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1. INTRODUCTION

Purpose and Objectives

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) has developed the Metrolink Station Non-
motorized Accessibility Strategy to identify needs and opportunities for improvements that enhance
non-motorized transportation (pedestrian and bicyclist) access to and from Orange County’s Metrolink
The Accessibility Strategy builds upon other efforts by OCTA and local cities to expand
The Accessibility Strategy serves as a reference document for local cities to
improve safety, address existing barriers and increase the number of Metrolink riders who walk or
bicycle to/from the stations through changes to the physical environment. The project objectives are

stations.

transportation choices.

Evaluate current non-motorized accessibility at the Metrolink stations using a set of defined

Recommend improvements to facilitate, support and enhance pedestrian and bicyclist

Provide local agencies with guidance on implementing the recommendations and identify

to:
. metrics and identify areas for improvement.
. access to the Metrolink stations.
. potential funding opportunities.

Study Area

The Accessibility Strategy includes recommendations
for the following eleven Orange County Metrolink

Stations:

Anaheim

Anaheim Canyon

Buena Park Station
Fullerton

Irvine

Laguna Niguel/Mission Viejo
Orange

San Clemente

San Juan Capistrano

Santa Ana

Tustin
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Collaboration

While OCTA initiated the Accessibility Strategy, the existing needs and opportunities for improvements
were identified in collaboration with the local agencies, as well as through input from community
members. The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) provided funding for the
project.

Many of the specific improvements identified in the Accessibility Strategy will ultimately be
implemented by local cities or the County of Orange. As Orange County’s transportation planning body
and transit provider, OCTA will continue to be a partner in implementing improvements that facilitate
access to the Metrolink stations. OCTA’s role may be to provide funding, coordinate improvements
between agencies, or assist with future planning, depending on the project specifics.

Report Contents

The Accessibility Strategy contains seventeen chapters and two appendices with supporting data and
information.

This Introduction briefly explains the project purpose, study area and collaboration efforts.

Chapter 2: Community Outreach describes the surveys and community engagement activities used to
receive input from the general public.

Chapter 3: Methodology describes the process used to analyze existing conditions and provide
recommendations.

Chapter 4: Accessibility Improvement Toolbox identifies treatments and technologies that support
and encourage non-motorized transportation. This toolbox of measures was used to recommend
improvements that address site-specific needs at each study station. Additionally, the toolbox can be
referenced by OCTA, local cities and design consultants when considering future improvements at or
adjacent to the Metrolink stations.

Chapter 5: Area-wide Recommendations describes recommended improvements applicable to all of
the Metrolink stations in the study area.

Chapters 6 through 16 describe the existing conditions at each station, including existing plans,
documents and projects, and identify recommended station-specific improvements.

Chapter 17: Funding Opportunities concludes the plan, presenting potential funding sources for
implementing the improvements.

Appendix A: Public Participation Memorandum summarizes all of the community outreach events and
community input received throughout the Strategy development.

Appendix B: Field Audit Worksheets contains the completed worksheets used to evaluate existing
conditions at each station.
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2. COMMUNITY OUTREACH

Introduction

During fall 2012, the project team conducted a series of outreach activities to engage and solicit input
from the community. These activities consisted of:

e Anonline survey
« Intercept surveys at the Metrolink Stations

e Three community outreach booths or “workshops”

The following summarizes each component of the outreach and public participation program. A full
summary of the community input received is provided in Appendix A. Public Participation Summary.

Online Survey

The online survey was available from August 20, 2012
to October 20, 2012. The survey was developed using
MetroQuest and included questions regarding current
usage of Metrolink and access to the stations,
perception of adequacy of existing facilities, and
preferences for additional facilities and amenities.
The survey also allowed participants to provide
comments with spatial references using an interactive
mapping tool.

sy by —"
8w PR g Pl B L

The survey was promoted through OCTA’s website, : e ametana picsr 5
Facebook, Twitter, websites of local cities, e-mail ; : Metrolink Station Access Strategy

newsletters, newspaper articles, flyers at the
Metrolink stations and local businesses, and business cards that were passed out at community events.

The survey was provided in English and Spanish. The promotional business cards included information
about the survey website in both languages.

The survey website had over 1,200 visitors and 675 chose to |
participate by answering at least one question. In addition, hard | &
copies of the survey were made available at the community outreach
booths. Completed hard copy surveys were received via mail and
entered into the MetroQuest survey system.

Intercept Surveys

From August 20th through August 22nd, 2012, project team staff conducted intercept surveys at each
of the Metrolink stations during the morning and evening peak commute hours. Staff spent
approximately one and a half hours at each station. During this time, they handed out approximately
750 cards with information and the URL for the online survey and approximately 20 hard copies of the
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survey. In addition, staff conducted surveys using the MetroQuest website on iPads. Results from the
intercept surveys area included in the Online Survey summary above.

Community Workshops

Three outreach booths or “workshops” were set up at larger community events to provide information
about the project, solicit input on barriers to walking and bicycling to the Metrolink stations, and
generate ideas for improvements. Generally, one workshop was held in each of the geographic areas
within Orange County - north, central and south. The events were:

» 0Old Towne Orange Farmers and Artisans Market - September 22, 2012
» Orange County Great Park Farmers Market - September 30, 2012
e Art Fair in San Juan Capistrano - October 13, 2012

Aerial photos of each station area were available for participants to note specific challenges or barriers
to walking and biking. In addition, participants were asked to write responses on Post-It Notes to the
guestion: What would encourage you to walk or bike to the Metrolink stations?

Project team staff answered general questions about Metrolink, bikeways in Orange County, transit
options, and services provided by OCTA. Cards with information about the online survey were
distributed at the booth and to other Farmers Market visitors.

Approximately 1,000 people visited the Old Towne Orange Farmers and Artisans Market on the day we
were there. Approximately 80 people visited the booth or were provided with survey information.
Approximately 1,270 people visited the Great Park Farmers Market on the day we were there and an
estimated 100 people visited the booth or were provided with survey cards. Approximately 60 people
visited the booth at the Art Fair in San Juan Capistrano.
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3. METHODOLOGY

Catchment Areas

In order to focus efforts in areas most likely to be used by Metrolink riders walking or bicycling to/from
the stations, the Accessibility Strategy defines catchment areas for both. The catchment area for the
bicycle network is 3 miles from the station platform, and one half mile from the station platform for
the pedestrian network. The bicycle and pedestrian catchment areas are consistent with the
catchment areas used by the United States Department of Transportation Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) to determine eligibility for funding bicycle and pedestrian improvements near
public transportation stops and stations (Docket No: FTA-2009-0052). Similarly, OCTA also defines the
walkable service area for bus routes as one half mile.

Maps showing the pedestrian and bicycle catchment areas are provided the chapters corresponding to
each individual Metrolink station. The catchment area maps also show existing bikeways, proposed
bikeways included in locally adopted plans, and proposed bikeways identified in the Fourth District
Bikeways Strategy prepared by OCTA.

Metrics for Evaluating Existing Conditions

The Project Team reviewed the accessibility tool provided in the Transit Cooperative Research Program
(TCRP) Report 153 (Guidelines for Providing Access to Public Transportation Stations) along with a
number of other nationally and locally recognized bicycle and pedestrian environment evaluation
methods to determine applicability for this project. Based on testing of the available evaluation tools,
the Project Team determined a hybrid set of metrics would be most appropriate for evaluating non-
motorized accessibility at the Metrolink train stations in Orange County.

Since the TCRP 153 accessibility tool recommendations are limited to evaluation of three criteria, this
study uses a combination of metrics from TCRP 153, the OCTA GIS database, the Bicycle Environment
Quality Index and the Pedestrian Environment Quality Index. The metrics also consider data from the
California Highway Patrol’s Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS), previous studies by
OCTA and Metrolink, information included OCTA’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP), and an online
community survey using the MetroQuest platform conducted for this project. A total of nine metrics
were identified for evaluating pedestrian access and ten metrics for bicycle access at the Metrolink
stations. Where available, each metric includes quantitative data; and the final ranking is consolidated
into a quantitative ranking with zero as the lowest score and ten as the highest score. The maximum
score for each station is 100 for bicycle access and 90 for pedestrian access. Due to the complexity and
scope needed for a comprehensive analysis of ADA compliance, this was not assessed as part of this
project, but is recommended for future study by local jurisidictions.

The intent of the bicycle and pedestrian access rankings is to evaluate each station individually,
without comparison to other Metrolink Stations. Since each station is generally located within a
separate local jurisdiction, the comparison of non-motorized access with other Metrolink stations is not
needed to prioritize improvements. Instead, the evaluation of bicycle and pedestrian access at each
station provides a baseline condition that can be improved over time based on the interest and ability
of the local jurisdiction to implement recommended station improvements. While most of the metrics
address items approaching the station, one metric is specific to the provision of amenities at the
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station which can better serve bicycles and pedestrians. Table 1 summarizes the accessibility metrics
used for this project.

Table 1
Accessibility Metrics
# Metric Bike Ped Information Source Scoring System
1 [Station Mode Split X X MSPMS, CSS, TCRP 153 0 (Poor), 2, 4, 6, 8, 10
(Good)
2 |Network Design X X Field Review 0,2,4,6,8,10
3 |Catchment Area Effectiveness X X OCTA GIS, Field Review 0,2,4,6,8,10
4 [Trip Demand X X OCTA GIS 0,2,4,6,8,10
5 |[Route Directness X X  |Field Review, MetroQuest Survey 0,2,4,6,8,10
6 Safety X X SWITRS, Field Review, 0.2.4.6.8.10
MetroQuest Survey R
7 [Security X X Field Review, MetroQuest Survey 0,2,4,6,8, 10
8 [Information/Wayfinding X X Field Review, CIP MetroQuest 0,2, 4,6,8,10
Survey
9 |[Station Amenities X X Field Review, CIP, OCTA Staff, 0,2,4,6,8,10
MetroQuest Survey
10 [Bike Parking X MSPMS, CIP, Field Review, 0,2, 4,6,8,10
MetroQuest Survey
Notes:
Catchment Area for bicycling is defined as 3 miles from station platform and 0.5 mile from station platform for
walking.

MSPMS = Metrolink Station Parking Management Study (June 2011) TCRP 153 = Transit Cooperative Research
Program Report 153

CSS = Metrolink Customer Satisfaction Survey

SWITRS = Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (California Highway Patrol)

CIP = Orange County Metrolink Station Capital Improvement Program Study (July 2012) OCTA GIS = OCTA
Geographic Information Systems

Further discussion of each metric is provided below:

» Station Mode Split: Comparison of the bicycle and pedestrian mode split as documented in
the MSPMS to the national averages provided for the appropriate station typology provided
in TCRP 153 and shown in Figure 1. A mode split effectiveness ratio is calculated and
scored accordingly. A list of the station typologies, typical characteristics, and
applicability to each of the Metrolink stations in this study is provided in Appendix B.
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Figure 1
Average Access Mode Percentage

.i.\'nrng:u Access Mode Porcentage
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Network Design: Evaluation of sidewalks and designated bike lanes (Class I, Class II, or
Class Ill) directly adjacent to the Metrolink station. The provision of bike lanes is weighted
since the context, speed of vehicles, and volume of motorist traffic of surrounding streets
varies for each station. To account for context and physical differences of the circulation
system at each location, this metric evaluates whether the area immediately adjacent the
station is pedestrian-friendly or bicycle-friendly.

Catchment Area Effectiveness: Evaluation of the effectiveness of the catchment area
serving pedestrians and bicyclists. The maximum catchment area is based on a radial
geometry in acreage, which will be compared to the actual catchment area based on field
conditions, provision of roadway network, linkages, etc. The ratio is used to score the
metric. The catchment area for the bicycle network is 3 miles from the station platform,
and 1/2 mile from the station platform for the pedestrian network. The distance used to
determine the pedestrian catchment area is defined by TCRP 153, and the distance used to
determine the bicycle pedestrian catchment area is defined by the United States
Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA).

Trip Demand: Evaluation of the trip demand based on origin and destination factors within
the network catchment area obtained from OCTA GIS. The origin and destination factors
obtained from OCTA GIS include population, employment, and university-level student
enrollment.

Route Directness: Pedestrians and bicyclists alike desire direct routes to access the station
with minimal delays and obstructions such as crossing barriers like roadways, railways and
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flood channels. Route directness is scored based on field reviews and input received
through the MetroQuest survey.

» Safety: Consideration of safety in crossing roadways near station and avoiding conflicts
with motorist traffic. For example, provision of multiple facilities with bike lanes would
help increase the safety rating. Based on input from the public, the lack of sidewalks on
roadways in the proximity of the station might decrease the safety rating. This metric
includes perception of safety for bicyclists riding along adjacent roadways leading to the
station, including the number of driveway cuts on nearby roadways with bike lanes. The
metric score includes parallel or angle parking along bicycle routes leading to a station,
high visibility crosswalks, width of sidewalks, impediments to sidewalk paths, bikeways
leading to station, buffers between motorist traffic and bike lane, as well as landscaping
between back of curb and sidewalks. Field review of existing streetscape design considers
effect on bicyclists and pedestrians. The evaluation also includes a review of three years
of collision data directly adjacent to the train station to identify frequent collision
locations or trends in collision factors Safety is scored based on field reviews and input
received through the MetroQuest survey.

» Security: Perception of pedestrians and bicyclists regarding the adequacy of lighting
during night time walking and riding near the station. This metric also considers
abandoned buildings, litter, and graffiti adjacent to the station. Security is scored based
on field reviews and input received through the MetroQuest survey.

» Information/Wayfinding: Evaluation of the adequacy and clarity of informational signs
directing patrons to facilities and amenities such as bikeways, walkways, stairs, elevators,
ramps and bicycle parking. This metric also considers signs and striping indicating location
of bike lanes. Information/wayfinding is scored based on field reviews and input received
through the MetroQuest survey.

» Station Amenities: Evaluation of the amenities provided at the station such as bikeshare,
bike tracks at stairs, bathrooms, showers, indoor waiting areas, benches/seating areas, and
provision of retail opportunities. Station amenities are scored based on field reviews and
input received through the MetroQuest survey.

e Bike Parking: Review of supply, demand, and percent utilization of bicycle racks and
lockers provided at the station. The Project Team coordinated with each City to find out
the utilization of bicycle lockers and racks. Additionally, field reviews identified whether
bicycle parking is visible, secure and covered. The adequacy of bicycle parking is scored
based on field reviews and input received through the MetroQuest survey.

Field visits to each of the 11 stations were conducted in November 2012 to document the levels of
accessibility at each station. A standardized data collection format was developed based on the ten
metrics described in the previous section. The data collection was used to evaluate existing access at
the station and adjacent to the station. Bicycle and pedestrian catchment area graphics were created
which show a half mile catchment for pedestrians and three mile catchment for bicyclists. Station
access graphics are also provided to show the main points of access between the stations and adjacent
streets. Photos were taken during field visits using cameras with geo-coding capabilities in order to
document the location of each photograph.

The results of the field audits and summary of scoring in each metric are provided for each station in
its respective individual station chapter. The field audit worksheets are provided in Appendix B.
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4. ACCESSIBILITY IMPROVEMENT TOOLBOX

Introduction

This chapter presents a toolbox of accessibility improvement strategies for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Identified tools can be used by OCTA and local cities to improve non-motorized transportation within,
to and from the Metrolink stations. Implementation of these strategies will encourage transit use by
enhancing the active transportation (pedestrians and cyclists) user experience to access transit
stations. These strategies are focused on roadway and sidewalk capital infrastructure and operational
improvements in the vicinity of transit stations. The strategies were compiled from ongoing or recent
non-motorized station access studies across the country.

This toolbox is not intended to be a design manual, but a reference guide that presents potential
strategies. The specific context should be considered when evaluating implementation of a potential
strategy. In addition, implementation of the strategies will require site-specific design and detailing
based on adopted standards. A list of resources, including those that provide design guidance, is
provided at the end of this chapter.

Although not explicitly a part of this toolbox, it is important to recognize the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) 2010 Recommended Practice Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares:
A Context Sensitive Approach. This ITE recommended practice is an encouragement to increase
densities within convenient walking distances to stations. It notes that:

» Walkable communities are urban places that support walking as an important part of
people’s daily travel through a complementary relationship between transportation, land
use and the urban design character of the place. In walkable communities, additional
value and support are provided to make walking enjoyable.

e Principals for walkable communities include the provision of a compact and mixed-use
environment of urban buildings, public spaces, and landscapes that support walking.

The recommended toolbox strategies are assembled into the following categories and are described
below:

+  Sidewalks;

* Intersections;

e Traffic Calming;

* Bicycle Facilities; and

» Transit Stations.

The potential benefits, potential disadvantages, and approximate cost category of each of the
improvement strategies are provided in a matrix at the end of this section.

Sidewalk Improvements

This section presents sidewalk design improvements to better facilitate transit station pedestrian
access. The 2012 book Walkable City states that the central question of walkability is “Will walkers
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feel adequately protected, enough so that they make the choice to walk?” In this book about “place
making” it is contended that what makes a sidewalk safe is less about its width and more about its
protection from the roadway. Such pedestrian protection may be provided by on-street parked
vehicles and/or street trees.

The ITE Recommended Practice Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive
Approach offers design guidance of sidewalks and the buffers between sidewalks, moving traffic,
parking, and/or other traveled-way elements. It defines the street side as consisting of the four
distinct functional zones discussed below.

1. Edge zone—the area between the face of
curb and the furnishing zone that provides
the minimum necessary separation between
objects and activities in the street side and
vehicles in the traveled way;

2. Furnishings zone—the area of the street
side that provides a buffer between
pedestrians and vehicles, which contains
landscaping, public street furniture, transit
stops, public signage, utilities and so forth;

3. Throughway zone—the walking zone that
must remain clear, both horizontally and
vertically, for the movement of

pedestrians. The  Americans  with

Disabilities Act (ADA) establishes a \;gg: P s Tieaeusy, | Rontye
minimum width for the throughway zone; 0 =31 ]
and

) Functional Street Side Zones
4. Frontage zone—the distance between the

throughway and the building front or private property line that is used to buffer
pedestrians from window shoppers, appurtenances, and doorways. It contains private
street furniture, private signage, merchandise displays and so forth and can also be used
for street cafes.

The ITE Recommended Practice generally recommends 12 foot shoulders along two-way streets with
four or more lanes. Within this 12-foot shoulder, six feet would be allocated to tree wells abutting the
travel way and six feet allocated to the pedestrian walkway. In more urban or pedestrian heavy areas
a nine foot walkway is called for.

Sidewalk Landscaping

Sidewalk landscape trees are viewed as an essential element of pedestrian comfort in the place making
book Walkable City. It suggests public investments in a “Continuous Canopy Campaign” (i.e., plant
canopy trees, not palm trees) to provide a sense of enclosure by “necking down” the street space and
providing shade to walkers. It is contended that street trees also slow cars by providing a more visible
definition of the street edge. The USDAs Forest Service has created a software package called i-Tree
Streets, which can be downloaded at:

www.itreetools.org/streets/index.php.
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Continuous Sidewalks

A continuous sidewalk network is necessary to
provide safe pedestrian flow in the vicinity of
transit stations. In addition to programming
sidewalk construction at any missing segments,
cities may improve the perceived continuity of
sidewalks with the following principals from
the ITE Recommended Practice:

e Appearance of the sidewalk
(scoring pattern or special paving)
should be maintained across
driveway and alley access points to
indicate that, although a vehicle
may cross, the area traversed by a
vehicle remains part of the

) Chicago’s State Street planter boxes supplement
pedestrian travel way. vehicle and tree barrier between travel way and
« It is desirable to minimize, sidewalk
consolidate, or eliminate curb cuts
and driveways in areas of highest pedestrian activity such as urban center and urban core
commercial areas. In these areas, driveway and curb cut frequencies and spacing should be
kept to a practical minimum, ideally not more than one curb cut per block.

» Consolidation of driveways is particularly important in areas with predominantly
commercial ground floor uses in suburban and general urban context zones.

» Driveway crossings should maintain the elevation of the sidewalk.

« Driveway aprons (i.e., the transition area between a road and the primary driveway
surface) should not extend into the clear pedestrian travel zone, where cross slopes are
limited to a maximum of 2 percent; steeper driveway slopes are permitted in the furnishing
and edge zones of the street side.

» Along boulevards and avenues, the elimination of driveways and conflict points may be
aided by the presence of continuous medians that restrict left turns.

Street Furniture

Benches, trash receptacles, and pedestrian scale light poles are tools to enhance the walking
experience. These should be considered for the furnishings zone of the shoulder, although they may
occupy the frontage zone where no furnishing zone exists. Maintenance and operations of street
furniture is as important as their installation. Operational efficiencies may be gained with selection of
“big-belly” type trash receptacles that provide an electronic alert when it is approaching capacity, and
LED/smart street lights.

Intersection Improvements

This section presents intersection design improvements to better facilitate transit station pedestrian
and bicycle access.
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Marked (Continental) Crosswalks

Continental crosswalks increase the visibility of pedestrian
crosswalks and reinforce the pedestrian right-of-way through the
intersection. They have been cited as being most visible to
approaching motorists.

Leading Pedestrian Crossing Interval

Implementation of a leading pedestrian crossing interval would allow
pedestrians to enter the crosswalk a few seconds (typically 4 to 7
seconds) before right-turning vehicles. This would result in greater
visibility of pedestrians by motorists and, thus, increased safety.

Pedestrian Countdown Signals

Pedestrian countdown signals at crosswalks notify pedestrians of the time
remaining to cross the street. Displaying the amount of seconds remaining to
cross the street would result in fewer pedestrians entering the crosswalk during
the tail end of the “Don’t Walk™ phase.

Right-turn On Red Prohibition Pedestrian

Countdown Signal
The prohibition of right-turns on red would reduce the potential conflicts between vehicles and
pedestrians. Implementation can be achieved with either a static or electronic sign.

Flashing Beacons/HAWK

Flashing beacons or High Intensity Activated Crosswalks (HAWK) catch the attention of drivers and warn
them that pedestrians are about to cross. Manual push-buttons or video detection are typically used to
activate the beacon. This form of traffic control should be placed on longer stretches of roadways
where pedestrian volume is high, yet traffic signals are limited.

Curb Extensions/Bulbouts

Curb Extensions at the corner of an intersection extend the sidewalk into
the street, occupying the parking lane in most cases. This results in
greater visibility of pedestrians by motorists as well as shorter crossing
times for pedestrians, thus allowing more green time allocation for
conflicting movements.

Curb Extension/Bulbout
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Pedestrian Refuge and Triangular Median Islands

Construction of pedestrian refuge islands at large intersections
would allow pedestrians to cross the street one direction at a
time. Triangular median islands would allow pedestrians to
cross a small portion of the roadway (the right-turn lane) on
their own, and then wait on the island for the signal to allow
them to cross the rest of the roadway. Both options would
result in increased pedestrian safety. Refer to Improved Right-
Turn Slip-Lane Design by the Pedestrian and Bicycle
Information Center
(http://www.walkinginfo.org/engineering/crossings- Pedestrian Refuge Island
design.cfm) for more information about design for triangular

median islands.

Traffic Calming Improvements

This section presents traffic calming improvements to better facilitate transit station pedestrian and
bicycle access. In general, the ITE Recommended Practice suggests that 35 mph streets provide more
pleasurable walk and bicycle experiences, and also notes that this is facilitated with 11-foot travel
lanes.

Landscaped Medians

The additional of landscaped medians can help reduce vehicle speeds
by narrowing the width of the roadway and also creating a more
visually desirable roadway. Considerations for bicycle and pedestrian
travel should be balanced (e.g. narrowing the outside lane to reduce
vehicle speeds may improve the pedestrian environment, but increase
difficulty for bicyclists sharing the lane with vehicles).

Raised Crosswalks Landscaped Median

Raised crosswalks act as a speed table to provide speed reducing
traffic calming, in addition to elevating the pedestrian and improving pedestrian visibility.

Reduced Curb Radii

Reducing curb radii can slow down right-turning vehicles and result in greater
visibility of pedestrians waiting to cross at the corner.

Speed Feedback Signs

The installation of speed feedback signs along roadways where vehicles
typically travel at higher speeds result in drivers slowing down. By displaying
both the posted speed limit and their actual traveling speed, motorists are
reminded how far above the speed limit they are traveling. It is also possible

Speed Feedback
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to document locations and times of speeding, so that enforcement personnel may be efficiently
deployed.

Traffic Circle/Roundabout

Traffic circles/roundabouts enhance the safety of cyclists and pedestrians by slowing vehicular traffic
through an intersection. Implementation of new traffic circles in a community would require the
governing agency provide some guidance on how to properly maneuver through the intersection since
most drivers are not yet fully comfortable with this form of traffic = -
control. i

Reverse Angled Parking

Reverse angled parking provides the driver with better sight distances
when exiting a parking space. This style of parking is based on the
idea that it is safer to reverse into a space where there is only a fixed
curb to potentially hit than it is to reverse into a street where
pedestrians, cyclists, and other vehicles are moving through. In

Walking City it is noted that street segments that currently have
parallel parking may be candidates for reverse angled parking, as it
is an easier maneuver than required for parallel parking. Reverse
angled parking is recommended in-lieu of head-in angled parking in
the Model Design Manual for Living Streets and ITE’s Designing
Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach.
Amongst other considerations, reverse angled parking allows
motorists better visibility of the active street, including bicyclists,
when pulling out of a space. Signage

Bicycle Facilities Improvements

Reverse Angled Parking and
Sign

This section presents bicycle facility design improvements to
enhance bicycle safety and access to transit stations.

Bike Paths and Lanes

Class | Bikeway (Bike Path) - Provides for bicycle
travel on a paved right-of-way completely separated
from a street or highway. Bicycle paths are often
planned along uninterrupted linear rights-of-way, such
as rivers and rail rights-of-way.

Class Il Bikeway (Bike Lane) - Provides a striped lane
for one-way bike travel on a street or highway. A Bike Path
buffer can be provided to enhance separation between

vehicular traffic and cyclists.
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Class lll Bikeway (Bike Route) - A preferred travel route for bicyclists, on which a separate
lane or path is either not feasible or not desirable. The rightmost lane of a bicycle route is
shared by bicyclists and cars. The lane is marked with signs and can also be marked with
sharrows. Bike routes can become more useful when coupled with such techniques as the
following:

Shared Bike Markings

Also known as sharrows, shared bike markings are utilized where roadway
widths aren’t large enough to accommodate a bike lane. The pavement
markings help to increase the drivers’ awareness of cyclists. Sharrows are
recommended for streets with speeds of 35 miles per hour or less, and
streets with insufficient width to allow for bicycle lanes.

Type B sharrows is a term that used to describe bold sharrows, such as a
6’-wide green swath painted under their sharrows or large sharrows spaced
close together. Type B sharrows are not yet standardized within the State
of California, and currently can be utilized through a Federal Highway
Administration pilot project.

Bike Signage

The addition of bike signage helps to reinforce the presence of cyclists on

Route, directional, and distance signage
Wide curb lanes

Sharrow stencils painted in the traffic lane along the appropriate path of where a bicyclist
would ride in the lane

Traffic signals timed and coordinated for cyclists (where appropriate)

Traffic calming measures

the road, resulting in improved safety and comfort for bike riders. Type B Sharrow

Bike Route Maps

In order to promote bicycle usage, electronic route maps for smart phones that show the locations of
retail and recreational amenities, as well transit stop locations, should be provided. Paper versions of
the maps should be available at transit stations, major landmarks along the routes, and on the local
jurisdiction’s website.

Bike Storage/Lockers

The addition of long-term bike parking such as bike lockers or bicycle storage rooms would help
encourage higher bike usage to and from transit stations by providing secure, easily accessible storage.

Bicycle lockers should be approximately 6 feet in length, 2 feet in width, and 4 feet in height. Bicycle
lockers should consider the needs of folding and recumbent bicycles. Bicycle lockers may include
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perforated metal screens for visibility and may be stacked to double capacity with the same footprint.
Bicycle lockers should have informational signage, placards, or stickers identifying the procedure for
how to use a locker, contact information to obtain a locker, cost (if any) for locker use, terms of use,
and emergency contact information.

Attended bicycle parking may be provided in high traffic locations. These facilities typically provide
bicycle parking in the form of two-tier/double decker or hanging bicycle racks which are often spaced
16 inches apart to maximize capacity. Two-tier/double decker racks allow bicycles to be loaded on the
top or bottom with a lever that swings to the ground to allow for top rack loading. Access to parking
areas is generally managed by an attendant and/or electronic coding, card, or key fob system. In
addition to secured bicycle parking, attended bicycle parking facilities may also include services such
as rentals, service and repairs, sales of accessories, showers and restrooms/changing rooms. These
facilities are usually membership-based with day-use and monthly/yearly members.

Automated bicycle parking may be provided in high traffic. Automated bicycle parking facilities save
space and do not require an attendant on-site. These facilities are usually membership-based with
day-use and monthly/yearly members.

Refer to the Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals Bicycle Parking Guidelines (Second
Edition) for more information on long-term bicycle parking. Some large manufacturers/retailers of
bicycle lockers include:

e CycleSafe (http://cyclesafe.com)

e Creative Pipe Inc. (http://www.creativepipe.com/bicycle storage lockers.htm)

* American Bicycle Security Company (http://www.ameribike.com/catalog/bike/locker-
intro.html)

Coordinated bicycle locker management would provide for consistent rental policies and fees and
maintenance/upkeep of bicycle lockers throughout the County. This would assist locker users and
potential users in understanding rental procedures. A number of agencies oversee locker rentals for
large regions. Example programs include:

» San Diego Association of Governments (http://www.icommutesd.com/bike/bike-to-work
http://www.icommutesd.com/documents/FINALBikeLockerParticipationAgreement English

andSpanish.pdf)

» Los Angeles County METRO/ Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition
(http://www.metro.net/riding metro/bikes/images/locker rental instructions.pdf)
e Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
(http://www.vta.org/bike information/bike parking.html )

Bike Box

A bike box is a refuge area located in front of the stop line at an
intersection approach. This area would allow cyclists to position
themselves in front of vehicular traffic when waiting at a traffic

Bike Box
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signal. This positioning would allow cyclists to start first and avoid any conflicts with right-turning
vehicles.

Bicycle Signal Detection

An intersection configured with bicycle detection can effectively
differentiate between bicycles and other vehicles, enabling more
reliable bicycle detection and more efficient signalized
intersections.  Agencies using bicycle timing can benefit from
bicycle-specific virtual detection zones that can be placed anywhere

within the approaching traffic lanes. Apply :,wa—
Cycle Track Bicycle Signal Detection

A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that combines the

bicycling experience of a separated path with the conventional on-street bike lane. Cycle tracks have
different forms, but all provide space that is intended to be exclusively or primarily for bicycles, and
are physically separated from vehicle travel lanes, parking lanes and sidewalks by bollards, or
curbs/medians. Cycle tracks can be either one-way or two-way, on one or both sides of a street. They
provide increased comfort for bicyclists and greater clarity about expected behavior on the part of
both cyclists and motorists. Properly designed cycle tracks eliminate conflicts between bicycles and
parking cars by placing the cycle track on the inside of the parking lane. They also provide adequate
space to remove the danger of “car dooring.” Research has shown that cycle tracks can increase
bicycle ridership 18 to 20 percent, compared with the five to seven percent increase found resulting
from bicycle lanes. Cycle tracks are recommended along higher speed roadways with fewer cross-
streets and longer blocks. Caution needs to be taken at vehicle-bicycle crossings to ensure adequate
visibility since bicycles would be partially obstructed by parallel-parked vehicles. Longer red curb
distances from intersections may be required. Refer to the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide for
guidance on cycle track intersection approach design (http://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-
guide/intersection-treatments/cycle-track-intersection-approach).

Bike Boulevards

A bike boulevard is a street designed to provide mobile equity
for bicyclists. Bike boulevards accommodate bicyclists and
motorists in the same travel lanes to facilitate safe and
convenient bicycle travel. This type of design is typically found
on low-volume streets. Some bike boulevards include
landscaped traffic circles and roundabouts for traffic calming
purposes, thus enhancing safety for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Bike Boulevard
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Buffered Bike Lanes

Buffered bike lanes typically are six--foot wide bike
lanes that offer more protection for cyclists by
providing clearly-marked, buffered zones on each
side of the bike lane. One advantage that buffered
bike lanes have over cycle tracks is the absence of
barriers to sight lines, since buffered bike lanes
travel to the left of parked cars. Therefore the
view of cyclists by traveling vehicles would be
unobstructed.

Station Improvements Buffered Bike Lane

This section presents station design improvements to better facilitate transit station pedestrian and

bicycle access.

Wayfinding Signage

The addition of way finding signage within the transit station area allows
transit users to better find their way around the station, and locate key
amenities such as bike parking.

Video Surveillance

The addition of video surveillance at the station platform area, as well as
signage indicating that the station is monitored by video, would increase
transit user safety and comfort.

Station Lighting

The presence of adequate lighting at transit stations improves transit user ~ Way finding Signage

safety during nighttime conditions, thus encouraging transit use at night.

Station Furniture

Providing adequate station furniture, such as shelters, benches, and trash
receptacles, where pedestrian activity is high not only improves the appearance of
the station but also encourages users to stay around the area longer. In addition,
shelters provide refuge from inclement weather conditions.

Bike Channel/Bike Track

A bicycle channel or track is a channel alongside a staircase that facilitates walking
a bicycle up or down the stairs. There is no standard in the dimensions, materials,
or shape used in the channel, however, the channel is intended to be sufficient to
guide a variety of bicycle tires without binding or causing damage. Cross-section
shapes vary, but are usually either nearly rectangular or V- or U-shaped.
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Refer to Active Living Resources for more information.
http://www.activelivingresources.org/assets/activelivingfactsheetstair.pdf

Restrooms

Providing restrooms at train stations allows pedestrians and bicyclists to be more comfortable traveling
to the station knowing that there are facilities they can use to freshen up. Restrooms should be well
maintained and accessible during peak commute hours.

Food Vendors/Kiosks/Retail

Having food vendors, kiosks, or other retail or services at transit stations enhances the experience of
users. They provide opportunities to create vibrant places that are inviting.

Table 2 summarizes the benefits, potential considerations or disadvantages, and approximate cost
category of each of the improvement strategies. Also shown in Table 2 are the individual scoring
metrics that could be enhanced with implementation of each of these strategies, and the benefiting
active transportation mode.
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Table 2
Toolbox Improvement Strategies Matrix

Possibl Cost R Benefiting
Improvement Strategy Benefits _rossiole ost Range Metric Mode
Disadvantages -
(Ped, Bike)
Sidewalk Improvements
Provides a buffer : L ) Network
Sidewalk Landscaping between pedestrians Pote'nt|a| redu(_:tlon in Varies based Design, Ped
. sidewalk width on treatment
and vehicles Safety
) . Approximately Network
Continuous Sidewalks Improved pedestrian May require ROW $90 per linear Design, Ped
safety acquisition f
oot Safety
$500-$1,500
Provides a buffer Potential reduction in for benches; Network
Street Furniture between pedestrians sidewalk width $500-$1,500 Design, Ped
and vehicles for trash Safety
receptacles
Intersection Improvements
Varies based
on treatment;
Improved pedestrian Requires high visibility Network
Marked/Raised Crosswalks safet accompanying sidewalk- Design, Ped & Bike
Y pedestrian signage approximately Safety
$600 per
crosswalk
Improved pedestrian
safety by allowing Network
Leading Pedestrian Crossing pedestrians to Reduction in Minimal staff Desian Ped & Bike
Interval become more visible | vehicular green time time an.
L Safety
to conflicting
vehicles
Reduced likelihood
Pedestrian Countdown of pedestrians Signal head_s _should
Signals entering crosswalk be clearly visible to $10,000 Safety Ped
at the end of “Don’t pedestrians
Walk” phase
$300-$500 per
Right-turn On Red In((:jree;s_ed safetty for Increased delay for sign; $1,000- Safet Ped
Prohibition pedestnans elr:(erlng drivers $3,000 for atety €
crosswa electronic signs
_ Incgzgzzgizifseg/yfor Drivers’ lack of $10,000-
Flashing Beacons increasing driver familiarity with $15,000 for Safety Ped
Sing flashing crosswalk both directions
yielding
) Isn;Ferg/ng dpfeddeusétri'gg Eliminates_potential $5,000- Netvyork
Curb Extensions/Bulb-outs : - de-facto right-turn $30,000 per Design, Ped
in pedestrian
S movements curb Safety
crossing time
Improved safety by
Pedestrian Refuge Islands & allowing pgdestrians Requires_ Netvyork
Triangular Median Islands to cross wide streets accompanying $20,000 Design, Ped
in multiple pedestrian signage Safety
movements
Traffic Calming Improvements
Reduction in vehicle
. speeds by narrowin Requires ongoin Varies based .
Landscaped Medians pthe Wid);h of the ’ r?]aintenangce ’ on treatment Safety Ped & Bike
roadway
- Improved bicycle Reduction in vehicle $5,000- .
Reduced Curb Radii and pedestrian speeds $25,000 per Safety Ped & Bike
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Benefiting

Improvement Strategy Benefits . Possible Cost Range Metric Mode
Disadvantages -
(Ped, Bike)
safety by reducing curb
vehicle right-turning
speeds
. Should be placed
Improved bicycle
. and pedestrian alon_g_ rogdways .
Speed Feedback Signs . transitioning from $10,000 Safety Ped & Bike
safety by reducing .
! high speed to lower
vehicle speeds
speeds
Improved bicycle Drivers’ lack of
. and pedestrian familiarity in Varies by size Network .
Traffic Circle/Roundabout safety by reducing maneuvering through and materials Design Ped & Bike
vehicle speeds intersection
Improved bicycle Drivers’ lack of
Reverse Angle Parking safety by increasing familiarity reversing $250 Safety Bike
driver sight distance into parking space
Bicycle Facilities Improvements
Separated paths : $500,000-
Bike Paths reduce conflicts with Reqmrgs_ ROW $800,000 per Netvyork Bike
; ) acquisition . Design
vehicular traffic mile
Increased $26,000-
Bike Lanes awareness of Reduces'travel lane $40,000 per Netvyork Bike
) width : Design
cyclists on the road mile
Increased Markings should be
Shared Bike Markings awareness of spaced every 100 to $25}?}32 per I\IlDeet:{O;]k Bike
cyclists on the road 250 feet Y
Increased
Bike Signage awareness of None $250 per sign Safety Bike
cyclists on the road
Encourages bike use
Bike Route Maps by '”fo"'.".”g public None Varies Trip Bike
of amenities along Demand
routes
Requires placement Station
Bike Storage Lockers Encourages bike use in safe, well-lit $2,000-34,00 Amenities, Bike
- each Bike
location )
Parking
Improveq bike safety ' ) Network
. by reducing conflicts Reduces vehicular $2 per linear . .
Bike Box A ) ) . Design, Bike
with right-turning ROW in outside lane foot Safet
vehicles Y
Improved bike flow
when conflicting Requires signal Network
Bike Signal Detection vehicles are not timing modifications $3,000 each DSe5|gn, Bike
afety
present
Improved bike safety | Requires reduction of
by providing buffer vehicle travel lanes/ Network
Cycle Track between bikes and widths or ROW $300r'noiloe0 per Design, Bike
vehicular traffic and acquisition, & partial Safety
on-street parking obstruction of cyclists
$30,000 per
Encourages bike use | Reduction in vehicle mile; may vary Network
Bike Boulevards without requiring speeds and travel based on traffic Design, Ped & Bike
new ROW time calming Safety
measures
"oy provicing buffer. | vehicle wavel fanes/ | 325000 | Nework
Buffered Bike Lanes . . $40,000 per Design, Bike
between bikes and widths or ROW mile Safety

vehicular traffic

acquisition

Transit Stop and Station Improvements
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Benefiting

Improvement Strategy Benefits - Possible Cost Range Metric Mode
Disadvantages -
(Ped, Bike)
. Varies based
) . Improved safety of Requires on type and . .
Video Surveillance transit patrons accompanying extent of Security Ped & Bike
signage
system
Way finding Signage Imp’roved trgnsn None $250-$500 per Inforrr_]atl_on/ Ped & Bike
user’s experience sign Wayfinding
Improved safety of Varies based
Station Lighting transit patrons at None on type of Security Ped & Bike
night lighting
$500-$1,500
Improved transit Requires for benches; Station
Station Furniture user's comfort and maintenance $500-$1,500 Amenities Ped & Bike
experience (emptying trash cans) for trash
receptacles
Potential design )
. Facilitates bicycle conflicts with Varles_be_\sed Station .
Bike Channel L on existing e Bike
access to platform accessibility - Amenities
- conditions
requirements
Improved transit Requires Varies based Station
Restrooms user's comfort and €4 on design and e Ped & Bike
A maintenance . Amenities
experience size
Improved transit mairisg:gss and Varies based Station
Food Vendors/Kiosks/Retail user's comfort and - on design and - Ped & Bike
experience operational size Amenities
P agreements
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Resources

The following is a list of resources that provide information or guidance on improvements related to
the pedestrian and bicyclist environment.

California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), California Department
of Transportation

Available at https://bookstore.transportation.org/item details.aspx?id=119

The California MUTCD provides uniform standards and specifications for all official traffic control
devices in California. Part 9 of the MUTCD provides standards related to bicycle facilities. The MUTCD
includes standards and specifications for signage, lane marking, traffic signals, amongst other items.

California Highway Design Manual, California Department of Transportation

Available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/oppd/hdm/hdmtoc.htm

The Highway Design Manual (HDM) was prepared for the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) for use on the California State highway system. This manual establishes uniform policies and
procedures to be carried out the State highway design. Chapter 1000 covers Bicycle Transportation
Design. The HDM applies only to State Highways and bikeways within local jurisdictions. The HDM does
not establish legal standards for designing local streets. However, some cities apply HDM guidance to
all streets.

Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities, 1°* Ed.,
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Organizations (AASHTO)

Available for purchase at https://bookstore.transportation.org/item details.aspx?id=119

This guide provides information on the planning, design, and operation of pedestrian facilities along
streets and highways. Specifically, the guide focuses on identifying effective measures for
accommodating pedestrians on public rights-of-way. Appropriate methods for accommodating
pedestrians, which vary among roadway and facility types, are described in this guide.

Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 4™ Ed., American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Organizations (AASHTO)

Available for purchase at https://bookstore.transportation.org/Item details.aspx?id=1943

This guide provides information on how to accommodate bicycle travel and operations in most riding
environments. It is intended to present sound guidelines that result in facilities that meet the needs of
bicyclists and other highway users. In some sections of this guide, suggested minimum dimensions are
provided.
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Urban Bikeway Design Guide, 2nd Ed., National Association of City Transportation Officials
(NACTO)

Available at http://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-guide/

The purpose of the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide is to provide cities with state-of-the-practice
solutions that can help create complete streets that are safe and enjoyable for bicyclists. Topics
covered include bike lanes, cycle tracks, intersections, signals, signs and markings, and bicycle
boulevards. Design guidance is provided on each topic. Most of the treatments are not directly
referenced in the current version of the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bikeway Facilities.

Model Design Manual for Living Streets, Ryan Snyder Associates and County of Los Angeles

Available for download at: http://www.modelstreetdesignmanual.com/

The Model Design Manual for Living Streets was developed by the County of Los Angeles as a model for
adoption by local jurisdictions as well as use by planners and engineers to guide improvement selection
and design. The manual provides guidance on accommodating all users including pedestrians, bicyclists
and transit users within the public realm. Topics include intersection design, bikeway design,
pedestrian access and crossings, transit accommodations, streetscape and placemaking. The manual
provides principles of good design, as well as a number of concept drawings. In many instances, it
provides the design concepts that can be used to create construction documents from.

Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach, Institute
for Transportation Engineers

Available for download from:
http://www.ite.org/emodules/scriptcontent/orders/ProductDetail.cfm?pc=RP-036A-E

Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares was developed by the Institute for Transportation Engineers
(ITE), in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration, the Environmental Protection Agency
and in partnership with the Congress for the New Urbanism. The report focuses on applying the
principles of context sensitive solutions in transportation planning and in the design of roadway
improvement projects in places where community objectives support walkable communities-compact
development, mixed land uses and support for pedestrians and bicyclists. The focus is on design of
major urban roadways and providing physical components that improve the environment for
pedestrians.

Steps to a Walkable Community: A Guide for Citizens, Planners, and Engineers,
AmericaWalks and Sam Schwartz Engineering

Available for download at: http://americawalks.org/walksteps/

This report provides step-by-step guidance on how to assess and plan for a more walkable community.
The report details ways to analyze the existing pedestrian environment, establishing policy direction,
and identifying improvements. The guide also includes information on design of engineering
improvements, and programs for education, encouragement and enforcement.
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Bicycle Parking Guidelines, 2nd Ed., Association of Bicycle and Pedestrian Professionals

Available for purchase at https://apbp.site-ym.com/store/view product.asp?id=502098

The Bicycle Parking Guidelines provide considerations for the selection and placement of short-term
bicycle parking (bicycle racks), as well as long-term and sheltered parking, event parking, in-street
bicycle parking, and bicycle transit centers. The guidelines include location and layout, material
selection, and maintenance.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center

www.walkinginfo.org and www.bicyclinginfo.org

The Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center (PBIC) is a national clearinghouse for information about
health and safety, engineering, advocacy, education, enforcement, access, and mobility for
pedestrians (including transit users) and bicyclists. The PBIC websites provide information and guidance
on physical and programmatic improvements that support walking and bicycling, case studies, and a
library of published articles and other materials.
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5. AREA-WIDE RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are applicable to all stations within the study area.

Item

Recommended Improvement

Pedestrian
Related/ Bicycle
Related

Metrics Affected

Included in Existing
Plan/Document

Develop a consolidated bicycle
locker rental program for all
Orange County stations to provide
consistent rental procedures and
policies. Provide an online
information and application center
and signage at each station
directing users to visit the website.

Bicycle Related

Bike Parking

On an annual basis, evaluate bike
locker and rack usage and consider
increasing bicycle parking or
implementing demand
management techniques if the
existing bicycle parking is
consistently at capacity or a
waitlist exists.

Bicycle Related

Bike Parking

Add bike rack and locker locations
to each station diagram map.

Bicycle Related

Information/Wayfinding,
Bike Parking

Encourage local agencies to
upgrade bicycle and motorcycle
detection at intersections within a
half-mile radius of a station.

Bicycle Related

Network Design, Safety

Conduct a lighting assessment at
each station to identify and
address areas with insufficient or
inconsistent lighting.

Pedestrian &
Bicycle Related

Security

Provide video surveillance system
at each station platform area,
unless security guards are present.
Provide signage indicating that the
station is monitored by video.

Pedestrian &
Bicycle Related

Security

Ensure all improvements to
stations and adjacent public areas
are ADA compliant. Prioritize
improvements identified in existing
ADA transition plans that are
adjacent to the station areas.

Pedestrian
Related

Network Design, Route
Directness, Safety
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6. ANAHEIM METROLINK STATION

The Anaheim Metrolink Station is located at the north side of the Angel’s Stadium parking lot at 2150 E.
Katella Avenue in the City of Anaheim. The streets adjacent to the station include Katella Avenue and
Howell Avenue. The station is surrounded by an office park and surface parking for the Angel’s
Stadium.

The Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center is currently under construction on the east

side of the 57 freeway. The ARTIC project development will relocate the existing Metrolink station
from its current location at Angel Stadium at Anaheim to the ARTIC site across from Honda Center.

Existing Plans, Programs and Projects

City of Anaheim Bicycle Master Plan (Alta Planning + Design, Feb 2004)

The City’s Bicycle Master Plan serves as a policy document to guide the development and maintenance
of a bicycle network, support facilities, and other programs for Anaheim over the next 20 years.

The following is a list of proposed bicycle facilities within a three mile radius of the Anaheim Metrolink
Station:

e Santa Ana Street between B et b g e A=
. City of Anaheim Meg 2 & e e Ty
Kroeger Street and Vine Street | mioycie sasterfiun | SHMESTERR | :

] Western Arabweim

(Class I bicycle path); — —
« Boysen Park path between — , S e w
Vermont Avenue and State sameram Foles £ e R e

College Boulevard (Class | =4
bicycle path); i

» Edison/Union Pacific Right of |1 . = .~
Way between Harbor Boulevard ek
and Douglas Road (Class | bicycle B
path);

e Orangewood Avenue/Santa Ana
River Link between I-5 Freeway
and Santa Ana River Trail (Class |

bicycle path);

* North-South Rail Corridor path between Vermont Avenue and East-West Edison Right of Way
(Class I bicycle path);

e Union Pacific Rail Corridor between Brookhurst Street and Broadway (Class | bicycle path);

e Orangewood Avenue between Mountain View Avenue and Anaheim Boulevard (Class Il
bicycle lane);

» Douglas Road between Cerritos Avenue and Katella Avenue (Class Il bicycle lane);
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Wagner Avenue between State College Boulevard and Rio Vista Street (Class Il bicycle
lane);

Rio Vista Street between Lincoln Avenue and L Palma Avenue (Class Il bike lane);

South Street between Peregrine Street and Rio Vista Street (Class 1l bike lane);

Sunkist Street north of Wagner Avenue (Class Il bike lane);

Lincoln Avenue between Rio Vista Street and Santa Ana River Trail (Class Il bike lane);
Vermont Avenue between Citron Street and State College Boulevard (Class Il bike lane);
Santa Ana Street between Walnut Street and East Street (Class Il bike lane);

Broadway between East Street and State College Boulevard (Class Il bike lane);
Sycamore Street between West Street and State College Boulevard (Class Il bike lane);
Citron Street between Water Street and Vermont Avenue (Class Il bike lane);

Olive Street between Santa Ana Street and Vermont Avenue (Class Il bike lane); and

East Street between La Palma Avenue and Ball Road (Class Il bike lane);

The following is a list of proposed bicycle facilities within a three mile radius of the Anaheim Canyon
Metrolink Station:

Miraloma Avenue between La City of st L 1 yEE=
Palma Avenue and Jefferson | "™ Bicycle Facilities
Street (Class Il bicycle lane);

P Bambrrg T8 o el
(S

La Palma Avenue West of Tustin
Avenue (Class Il bicycle lane);

Miller Street between
Orangethorpe Avenue and La
Palma Avenue (Class Il bicycle
lane);

Lakeview  Avenue  between
Orangethorpe Avenue and La
Palma Avenue (Class Il bicycle

lane); and

Lakeview Avenue between Santa Ana River Trail and Santa Ana Canyon Road (Class Il
bicycle lane).

Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC)

The Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) is a collaborative effort between
OCTA and the City of Anaheim to provide a regional transportation hub integrated with a dynamic
mixed-use development on property owned by the City of Anaheim and OCTA. ARTIC will serve existing
and expanded Metrolink and Amtrak passengers, OCTA local bus and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service,
airport FlyAway bus service, Anaheim Transportation Network clean fuel circulator shuttles connecting
to The Platinum Triangle and The Anaheim Resort, and private transportation providers. The first phase
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is comprised of an iconic, sustainable 66,000 square foot transportation facility that includes 23,000
square feet of retail development and 30,000 square feet of civic space; trackwork and platforms; and,
1,255 parking spaces. Future phases of ARTIC could provide for a fixed-guideway system connecting to
The Anaheim Resort, as well as the planned statewide California High-Speed Rail project and the
planned California/Nevada Super Speed Train connecting to Ontario International Airport and points
east terminating in Las Vegas, Nevada, as well as, commercial, office and residential development.

OCTA awarded funding to the City of Anaheim on August 2012 for the Anaheim Regional Transportation
Intermodal Corridor to West Anaheim 4th District Bikeway. The project will involve construction of
3.77 miles of Class Il bike lanes and 4.19 miles of Class Ill sharrows along a continuous corridor, totaling
7.96 miles. The bikeway begins at Ball Road and Magnolia Avenue and leads bicyclists east to Walnut
Street, north to Santa Ana Street, east to Anaheim Boulevard, south to Cerritos Avenue, east to
Douglass Road, south to Katella Avenue, and ending at the ARTIC hub and the Santa Ana River Trail.

The City of Anaheim was awarded a grant from the Transportation, Community and System
Preservation Program fund for improvements along the Santa Ana River Trail adjacent to ARTIC. The
proposed project will increase opportunities for bicycle commuting, reduce street congestion, improve
safety, and increase usability through the following improvements to the Santa Ana River Trail (from
south of Katella Avenue to the existing rail crossing):

« A new retaining wall and wider elevated area with separate, designated bikeway and
pedestrian pathways;

« Additional lighting and fencing;
» Drainage improvements; and

» Provide easy and safe access from the Santa Ana River Trail to ARTIC.

The bikeway improvements will be constructed and operational when ARTIC opens in November 2014.

Construction has commenced for . et o | LG st
ARTIC. Pedestrians and cyclists || =~ | 7 T
will be able to access the station || # ¥ | ey
from Katella Avenue, Douglass |~ = e '|.F; s
Road, and the Santa Ana River y l
Trail. The station will also have !
bike parking and bike i -
lockers. Opportunities for a full \ S -
service bicycle concessionaire are T b oy P et
currently being pursued. . I it _,_"._.. o 1 'k‘
y i EH' N | T ~
Access specifically to the future B . ,'-{ e
ARTIC station was not evaluated ol Bl S \
as part of this report. However, — S e A e :
many of the recommendations |™"*=* ™= H T ciis s =
identified in this report will be m‘ﬂ;m e s =
applicable to serving both the |Z e P i BT 2.4
existing Metrolink station and the ) R R v s 1

future ARTIC station.
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Existing Conditions

Based on field observations, Katella Avenue does not appear to be bike-friendly due to high traffic
speeds with no buffer or bike lane to separate bicyclists from vehicles. A gated pedestrian access
connects the station with adjacent office and commercial development to the north. However,
pedestrian access is lacking between Katella Avenue and the station since no sidewalks are provided on
Howell Street adjacent to the station. One notable amenity of the station is a bike share program.
However, the bikes were not available when the field observations were conducted. Photos of existing
conditions at the station area are provided on the following page.

Table 3 summarizes the field audit scores for each metric for the Anaheim Metrolink Station.

Table 3
Anaheim Metrolink Station Field Audit Scores
# Metric Bike Ped Scoring System
1 | station Mode Split* 8 2 |0 (Po%)(,Gzo,ot)e, 8,
2 Network Design 4 6 0,2,4,6, 8,10
3 Catchment Area Effectiveness 6 8 0, 2,4,6, 8,10
4 Trip Demand 7 5 0,2,4,6, 8,10
5 Route Directness 4 4 0,2,4,6, 8,10
6 | Safety 4 6 0,2,4,6,8,10
7 | Security 6 6 0,2,4,6,8,10
8 Information/Wayfinding 4 4 0,2,4,6,8,10
9 Station Amenities 8 8 0,2,4,6,8,10
10 | Bike Parking 6 N/A 0,2,4,6, 8,10
Total Score | 57 49
*Station Typology: Special Event/Campus; Current Mode Split: 2% Bike, 13% Ped

As shown in Table 3, the Anaheim Metrolink Station scored 57 out of 100 for bikes and 49 out of 90 for
pedestrians. Exhibit 1 shows the main access locations to the station for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Exhibit 2 shows the pedestrian and bicycle catchment areas.
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Exhibit 1

Access Points
BICYCLE ACCESS

Anaheim Station

METROLINK STATION PEDESTRIAN &

Lk

] b | B

T
]

N Ese

-

Ao e A i

Source: OCTA, Eagle Aerial 2012

PXWrTTX8™ SS300VPadpuysaiig UIlONBN- WIBYBUSSBIY PAd\SIO\EILBO0TOT\EIEPAIN NT £T02/LZ/E




5/17/2013 JN M:\Mdata\10108763\GIS\Bike Shed\Anaheim_Metrolink_Bikeshed_with_Class_8x11.mxd

q===== — OO —\ S
- - - .I : _J_ Legend
1 -]
__'~=|_= = - Anaheim Metrolink Station
¥ —
1 | el = o 7" Futre ARTIC Station
\ 5L
;-I-n: | aeas \ gl = District 4 Bikeway Corridors
"'l""".:'"l'"""'.‘-"""""'?' -y om o= - 2 Existing Bikeways =
) . 5 Class 2
5 1 \
l‘ ? I 1 < Class 3 ..""
BT iy : Proposed Bikeways b
¥ ﬂi R Class 1 ~
E £ = = i Class 2
i = = 1 Class 3 1
el D 1/2 Mile Pedestrian Catchment Area
4 D 3 Mile Bicycle Distance 9
i 3
."; 1
1=y Aol
ol o gy .
f
{
: (%}
l'T—ﬁJ--- - ----i——i v—'-—-—-—l
1 | i |
L T 1Tefe
] 1 1
. R ataii e ! SEF T Tr . |
r [ I
: 4 !
. RV ]
Wi R dve 1 r
F 1 W g .
2 1 2 el TP A i v E-Cmins i
1 ¥ ! 58
e |
B i
; f= &l
Pl = e = i |
l— : 1 b 4 ¥ | Ny
. I...-L--.. LT il s
L : A 1 i =
L] ¢ L] -
: % T : T = I""'F‘:'—-! tnagiman-a 3
- | - e s I
1 [ Phpe : 'J': - s --{-'——--
1 1 L P | 5 -
3 1 : Ly M ) ! [
1 i ! i 1| !‘
1 - At i Lol miadve | foo ™
el o I ) k '.E #
ek : / i 1 : =
1 L E— A= 1A -
T 4 Yy I | <> 4"‘.‘. = -
B 3 \ T —
: i. Farhacen
| ~ 1 o vl
— Cosne. $ \ il
1 L T RTINS
1 i 1
1 § 1
: !
l Woorr i
: - _:-------—t.nn.
|J fwitadpa |
| i . Hrgp 1
i 3 2 ==
: ¢ : g  Farrghin
] 1 = ' :
: 3 o i p S ._._.-_..l...‘,.., Sources; Esfi DeLorme, NAVTEQM'omTom Intermap, |PC USGS, FAO
1 ‘ s RS NRCAM, E_;eoBase IGN'“Kadaster NLf Ordnance Survey, Esri
T e e i B Japan METI,;Esn Chlna (Hong Kong) and the GIS User Community
METROLINK STATIONS
0 025 05 1 .
©C e — Catchment Area - Anaheim
ﬂ"1|'| AT lﬂ
G : Source: OCTA, Esri

Exhibit 2



Howell Avenue between Katella Avenue and the station lacks sidewalks.

Bikeshare kiosk with bicycle lockers in background.
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Recommendations

Exhibits 3 and 4 show the recommendations identified in the following matrix.

Pedestrian . .
Item Recommended Related/ Bicycle Metrics Affected Included in Existing
# Improvement Plan/Document
Related
Add a Clz_iss | blk_e path - Station Mode Split, Network C_lty of Anaheim
along Edison/Union Pacific - Bicycle Master Plan
. . Design, Catchment Area ;
1 right-of-way between Bicycle Related - - (Alta Planning +
Effectiveness, Trip Demand, .
Harbor Boulevard and Route Directness. Safet Design, February,
Wanda Road. ' y 2004)
Add a Class | bike path Station Mode Split, Network C.'ty of Anaheim
. - Bicycle Master Plan
along rail road tracks . Design, Catchment Area .

2 - Bicycle Related - - (Alta Planning +
connecting to Santa Ana Effectiveness, Trip Demand, Desian. Eebruar
River Trail. Route Directness, Safety gn, ys

2004)
Add a Class Il bike lane . .
along Douglas Road . Stat'lon que Split, Network Fourth District

3 . Bicycle Related Design, Trip Demand, Route - .
between Cerritos Avenue Directness. Safet Bikeways Collaborative
and the ARTIC Station. ’ y
Add a Class_ Il bike lane Station Mode Split, Network
along Sunkist Street . . .

4 between Ball Road and Bicycle Related Design, Trip Demand, Route

- Directness, Safety
Cerritos Avenue.
Add a Class Il bike lane . .

5 along Anaheim Boulevard Bicvcle Related gt:stilonn '.\f_zdeDiF:::;}]ye;VgS{g Fourth District
between Vermont Avenue 4 esign, rp ’ Bikeways Collaborative

Directness, Safety
and Manchester Avenue.
Add a C.Iass Il bike lane Station Mode Split, Network L

6 along Disney Way between Bicycle Related Design, Trip Demand, Route Fourth District

Harbor Boulevard and 4 esign, rp ’ Bikeways Collaborative
. Directness, Safety

Anaheim Boulevard.

Add a Class Il bike lane

along Cerritos Avenue Station Mode Split, Network Fourth District

7 between Anaheim Bicycle Related Design, Trip Demand, Route - .

. Bikeways Collaborative
Boulevard and Douglas Directness, Safety
Road.
Provide a sidewalk on the
south side of Katella Pedestrian

8 Avenue from Stadium Related Network Design, Safety
Promenade to the ARTIC
station.

Provide

wayfinding/signage along .
9 Howell Avenue driveway Pgdestrlan & Information/Wayfinding

. . - Bicycle Related

directing visitors to the

station platform area.

Provide

wayfinding/signage . - .
10 | directing bicyclists to bike | Bicycle Related Information/Wayfinding, Bike

lockers located adjacent to
the parking lot.

Parking
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Provide wayfinding/signage along
Howell Avenue driveway directing
visitors to the station platform area.

Source: OCTA, Eagle Aerial 2012 - o § ) N . ] - - METROLINK ST6T|ONS
Anaheim Metrolink Station

RBF Q NOTTO SCALE Recommended Improvements
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7. ANAHEIM CANYON METROLINK STATION

The Anaheim Canyon Metrolink Station is located at 1039 N. Pacificenter Drive in the City of Anaheim.
The streets adjacent to the station include La Palma Avenue, Tustin Avenue, Grove Street, and
Pacificenter Drive. The station is surrounded by an office park and small retail center east of the

station and an apartment complex to the west of the station.
Existing Plans, Programs and Projects

Anaheim Canyon Station Master Site Plan (IBl Group, December 18, 2007)

The main objective of the Anaheim Canyon

Station Master Site Plan is to define transit
services to improve connectivity to the
Metrolink stations at the future Anaheim

) Plassturmg  Estetan 193

Regional Transportation Intermodal Center
(ARTIC). The plan identifies the following
improvements needed at the Anaheim
Canyon Station:

e Two side platforms which will be
designed to the new Metrolink
standard of 680 feet in length
and also leave room for the
possibility to expand to 850 feet
in the future, should the need

'EI! i s Bl M T (i o i, iy s Wl P

arise to accommodate longer
trains;

e A pedestrian undercrossing that allows passengers to safely access both of the side
platforms and additionally to provide improved pedestrian linkages in the transit oriented

development opportunity area;

» Four bus bays in front of the station that provide for convenient transit pick-up and drop-

off through direct access to the station plaza on the west side of the right-of-way;

e Four “kiss-and-ride” bays will allow for passenger pick-up and drop-off close to the

pedestrian crossin