that may include: dedicated transit lanes, Mi-
cromobility, e-bike and scootershare, carshare, on-demand rideshare (TNCs), microtransit,
neighborhood electric vehicle (NEV), electric vehicle charging, smart parking, and flexible
curb space

e Support services & amenities within the station area and 5-minute zones for walking, bik-
ing, and driving that support travel options include: wayfinding, package delivery, mobile
retail services, and universal transportation account

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

® Build around transit stops and stations with high-capacity, high-frequency, and high-ridership
transit services near large activity generators such as commercial centers, employment centers,
and districts.

® Consider existing and potential availability of electricity to implement charging facilities for elec-
tric cars, e-bikes, and scooters.

® Leverage momentum of currently planned and future transit-oriented development to maximize
use of Mobility Hub. Typically, places where people live and work are where Mobility Hubs would
be successful.

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates

REFERENCES

@ Shared-Use Mobility Center Mobility Hubs (2019)
® Metrolinx, Mobility Hub Guidelines (2011)

® SANDAG, Mobility Hub Catalog (2018)
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GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

O

Green Infrastructure is a planning and design approach to managing runoff, reducing the urban heat
island effect, improving health and air quality, and promoting sustainability goals through stormwater
infrastructure such as bioswales, infiltration basins, and pervious pavement. Many traffic calming tech-
nigues and pedestrian and bicycle facilities provide opportunities to incorporate Green Infrastructure
techniques that can create a more pleasant environment for walking and biking.

Source: NACTO Urban Street Stormwater Guide

DESIGN FEATURES

Bioswales:

Bioswales are landscaped infrastructure with dense vegetation or grass that manages stormwater

runoff from paved surfaces, allowing the water to infiltrate into the ground.

® Flow-based design should follow the most recently published Riverside County BMP Handbook
where the design rainfall intensity is identified as 0.2 in/hour

® Verification that underlying native soils are not contaminated should be determined prior to instal-
lation.

® The swale should be a minimum of 2’ in width at the bottom of the swale.
® |deal side slope of 4:1 H:V (maximum 3:1) to allow maximum contact time with vegetation.

® Minimum slope in flow direction 0.2%, provide underdrains for slopes < 0.5% and maximum slope
in flow direction 2.0%, provide grade-control checks for slopes > 2.0%

® Water level retains no more than 6” of runoff

® For runoff that enter in a sheetflow fashion, edge should be flush with grade and where neces-
sary, intermittently space curb cuts to allow runoff to enter and be treated. Curb cuts should be at
least 18” wide and spaced from 3-15” apart

® Be mindful if blocking sightlines, signs, and other traffic control devices



DESIGN FEATURES (CONTINUED)
Infiltration Basin / Rain Garden:

Infiltration Basins, or Rain Gardens, are earthen basin designed to capture runoff and infiltrate

stormwater back into pervious natural surrounding soil.

® Volume-based design should follow the most recently published Riverside County BMP Hand-
book where the minimum drawdown time is 48 hours

® Avoid sediment clogging by including a settling basin near inlet and required energy dissipater
® Water level retains between 6” and 12" of runoff

® Aim to have a minimum infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr

® Vegetation should be included on sides and bottom to protect the basin from erosion

® |f standing water conditions occur, a relief underdrain should be installed
Pervious Pavement

Pervious pavement is durable surface that allows rainfall to filter gradually into an underlying lay-
ered structure that stores the water prior to infiltration or drainage to an overflow system such as
porous asphalt, pervious concrete, permeable interlocking concrete pavers, or grid pavers.

® Pervious Pavement has soil infiltration rates that exceed or meet standard of 0.5”/hr

® For pervious asphalt and concrete, critical that the subgrade is properly prepared and that the
surface is poured correctly

® Pervious Pavement should not be used in the following conditions:
o Areas with known soil contamination
* Downstream of erodible areas and areas with a high likelihood of pollutant spills
° Industrial or high vehicular traffic areas

® Requires well-drained native soil

@ Limited infiltration effectiveness on street slopes over 5%

@ Pervious Pavers can be installed along sidewalks, street furniture zones, parking lanes, gutter
strips or entire roadways. Not recommended on bicycle boulevards as they are not likely to pro-
vide a traffic calming benefit.

REFERENCES

® NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide — Green
Infrastructure

® NACTO Urban Street Design Guide - Bioswales
® NACTO Urban Street Stormwater Guide

® Caltrans Erosion Control Toolbox: Biofiltration

@ Caltrans Biofiltration Swale Design Guidance
(2012)

® Riverside County Stormwater Quality Design
Handbook (2006)

® Riverside County Design Handbook for Low
Impact Development Best Management Practic-
es (20M)

Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency
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TRANSPORTATION NETWORK COMPANIES (TNCS)

Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) provide on-demand rideshare or ridehailing service to
allow users to request a shared or personal ride in real-time using a mobile app. The app can link
passengers with available drivers based on the trip’s origin and destination, while also identifying

the quickest route.

Source: Kimley-Horn a soites :
DESIGN FEATURES

® Allow shared or flexible curb space on busy,
urban streets so that different functions can
use curbs at different peak times or so they
can share the same space during specified
hours

® Designate TNC pick-up/drop-off areas along
the curb or within parking lots for passenger
loading and unloading to make rideshare
services more efficient, while also reducing
instances of double-parking or idling

o Accompany wayfinding signs with
TNC pick-up/drop-off areas to clearly
communicate the location to both
passengers and drivers

e Work with TNCs to create in-app
prompts to direct people to dedicat-
ed pick-up areas

e Consider converting parking spaces
to TNC pick-up/drop-off areas within
a parking lot or passenger loading
zones along a curb
REFERENCES

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

® Consider partnerships with TNCs to promote
carpooling to areas that experience high
demand for parking (e.g., downtown district,
transit station)

. i
&

Source: Significon

® |TDP, Ride Fair: A Policy Framework for Managing Transportation Network Companies
® SANDAG and ICTIC, Mobility Hub Catalog (December 2017)
® Significon, Ride App Pickup: Creation of a new Standard
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Source: NACT Urban Street Design Guide

DESIGN FEATURES

® Dedicated Parklet space varies based on

the location but a 6-foot width is a desired
minimum.

Curb stops should be installed approximately
4’ on each side of the Parklet to ensure visi-
bility for parking cars.

Parklets should have vertical elements that
separate them from traffic but should not
prevent visual connection between the
pedestrians and the street. Vertical elements
between 36” and 48” are desirable.

Parklets can be designed as raised platforms
to prevent conflict with road and gutter slope
for drainage. Raised platforms should have a
flush transition at the curb.

REFERENCES

® NACTO, Urban Street Design Guide

® San Francisco Parklet Manual

PARKLETS/POCKET PARKS

Parklets are typically created by repurposing a portion of on-street parking for use as a community
space. Popular usage for Parklets include curbside seating for dining, bicycle parking, and art exhib-
its. These multi-purpose spaces can provide an aesthetic enhancement to the neighborhood, spark
public interest, and encourage non-motorized transportation.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

@ Flexibility in space allocation and design allows
Parklets to be relatively cost efficient when
compared to more permanent civil improve-
ments.

® The decision to implement Parklets should be
a mutual arrangement between local business
owners, community residents, and any govern-
ing associations.

® Plants and other style features help distinguish
the Parklet space and define it as a designated
public space separate from vehicle traffic.

® High-visibility elements such as reflective
bollards, a painted buffer, or signage may be
incorporated into the Parklet design to clearly
define the space at night.

47T0ADI1d
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SHARED MICROMOBILITY

Shared Micromobility is a shared fleet of small, fully or partially human-powered vehicles such as
bikes, e-bikes, and scooters. While there are different business models and companies that provide
Shared Micromobility services, these vehicles are typically rented through a mobile app or kiosk,
picked up and dropped off in the public right-of-way or designated parking areas, and intended to
serve short trip lengths. Users are typically charged by the hour, day, or month if they use the service
on a subscription basis.

Bikes E-Bike E-Scooters

— : 5 L
Source: Tony Webster Source: City of Orlando Source: NACTO

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

® Services should only be allowed to operate in the public right-of-way with legal permission from the
City (e.g., license, permit, contract).

® Encourage the use of designated Shared Micromobility parking zones (e.g., in street corral, docking
points, painted sidewalk, marked location on sidewalk, painted parking zones in parking lane/red curb
spaces) in high volume or crowded areas, and allow users to drop off vehicles in the furniture zone of
sidewalks. Communicate appropriate parking locations to users.

* Prevent vehicles from parking a minimum 5’ from a crosswalk or curb ramp
* Enforce vehicles to be parked in street furniture zone of pedestrian public realm
* Keep a minimum €’ clear path on sidewalk

* Consider using flexible delineators to mark extent of parking zone. Typically, place
retro-reflective delineators no more than 20’ apart and leave room between back of bikes and
delineators to mount and dismount.

e Consider using thermoplastic striping and paint to mark extent of parking zone, leave room
behind the back of bike tires for riders to mount and dismount.

® Situate parking facilities that may include charging station near transit stations and other major destina-
tions.



IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES (CONTINUED)
® |dentify restricted/limited access areas. Consider requiring operators to limit speeds to appropriate
levels in the following identified areas: o
* Unrestricted: 15 mph {_2
* Slow zone: 5-12 mph ®
* Non-electric vehicle: 0-3 mph B
» Prohibited spaces: User must walk vehicle (e.g., sidewalks)
® Encourage use of Shared Micromobility services in dedicated bicycle lanes and multi-use paths.
Manage vehicle speeds in these locations.
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS .
® Draft metrics (e.g., safety, access, equity, economic) to review and assess impact of Shared Micro- g
mobility service on community. (|'/|'|)
® Update street design guidelines to include Shared Micromobility services to create protected and 3
safe spaces for users. Consider creating Micromobility lanes. These lanes would follow similar >
guidelines to bicycle facilities. Z
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Source: Santa Monica Next

REFERENCES .
>
® NACTO, Guidelines for Regulating Shared Micromobility (2019) A
m
® Transformation for America Shared Micromobility Playbook o
® NACTO, Bike Share Station Siting Guide ‘;
® California Vehicle Code Division 11, Article 4 a
o
® California Vehicle Code Division 11, Article 5 8
® California Vehicle Code Division 11, Article 7 §
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POTENTIAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING SOURCES

Federal, state, and local government agencies in-
vest billions of dollars every year in the nation’s
transportation system. Only a fraction of that fund-
ing is used to develop policies, plans, and projects
to improve conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians.
Even though appropriate funds are available, they
are limited and often hard to find. Desirable projects
sometimes go unfunded because communities may
be unaware of a fund’s existence or may apply for
the wrong type of grant. In addition, there is increas-
ing competition between municipalities for the limit-
ed available funds.

Whenever federal funds are used for bicycle and pe-
destrian projects, a certain level of state and/or local
matching funding is generally required. State funds
are often available to local governments on similar
terms. Almost every implemented active transporta-
tion or complete street program and infrastructure
in the United States has had more than one funding
source and it often takes a good deal of coordina-
tion to pull the various sources together.

According to the publication by the Federal High-
way Administration (FHWA), An Analysis of Current
Funding Mechanisms for Bicycle and Pedestrian
Programs at the Federal, State and Local Levels,
where successful local bicycle infrastructure pro-
grams exist, there is usually an active transporta-
tion coordinator with an extensive understanding
of funding sources, such as Caltrans. City staff are
often in a position to develop a competitive project
and detailed proposal that can be used to improve

conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians within their
jurisdictions. Some of the following information on
federal and state funding sources were derived from
the previously mentioned FHWA publication.

The City of Menifee should continue to pursue state
level grants through programs such as Caltrans’ Ac-
tive Transportation Planning (ATP) and Sustainable
Transportation Planning grants, the Strategic Growth
Council’'s Sustainable Community Planning Grants,
Urban Greening Grants and through the Highway
Safety Improvement Program (HSIP). Projects that
are not awarded funding through the Caltrans ATP
cycles are sent to the Southern California Associa-
tion of Governments (SCAG), the local MPO, for con-
sideration for funding through their programs. It will
be important to coordinate efforts with adjacent ju-
risdictions on projects that affect and benefit both
cities. Coordination and joint efforts also strengthen
an application due to combined benefits for multiple
jurisdictions.

Table 6-1through 6-3 identify potential federal, state,
and local funding opportunities that may be used
from design to maintenance phases of projects.
Due to trends in Low Impact Development (LID) and
stormwater retention street designs, funding sourc-
es for these improvements not only increase the
chances for first and last mile improvements, but can
also be incorporated into streetscape and develop-
ment projects.

Refer to funding sources for specific details on fund-
ing cycles.
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TABLE 6-1: Federal Funding Sources
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TABLE 6-3: Local Funding Sources (Cont.)
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Revenues

Transient
Occupancy Tax
Revenues
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Permanente
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