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SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose

The Western Riverside Council of Governments {(WRCOG) Non-Motorized Transportation Plan (NMTP) provides a
regional backbone network of bicycle and pedestrian facilities to provide enhanced transportation mobility
options. For purposes of this planning exercise, “non-motorized transportation” will refer to alternative travel
modes that operate at lower speeds than conventional automobiles and focus on non-pollutant means of
propulsion. These travel modes include walking or using a bicycle for daily interaction between residential and
non-residential uses. In addition, design standards for neighborhood electric vehicle (NEV) and golf cart lanes will
be considered. However, equestrian and hiking facilities are not a focus of this assessment. The NMTP
complements and builds upon local plans to deliver a comprehensive non-motorized transportation network over
a broad area. The NMTP replaces the plan developed and published by WRCOG in April 1996.

Effective transportation systems rely on a variety of approaches to move people and goods efficiently. Streets and
highways are the primary network relied upon by the masses. Transit and non-motorized uses typically operate
within these rights of way when practical. Dedicated rails, guideways, and trails for non-auto trips are sometimes
necessary due to limited existing public rights of way, unique connection opportunities, and/or community input.

Concerns about health and the environment, coupled with a need to maximize benefit from prior transportation
investments, inevitably leads to exploring and expanding travel options appropriate for the setting. Recent
legislation is aimed at ensuring options and opportunities are considered. From Complete Streets (Assembly Bill
1358) to global warming and emissions reduction initiatives (Assembly Bill 32 and Senate Bill 375), California leads
the way in developing guidance. To that end, WRCOG’s NMTP plays an important role in evaluating non-motorized
mode choice benefits and establishing meaningful transportation system enhancements.

The NMTP identifies 28 distinct regional bicycle and pedestrian-friendly routes throughout Western Riverside
County. The proposed system provides multi-jurisdiction connections between WRCOG’s member agencies as well
as neighboring systems developed by Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG) and the countles of
Orange, San Bernardino, and San Diego. The resulting network includes existing and potential on-street {Class I
and Class lll) and off-road (Class 1) routes intended for near-term through long-range implementation.

Non-motorized transportation will play an increasingly significant role in Southern California’s quest to address
congestion, emissions reductions, vehicle trip reductions, healthy and more livable communities, as well as
mobility choices. The NMTP will be incorporated into Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG)
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The proposed regional routes may he implemented in segments over time and
should be considered in any regional planning effort as an alternative to continued auto-centric land use and
transportation capital investment plans.

The routes planned here will provide guidance to local governments when they apply for funds for non-motorized
facilities. Those that apply for funds for the projects in this Plan will receive some priority in funding decisions. The
projects planned here can become priority facilities in local planning efforts.

1.2 Setting

The WRCOG Non-Motorized Transportation Plan encompasses all the 16 incorporated cities as well as the unincorporated
areas of Western Riverside County. Those jurisdictions and their respective populations include:

Banning — 28,457 Murrieta — 100,714

Beaumont — 32,403 Norco—27,160

Calimesa— 7,498 Perris — 54,323

Canyon Lake — 11,128 Riverside — 300,430

Corona— 148,597 San Jacinto — 36,477

Hemet — 74,361 Temecula — 102,604

Lake Elsinore = 50,267 Wildomar—-31,321

Menifee — 67,70 Unincorporated Western Riverside County — 386,560
Moreno Valley - 186,301 Sotirce: California Department of Finance, 2009, and WRCOG, 2010
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These cities include those with established, older cores as well as newly developed communities. The older,
central-city areas have traditional street patterns with smaller, well-connected blocks that lend themselves well to
walking and bicycling. Most of the newer areas in those cities, as well as in most of western Riverside County, have
street patterns with residential cul-de-sacs that depend on multi-lane arterials that people use to go outside their
neighborhoods. Most of the bicycle and pedestrian circulation in those relatively newer areas will depend on these
arterial streets and highways, as well as off-road corridors like waterways, rail lines, utility easements, and public
land.

Western Riverside County is divided into six zones created as part of the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee
(TUMF) program. The boundaries help organize the sub-regional planning currently devoted to regional impact fee
programming. The NMTP proposes to leverage these planning zones as a logical extension of transportation
project prioritization and planning. These zones include:

1.2.1 Northwest Zone

The Northwest Zone includes the cities of Corona, Norco, and Riverside as well as several unincorporated
communities in Western Riverside County. The Northwest Zone is the most urbanized of the six. Both Corona and
Riverside have older cores with traditional street patterns, as well as newer areas that are suburban in form. Norco
has strived to preserve a rural character. Three Metrolink lines (Riverside Line, 91 Line, and Inland Empire-Orange
County Line) serve the area and are accessed at five different stations. The Northwest Zone is the only one with
active Metrolink rail service. The Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) has two stations, one of which is shared with
Metrolink. Many of the developed areas follow either the SR-91 or I-15 freeways. The Santa Ana River offers the
opportunity for a regional trail.

1.2.2 Central Zone

The Central Zone includes Moreno Valley, Perris, Menifee, March Joint Powers Authority (JPA), and several
unincorporated communities in Western Riverside County. Perris has an older core with well-connected streets.
Virtually all of Moreno Valley and Menifee are newer with cul-de-sac neighborhoods linked along arterial streets.
Those in Moreno Valley are organized in a consistent half-mile grid, while those in Menifee are less regular. One
RTA transit center, located in central Perris, serves this zone. Tentative plans include future Metrolink stations
along existing freight rail lines. Development in Moreno Valley generally runs along SR-60, while the rest of
development in the Central Zone follows I-215. The San Jacinto River offers potential for a regional trail.
Greenbelts have preserved a corridor in Menifee for a regional connection along the Salt Creek.

123 Pass Zone

The Pass Zone contains Calimesa, Beaumont, and Banning as well as unincorporated mountainous areas.
Beaumont has a significant older central area with a connected grid of streets with blocks smaller than 400 feet, as
well as newer neighborhoods that, until the recent real estate downturn, were rapidly growing. Most of Banning is
organized along a well-linked street grid. Calimesa development generally follows a street network that is primarily
cul-de-sacs linked by arterial streets. There are no regional transit centers in the Pass Zone. The Pass Zone links San
Bernardino County, western Riverside County, and the Coachella Valley. The communities in this zone primarily
follow [-10, with some newer development along SR-60 and SR-79.

1.2.4 Southwest Zone

The Southwest Zone follows the I-15 corridor and includes Lake Elsinore, Wildomar, Murrieta, Temecula, Canyon
Lake, and several unincorporated communities in Western Riverside County. The mountainous areas in the
southwest part of this zone are unincorporated. Lake Elsinore and Temecula have small, older neighborhoods with
a well-connected grid of streets. However, the majority of the Southwest Zone communities are organized around
arterial streets with cul-de-sac neighborhoods. The Southwest Zone has no regional transit centers, although some
are tentatively planned. Segments of Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, Santa Gertrudis Creek, and Warm Springs
Creek present strong potential for off-road shared bicycle and pedestrian paths.
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1.3.4 Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) Routes

NEVs may operate on roads with posted speed limits of 35 mph or less without special lanes of signage. Special-use
lanes are required for roads with posted speed limits of 40 mph or greater. NEVs may be operated on shared
NEV/bike lanes with an enhanced total width of seven feet. Similarly, off-road NEV paths may be shared with hikes
provided that additional width is provided to accommodate safe operations.

1.3.5 Sidewalk Paths

Sidewalks paths are sidewalks can be used by joggers, pedestrians, bicyclists, and other non-motorized users. They
do not meet Caltrans Class | bike path standards.

1.3.6 Sidewalks

Sidewalks are intended for use by pedestrians. California law allows local jurisdictions to restrict their use. Where
local jurisdictions don’t pass ordinances restricting sidewalk use, bicyclists, rollerbladers, and other non-motorized
users may utilize them.

1.4 Stakeholder Working Group

This project involved the participation of both an Oversight Committee and a Stakeholder Working Group. The
Oversight Committee consisted of representatives from Western Riverside Council of Governments {WRCOG),
Riverside County Transit Agency (RTA), Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), SCAG, and the
consultant team. The Oversight Committee met to establish the direction and scope of the project, confirm overall
project goals, and to establish the Stakeholder Working Group.

The Stakeholder Working Group was comprised of representatives of each of the 17 jurisdictions and active bicycle
groups in Riverside as well as the March JPA. The Working Group met four times during the eight-month long
project to provide feedback at key milestones. The following provides an overview of the Working Group meetings.

1.41 Working Group Meeting #1

Consultant Team walked through the purpose and main components of the NMTP, presented an initial
opportunities and constraints analysis for each of the TUMP zones, and presented a working draft of the backbone
system. A total of 24 corridors were initially identified, totaling approximately 470 miles. A design classification
system was also presented for discussion by the group. The Consultant Team requested feedback on proposed
alignments, the inclusion or exclusion of routes, additional information on existing conditions, and any issues of
concern related to implementation.

1.4.2  Working Group Meeting #2

Prior to the meeting, the group was sent a revised Backbone Plan, Draft Route Guide, and Draft Goals and
Strategies. QOver 500 miles of field inspection was completed by the Consultant Team in fine-tuning route
alignments and classifications. During the meeting, the Consultant Team walked through the changes with the
group, presented recommendations on route classifications, and discussed implementation issues. The group
provided substantial input on routes, especially as they connected to major destinations, and crossed over
jurisdictional boundaries.

1.4.3  Working Group Meeting #3

Prior to the meeting, the revised Backbone Plan and Draft Route Guide were distributed to the group. In addition,
various draft sections of the NMTP were sent out for review. The Consultant Team worked with the group to
resolve remaining issues associated with certain segments, discussed the Goals and Strategies in detail, and
received input on the Design Guidelines. In addition, the Rough Order of Magnitude Cost assumptions were
reviewed.

1.4.4  Working Group Meeting #4

Prior to the meeting, the group was sent the Rough Order of Magnitude Cost estimates for each segment to
review. In addition, draft sections on Funding Opportunities, Case Studies, and Plan Relationships to Regional/State
Programs were sent out to the group. Corridor alignments were finalized. The Consultant Team presented the final
NMTP at the last meeting. Any comments were incorporated prior to the completion of the project.
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SECTION 2.0 STUDY AREA EVALUATION
2.1 Sub Regicnal Overview

The Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) Non-Motorized Transportation Plan (NMTP) provides a
regional backbone network of bicycle and pedestrian facilities to provide enhanced transportation mohility
options. The NMTP complements and builds upon local plans to deliver a comprehensive non-motorized
transportation network over a broad area. The NMTP replaces the plan developed and published by WRCOG in
April 1996. Planning for a regional network should consider a variety of land use factors and transportation trip
generators such as population densities, employment concentrations, activity center assemblages and potential
corridor opportunities and constraints. The discussion below and the companion exhibits explore these elements.
The exhibits are presented based upon the Zone structure for ease of presentation. It is understand that Zone
boundaries enable manageable planning areas but multi-jurisdictional and inter-zonal planning is vital to the
success of aregional transportation system.

2.1.1 Population Trends

Population trends are influenced by new development and shifts in household sizes. In Western Riverside County,
population growth is projected to occur through natural attrition (births over deaths) regardless of new
development. This fact coupled with the relatively inexpensive raw land available for housing means that
population growth is inevitable. Population densities greatly influence the effectiveness and use of bike routes
because most non-motorized trips emanate from the home (Data source: WRCOG, Riverside County Traffic
Analysis Model = RIVTAM 2008).

Northwest Zone population trends are presented in Exhibit 2.1.1 A for 2007 and 2035 time horizons. Significant
population density increases are projected in the Eastvale and Jurupa communities, Riverside/SR-91 corridor, Box
Springs area and Woodcrest/Mead Valley Area. (Note: the census designated place of Eastvale, in June of 2010,
voted to incorporate and become the City of Eastvale.)

Central Zone population trends are presented in Exhibit 2.1.1 B for 2007 and 2035 time horizons. Significant
population density increases are projected within portions of Menifee, Moreno Valley, Perris and the
Lakeview/Nuevo area.

Southwest Zone population trends are presented in Exhibit 2.1.1 C for 2007 and 2035 time horizons. Significant
population density increases are projected within portions of Lake Elsinore, Murrieta, Temecula, and Wildomar.

Pass Zone population trends are presented in Exhibit 2.1.1 D for 2007 and 2035 time horizons. Significant
population density increases are projected within portions of Beaumont and Banning. Major residential
developments are planned in Calimesa but not yet represented in the underlying model.

Hemet/San Jacinto Zone population trends are presented in Exhibit 2.1.1 E for 2007 and 2035 time horizons.
Significant population density increases are projected within portions of Hemet, San Jacinto and the Valle Vista
area.

Mountain Zone population trends are presented in Exhibit 2.1.1 F for 2007 and 2035 time horizons. This area is
largely rural with no majar changes in population densities planned within the planning horizon presented.

2.1.2 Employment Concentrations

Employment concentration is an indicator of potential home-to-wark and worked based trips. Historically, job
centers comprised of office, service commercial, retail, and industrial uses were concentrated in specific corridors
and/or districts. Existing employment locations are likely to remain stable but future growth will likely occur in a
mixed use setting consistent with many emissions reduction and trip distribution planning trends. As a result,
existing data is presented as the starting point for ensuring the regional network makes connects to workplace
locations. (Data source: WRCOG, Riverside County Traffic Analysis Model — RIVTAM, 2008)
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Northwest Zone employment concentration for 2007 as the baseline condition is presented in Exhibit 2.1.2 A. The
heaviest employment densities are located along the SR-91 corridor and in the vicinity of the 60/91/215
interchange (including UCR).

Central Zone employment concentration for 2007 as the baseline condition is presented in Exhibit 2.1.2 B. This
zone includes a variety of low density employment centers throughout the area. Future jobs growth is anticipate
along the 1-215 corridor and within the March JPA.

Southwest Zone employment concentration for 2007 as the baseline condition is presented in Exhibit 2.1.2 C. This
zone includes a variety of low density employment centers throughout the area. The heaviest employment
densities are located along Interstate 15 in Murrieta and Temecula.

Pass Zone employment concentration for 2007 as the baseline condition is presented in Exhibit 2.1.2 D. This zone
includes a variety of low density employment centers throughout the area primarily along the I-10 corridor.

Hemet/San Jacinto Zone employment concentration for 2007 as the bhaseline condition is presented in Exhibit 2.1.2
E. This zone is primary residential and agriculture/rural. Although some employment is spread throughout the
area, most job density is along State Route 74 and in downtown Hemet.

Mountain Zone employment concentration for 2007 as the baseline condition is presented in Exhibit 2.1.2 F. This
zone Is primary residential and agriculture/rural. No significant jobs dense centers can be found in this Zone.

2.1.3 Places of Interest

Non-motorized trips are determined by where people are, where they want to go and by a means to get there. In
the context of a regional plan, the NMTP must establish realistic connections to places of interest. Municipal
government, commercial centers, parks, schools, places of worship and other non-work destinations must be
accessible in order for non-motorized transportation options to be viable. Development of the backbone network
required careful consideration of activity centers throughout the western Riverside region. {Data source: western
Riverside County jurisdictions)

Northwest Zone major existing places of interest are presented in Exhibit 2.1.3 A. Central Zone major existing
places of interest are presented in Exhibit 2.1.3 B. Southwest Zone major existing places of interest are presented
in Exhibit 2.1.3 C. Pass Zone major existing places of interest are presented in Exhibit 2.1.3 D. Hemet/San Jacinto
Zone major existing places of interest are presented in Exhibit 2.1.3 E. Mountain Zone major existing places of
interest are presented in Exhibit 2.1.3 F.

2.1.4 Corridor Opportunities/Constraints

Opportunities and constraints considered for the regional network are shown on Exhbits 2.1.4 A through F. (Data
source: County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency — TLMA)

The following offer the greatest opportunities for regionally-significant bicycle and pedestrian facilities in Western
Riverside County:

1. Utility Easements and Waterways: Waterways such as the Santa Ana River, San Jacinto River, Cucamonga
Creek, Murrieta Creek, and Temecula Creek have continuous, largely uninterrupted rights-of-way which
can sometimes accommodate Bikeway / Pedestrian Shared Use Class 1 Paths (Off Road).

2. Rail Lines: Rail lines, such as BNSF and Union Pacific, traverse western Riverside County. Rail lines have
continuous rights-of-way that are graded to hicycle-friendly slopes with some grade-separation and
minimal cross traffic. Some rail lines have, or will have, Metrolink and bus stations along their routes
thereby connecting key destinations.

3. Arterial Streets and Highways: Many of the regional on-street bicycle ways can be planned along arterial
streets and highways. Some of these were constructed with wide curb-to-curh cross-sections and/or with
wide lanes that can be striped for bike lanes. Since the area will likely grow in the future, many of the
roads will be reconstructed or widened over time. If bicycle and pedestrian facilities are planned, they
can be installed as integral parts of the improved streets and highways.
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4, New Growth: Since western Riverside County will continue to grow in the future, new development can
be planned with smart growth principles in mind that create walkable, bikeable communities by mixing
land uses, encouraging compact development, and constructing well-connected grids of streets with small
blocks.

The following factors may constrain planning for well-used bicycle and pedestrian networks along some corridors
in western Riverside County:

1. Distance: Many of the communities in western Riverside County spread far and wide, making distances
too great for many bicycle and pedestrian trips.

2. Street Patterns: Most of the newer areas of western Riverside County were built with street networks
that have cul-de-sacs without well-connected blocks. This makes pedestrian and bicycle trips long and
circuitous. This street pattern depends on arterial streets that carry the bulk of non-neighborhood trips
necessitating multi-lane roads and large blocks. These arterial roads carry fast traffic that discourages
bicyclists from using them. They also have few crossing points that provide safe, convenient crossings for
bicycles and pedestrians.

3. Gated Communities: Gated communities break up bicycle and pedestrian networks making the trips
prohibitively long. Since Canyon Lake is a gated city, it blocks off continuous access along the San lacinto
River.

4,  Water Bodies and Mountainous Terrain: Large bodies of water such as Lake Elsinore, Lake Perris, Lake
Skinner and Diamond Valley Lake interrupt route continuity, and mountain communities such as Idyllwild
and Garner Valley are difficult to serve with non-motorized routes that can reasonably be expected to be
utilized on a daily basis {except for the most experienced cyclists or recreational hikers).

2.2 Western Riverside Zones

The Zone structure described in Section 1.2 of this report is based upon consolidated planning areas that were
created as part of the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF). The member agencies within each Zone
meet annually to discuss TUMF funding priorities and allocations. A Technical Advisory Committee comprised of
agency city engineers, public works directors or other appropriate professionals acts as a steering committee for
the programming process. An Executive Committee comprised of an appointed elected official representative and
City Manager for member cities provides policy direction and approval for project funding. This structure can be
leveraged in the future to assist with non-motorized route development, prioritization and implementation.

2.3 Public Transportation

Commuter Rail service is provided by Metrolink. There are currently five Metrolink stations in western Riverside
County with service to the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, San Diego and Ventura. Each station
includes bus service, bicycle amenities {such as bike racks) and vehicle parking. Bicycles are permitted on the train.
Future service extensions are planned to the Perris Valley and Hemet/San lacinto areas.

Regional system planning considerations related to transit emphasis multi-modal connection points such as transit
centers, Metrolink stations and park and ride lots. RTA’s fixed route system enables and promotes non-motorized
transportation connections with their use of bike carriers on most buses. Fixed routes, however, are dynamic and
subject to change with shifting travel patterns, operating budget limitations and, demand. Transit Centers, on the
other hand, have greater permanency and provide the greatest opportunity for long term trail connectivity value.
These existing and proposed transit centers, combined with the commuter rail station network influence the
development of backbone corridor routes.

Metrolink stations and transit centers connections are important considerations for regional backbone network
route development. A one mile radius was used round existing and potential future facilities for planning
purposes. (Data source: RCTC and WRCOG)

Northwest Zone Metrolink and transit centers are shown on Exhibit 2.3.2 A. All five existing Metrolink stations are
located in this zone.
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Central Zone Metrolink and transit centers are shown on Exhibit 2.3.2 B. New Metrolink station locations as part of
the Perris Valley Metrolink extension include two planned stations in the City of Perris and one in March IPA.

Southwest Zone Metrolink and transit centers are shown on Exhibit 2.3.2 C. A number of potential transit centers
are being considered in the area hy RTA or as park and ride lots.

Pass Zone Metrolink and transit centers are not currently being planned according to Exhibit 2.3.2 D.

Hemet/San lacinto Zone Metrolink and transit centers are shown on Exhibit 2.3.2 E. Potential transit centers are
being considered in the area and may include a Metrolink station in Hemet if the system is extended in the future.

Pass Zone Metrolink and transit centers are not currently being planned according to Exhihit 2.3.2 F.
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SECTION 3.0 LOCAL PEDESTRIAN PATH AND BIKEWAY PLANS

Non-motorized plans include bikeways, recreational trails, and pedestrian walkways. At the local level, proposed
and existing networks are typically identified within a jurisdiction’s Circulation Element but may be found in other
sections of a General Plan. Regional plans may represent an assemblage of local plans within a defined area, focus
upon broader-based regional network such as the County of Riverside’s plan, or represent a combination of these
systems. Network components may be explicitly identified through a discrete map or guidance document such as
a Bike Plan or implied like a sidewalk system through street cross sections and classifications. Recreational and
multi-use trails may also be the subject of a specifically identified network.

Within western Riverside County, each jurisdiction approaches non-motorized planning differently. This section
highlights key elements within each planning zone. These local networks play an important role in development of
the potential regional route system presented in Section 5.0 of this Plan. The regional network compliments local
plans and relies upon community connections to extend the reach of proposed routes.

3.1 Local Plan Approach

Local bikeway and trails plans are updated periodically, usually as part of a General Plan update, to reflect
changing land uses, community input and funding opportunities. Routes are planned for connecting
neighborhoods, schools, parks, shopping centers, employment, and other destinations within the jurisdictions.
Bikeways include on-street and off-road paths or lanes. Pedestrian facilities include traditional sidewalks, paved
paths and dirt trails. Multi-use paths host a multitude of uses including pedestrians, bicycles, horses and golf carts,
where appropriate. Design guidelines are presented in Section 6.0 of this Plan but may be modified in each
jurisdiction to address specific community needs and preferences.

Although the local plan may be coordinated with neighboring jurisdictions, the emphasis is usually based upon
local circulations. Implementation of local paths and bikeways is often done in small sections either in conjunction
with a larger project or based upon limited budget resources. Planning, design, construction, maintenance, and
security of the local system is left up to the local jurisdiction or addressed through community programs such as an
assessment district, homeowners association or other sources. Grant funding may be available for certain
facilities.

Most jurisdictions in western Riverside County have established bikeway and/or trails plans and some are being
reviewed as part of General Plan updates to reflect current and anticipated changes in the their land plans,
legislative changes and future opportunities.

Plans developed at the local level are reflective of the community character. The City of Norco is known as “Horse
Town” and their extensive trail network is devoted almost exclusively to an equestrian lifestyle. The cities of
Corona and Temecula have plans devoted to recreational and pedestrian uses. The cities of Riverside and Maoreno
Valley have plans geared toward commuting and mobility. The plans can be found on the following pages.

3.2 Local Plan Role in Regional System Planning Process

A regional plan should complement rather than compete with local plans. Connections should be deliberate and
purposeful rather than random or simply convenient. The regional network is intended to serve multiple
jurisdictions over greater distances. These routes will provide direct connection to regional transportation centers,
recreation facilities, and major activity centers where possible. Where direct connections are not possible along
the regional route, a link with the local system can be used.

The local network was reviewed extensively to help identify gaps in the system and areas that would benefit from
greater trail exposure. The regional plan can be madified and implemented independently of local plans.
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SECTION 4.0 SUB REGIONAL GOALS AND STRATEGIES

All jurisdictions in western Riverside County have plans and policies in place for development of a system of routes
for bicycling and walking throughout their communities. The Sub-Regional Non-Motarized Transportation Plan is
intended to provide a framewaork for key routes and facilities that will ensure connections between communities,
major transportation facilities, and nodes of activity. The following averarching goals and strategies relate to the
purpose and long-term implementation of this Non-Motorized Transportation Plan.

4.1  Goals of the WRCOG Non-Motorized Transportation Plan

G-1. Increase the range of transportation options for travel within and between western Riverside jurisdictions
and neighboring counties.

G-2. Create safer travel accommodations for pedestrians and cyclists.

G-3. Establish a sub regional backbone network of routes that enhances access to and from public transportation
services and major attractions. The resulting network should complement rather than conflict with local plans.
Ideally, regional components will be integrated into local plans as updates occur.

G-4. Establish design classifications and typical design standards for the various corridor types that are adopted by
individual WRCOG jurisdictions.

G-5. Reduce auto generated emissions while encouraging healthier lifestyles and more sustainable development
patterns.

G-6. Maximize apportunities to fund bicycle and pedestrian improvements, as well as operations and maintenance
costs associated with the sub regional backbone netwark, in cooperation with local jurisdictions.

G-7. Achieve implementation of the sub regional backbone network by 2035.

G-8. Determine an annual funding goal for Regional Backbone Network projects every year in western Riverside
County, through both local and sub regional efforts.

G-9. Create a branding program for the sub regional system that distinguishes it from local-serving routes and
includes special signage and general promotion.

4.2 GSrategiesto Achieve the Long-Term Implementation
4.2.1 Planning the Sub Regional Backbone Network

P-1. Plan for the sub regional backbone network to provide city-to-city connectivity; connectivity between cities
and the unincorporated County area; and connectivity between western Riverside and adjacent counties (Orange
and San Bernardino counties) for broader regional connections.

P-2. Plan for the sub regional backbone network to connect to major activity areas, including civic and county
facilities, hospitals, libraries, major parks and recreation areas, colleges and universities, malls and major retail
centers and large employment centers.

P-3. Plan for the sub regional backbone network to connect to existing and future planned transit facilities
including Metrolink stations, bus stops, major bus and/or Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) stations and future high speed
rail.

P-4. Pursue opportunities to use existing natural and manmade corridors for future bicycle and pedestrian paths,
including drainage channels and other utility easements, abandoned rights-of-way, and designated open space
corridars.

P-5. Base the sub regional backbone network upon existing and planned routes to the extent feasible.

WRCOG NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE
Section 4.0 Sub Regional Goals and Strategies

51



4.2.2 Coordination with Local Jurisdictions and Updates to the Plan

C-1. Coordinate with local jurisdictions to encourage consistency between the Non-Motorized Transportation Plan
and local General Plans. Use existing WRCOG committees as a means to review and comment on issues of mutual
concern.

C-2. Future amendments to the WRCOG Non-Motorized Transportation Plan Adoption should maintain the
original intent of creating a regional backbone network of routes that can be implemented in the near term and
protected in the long-term.

C-3. Regularly monitor implementation of route segments, connections, and improvements, and update maps
accordingly.

C-4. Provide updated route maps reflecting construction of facilities and improvements to local jurisdictions in GIS
oh an annual bhasis.

C-5. Coordinate with the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) and
Southern California Assaciation of Gavernments (SCAG) to ensure that WRCOG’s Non-Motorized Transportation
Plan is integrated with the Regional Transportation Plan and consistent with sub-regional initiatives.

C-6. Ensure that design standards and policies are consistent with FHWA and state regulations.

C-7. Work cooperatively with bicycle organizations, transportation agencies, local jurisdictions, large emplayers
and activity centers to publicize the sub regional system; sponsor annual bicycling events such as Bike to Work
Week, adult safety courses, and similar events in conjunction with other regional efforts and programs.

C-8. Coordinate with local jurisdictions to encourage consistency throughout western Riverside in addressing
AB1358 {Complete Streets Act) in future updates to General Plan Circulation Element policies and standards. Such
updates must address the provision of a balanced, multimodal transportation network that meets the demand of
all users (including pedestrians, bicyclists, children, seniors, and public transit riders) in a manner that is tied to the
context (rural, urban, and suburban).

C-9. Coordinate with local jurisdictions to establish an Adopt-a-Bikeway program that will supplement funding of
improvements and ongoing operation and maintenance costs.

C-10. Coordinate with local jurisdictions on a consistent maintenance program for the sub regional system.

4.2.3  Establishing Design Classifications

D-1. Establish design classifications for each of the routes in the regional backbone network, based on feasibility
and cost considerations.

D-2. Establish design classifications to accommodate both on-road and off-road facilities.

D-3. Encourage jurisdictions to adopt the design classifications to ensure that final improvements are as seamless
as possible between jurisdictions.

D-4. Establish preferred or “typical” design standards for route classifications, and include standards for adequate
bicycle parking/storage, sidewalk design, use and maintenance of materials for both on-road and off-road facilities,
optional street crossing standards, and other standards related to pedestrian and bicycle safety.

D-5. Incorporate best practices into the Non-Motorized Transportation Plan related to street network
configurations that support/encourage safe and secure bicycle and pedestrian travel, and convenient access to
transit facilities and major attractions.
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4.2.4  Funding and Implementation

F-1. Prepare rough arder magnitude (ROM) cost estimations far impravements necessary to complete each route
and segment on the sub regional backhone network and provide estimates to local jurisdictions using generic cost
factars on a per lane mile basis.

F-2. Prioritize improvements for near term implementation through a five-year Strategic Implementation Plan
(SIP) to be updated periodically by participating agencies. Priority rankings should mirror Bicycle Trust Account
(BTA) and RCTC’s SB821 program guidelines to improve competitive standing.

F-3. Encourage local jurisdictions to include bicycle and pedestrian improvements in their Capital Improvement
Plans {CIP), including expenses for maintenance and operations as appropriate.

F-4. Educate local jurisdictions about all bicycle and pedestrian funding sources and provide application assistance
if needed.

F-5. Encourage and facilitate multi-jurisdictional funding applications.

F-6. Advocate regional priority consideration for Non-Motorized Regional Backbone Netwaork improvement
applications for competitive programs.

F-7. Encourage local jurisdictions to use their Measure ‘A’ Local Streets and Road funds for bicycle and pedestrian
improvements along the Regional Backbone Network within their jurisdictions.

F-8. Coordinate funding of planned bicycle and pedestrian improvements to the Measure ‘A’ Regional Arterial
System whenever other improvements are made to roads an the system with Measure ‘A’ funds.

F-9. Coordinate funding of planned bicycle and pedestrian improvements to the Transportation Uniform
Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Regional Arterial System whenever other improvements are made to roads on the system
with TUMF funds.

F-10. Encourage local jurisdictions to require land developers to include the bicycle and pedestrian improvements
that are on the Regional Backbone Network when they widen or construct roads as part of their development
projects.

F-11. Encourage local jurisdictions to require land developers to include the bicycle and pedestrian improvements
that link to the Regional Backbone Network when they widen or construct roads and paths as part of their
development projects.

F-12. Coordinate with RCTC and Metralink to evaluate and complete, when feasible, the Regional Backbone
Network projects within new or existing rail rights-of-way.

F-13. Coordinate with the County of Riverside Regional Park and Open Space District to acquire state and federal
funds to complete bicycle and pedestrian paths that are on the Regional Backbone Network.

F-14. Coordinate with transportation departments of local jurisdictions and Caltrans to phase planned bicycle and
pedestrian roadway projects on the Regional Backbone Network.

F-15. Encourage bicycle manufacturers to support ar sponsor bicycle routes along the Regional Backhone
Network.
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51 Route 1: Santa Ana River Trail

Zone
Northwest
Segments
¢+  Extends from Green River Golf Course
e SR-71/Prado Dam crossing
¢ Corona Airport/Santa Ana River flood zone

* River Road bridge crossing to north side of Santa Ana River to Hamner

® Includes alignment alternative without north side (shown as 1A on the NMTP Network Exhibit)

e Suitable for Class | gap closure between Orange County and San Bernardino County
¢ Approximately 28 miles serving Corona, Norco, Riverside, and unincorporated area
*  Access to several established open space and park land uses

¢ Unimproved area will have flood control and environmental issues to address
Status

Eastern portion is “complete” with 12.5 miles of existing Class | bikeway beginning at Hidden Valley Reserve.
Balance of route is mostly unimproved with minor segments on dirt paths or existing streets.

ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$16.7 million to $17.2 million
Issues

* Flood control and open space areas, Prado Dam, and freeway undercrossings
Strategies for Implementation

¢ Use environmental and design work prepared as part of ongoing regional project
Key Connections

e (Connects Routes 2,3,4,5, 7, and 24
¢  West Corona Metrolink Station
e Pedley Metrolink Station {(one mile via Route 4)

¢ Downtown Riverside transit station (one mile via Mission or University)
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5.2 Route 2: Cucamonga Creek-Mission
Zone

Northwest

Segments

¢ Cucamonga Creek
¢ Bellegrave Channel
* Bellgrave
« Mission
Profile
e Suitable for Class I/l route

® Approximately 15.2 miles serving the communities of Eastvale, Jurupa, Pedley, and Rubidoux in
unincorporated Riverside County

e Suitable for Class I/Il route
Status
Existing streets with segments on existing storm channels and one-half mile unimproved portion of Bellegrave
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$2.1 million
Issues
*  Access to flood control facilities
Strategies for Implementation
o Consider share use of maintenance roads along storm channels
Key Connections

¢ Connects Routes 1 and 4

s Pedley Metrolink Station (2.6 miles via Route 4)
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5.3 Route 3: SR-81 Corridor - Magnolia
Zone
Northwest
Segments
s  BNSF/Metrolink (Auto Center to Radio)
s |-15 to Van Buren along river
s Van Buren to Mission along river
s Mission to SB County line storm channel
s Includes alternative alignment on Sixth Street (shown as 3A on the NMTP Network Exhibit)
Profile
o Suitable for Class I/l route
e Portions follow active rail Iine
o Approximately 20.8 miles serving the cities of Corona and Riverside
o Potential NEV route
Status

Majority of route is on existing streets

ROM Construction Cost Estimate

$795,000 — $2.3 million

Issues

Rail ROW access and safety

Strategies for Implementation

Consider Railroad Street or 6" Street as alternative to rail alignment

Key Connections

Connects Routes 1,4,5,7,8,and 9

West Corona Metrolink

North Main Transportation Center {Bus, Metrolink)
La Sierra Metrelink Station {one-half mile via Route 7)
Downtown Riverside bus depot

Downtown Riverside Metrolink Station (3/4 miles on 14" or University)

WRCOG NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE
Section 5.0 Proposed Non-Motorized System

71






5.4  Route 4: Van Buren —Washington
Zone

Northwest

Segments

e Mission Blvd to SR-60
s  Van Buren to Washington

*  Washington/Harley lohn to Cajalco

s Suitable for Class I/1l route

o Portions parallel active rail line

*  Approximately 20.3 miles serving Riverside and unincorporated area of Jurupa and Lake Mathews
¢  Southern third of route is in hilly area

e Potential NEV route
Status
Route is on existing streets with an alternative along an active rail line
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$1.6 million
Issues
* Rail ROW access and safety
Strategies for Implementation
o Study initially looked at potential alighment along rail ROW; can be explored further.
Key Connections

s ConnectsRoutes 1,2,3,6,and 8
s Pedley Metrolink Station

s |a Sierra Metrolink {via Routes 3 and 7)
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5.5 Route 5: I-15 Corridor —Temescal Canyon
Zone

Northwest

Segments

* River Road
e Main Street

* Ontario/Temescal Canyon
Profile

e Suitable for Class II/Ill route

e Approximately 20.3 miles serving cites of Corona and Norco and unincorporated area of El Cerrito and
Temescal Valley

* Potential NEW route
Status
Route is on existing streets
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$1.2 million
Issues

s River Road bridge width

o  Truck traffic on Temescal Canyon Road
Strategies for Implementation

» Consider Class | potential along Temescal Wash
Key Connections

s (Connects Routes 1, 3, 6, 16, and 17
s Downtown Corona Transportation Center (Bus, Metrolink)

s  Future transit linkage at Cajalco, Temescal Valley, and Lake Street
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5.6 Route 6: El Sobrante - Lake Perris

Zones
Northwest and Central
Segments

» Eagle Valley
» LaSierra/El Sobrante

+ Cajalco/Ramona Expressway

Profile

» Suitable for Class I/11/11l route

+  Approximately 21.9 miles serving cites of Corona and Perris and unincorporated area of Eagle Valley/Lake
Mathews, Mead Valley, and Woodcrest

» Cajalcois a high-speed arterial
Status

25 percent of route (western portion) is unimproved in mountainous area with 600-foot elevation change over five
miles. Balance of route is on existing streets with higher average speeds.

ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$12.2 million
Issues

» Eagle Valley environmental and development approvals
+ Vehicle speeds / safety on Cajalco

» Initial draft assumed Rider Street rather than Cajalco but was moved due to environmental and
development challenges

Strategies for Implementation

» Consider Old Elsinore Road with connection into Perris south of Motte Rimrock Reserve near Nuevo or
north via Wood to Nandina/Harley Knox.

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 4,5,7,17, and 25

» Potential transit linkage at Cajalco, 1-215/Ramona Expressway
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5.7 Route 7: Hidden Valley —La Serra
Zone
Northwest
Segments
» Arlington
» LaSierra
Profile
» Suitable for Class I/l route
»  Approximately 8.5 miles serving Riverside
» Potential NEV route
Status
Route is on existing streets with north connection to existing Class | trail
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$450,000
Issues

» LaSierrarecently widened south of Victoria with minimal available ROW

Strategies for Implementation

» TBD

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 1,3, 6,and 8

» LaSierra Metrolink Station
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5.8 Route 8: Arlington - Alessandro
Zone
Northwest
Segments
» Arlington
» Alessandro
Profile
» Suitable for Class I/l route
»  Approximately 20 miles serving Riverside and Moreno Valley
» Weaestern portion: high traffic, low speed
» Eastern portion: low traffic high speed
» Potential NEV route
Status
Route is on existing streets
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$191,000
Issues

» Tight ROW at SR-91 undercrossing

Strategies for Implementation

» TBD

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 3,4, 7,9, and 11

»  Future transit linkage at Alessandro/l-215
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5.9 Route 8: Fairmount - Iris
Zones

Northwest and Central

Segments

» Spruce {Santa Ana River to Watkins)

s Watkins/RR (Spruce to SR-60)

» Sycamore Canyon

» Eastridge/Eucalyptus

»  Agueduct/Perris Valley Storm Channel

Profile

« Suitable for Class Il route
»  Approximately 15.5 miles serving cities of Moreno Valley, Perris, and the March JPA
» Uses East Branch California Aqueduct and Perris Valley Storm Channel for significant portions of route
» Potential NEV route
Status
Route is on existing streets

ROM Construction Cost Estimate

$306,000
Issues
» TBD

Strategies for Implementation

+ TBD

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 3, 8,11, and 25
»  Future transit linkage at potential Perris Valley Metrolink stations

» Downtown Perris Multi-Modal Transportation Center (Bus, Metrolink)
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5.10 Route 10: San Jacinto River —Bautista Creek
Zones

Central and San Jacinto-Hemet

Segments

» Redlands
N San Jacinto Avenue
» San/acinto River

» Bautista Creek

» Suitable for Class Il route

o Approximately 28.5 miles serving cities of Perris, Moreno Valley, San Jacinto, and Hemet and
unincorporated Riverside County (Lakeview / Nuevo)

» Substantial portion is along San lacinto River {southern edge of existing flood plain)
»  Potential NEV route
Status
Predominantly unimproved
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$26 million
Issues
»  Channel access
» SanJacinto River Plan compliance
Strategies for Implementation

» Identify alternatives for storm channel routing

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 12, 14, 17, 22, and 25

» Downtown Perris Multi-Modal Transportation Center (Bus, Metrolink)
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5.11 Route 11: Iris - Redlands
Zones

Central and Pass

Segments

» Redlands
. Ironwood
» Moreno Beach

. Iris

»  Suitable for Class Il route
» Approximately 12.1 miles serving Moreno Valley and unincorporated Riverside County
» Potential NEV route
Status
Existing streets
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
S 1 million
Issues
» Redlands interchange
» Grade change between San Timoteo and SR-60
Strategies for Implementation

» TBD

Key Connections

o Connects Routes &, 9, 12, 13, and 25
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5.12 Route 12: Alessandro - Davis
Zones
Central and San Jacinto-Hemet
Segments
s Alessandro
e Gilman Springs
Profile
»  Suitable for Class I/l route
» Approximately 7 miles serving Moreno Valley and unincorporated Riverside County
Status
Existing streets with short unimproved section
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$5.3 million
Issues
» Portions of existing streets to be widened in the future
Strategies for Implementation
+ TBD

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 8, 10, 11, and 27
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5.13 Route 13: San Timoteo —Interstate 10 Pass Area
Zone

Pass

Segments

» SanTimoteo

» Elm/7"/California
»  6"/Ramsey

» Main/Railroad

s Suitable for Class I/l route

» Approximately 31.3 miles serving cities of Beaumont, Banning, and Calimesa and unincorporated
Riverside County

» Rural setting on west end, residential and business district in central segments, and undeveloped/mining
on east end

» Connects to CVAG network
» Potential NEV route
Status
Existing streets with unimproved portion near weigh station
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$3.9 million
Issues
+  Potential conflicts at 8" Street/California
» Travel speeds on San Timoteo
Strategies for Implementation

s Consider following planned I-10 bypass

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 11, 26, 27, and CVAG network
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5.14 Route 14: San Jacinto —Diamond Valley
Zone
San Jacinto-Hemet
Segments
» State
» Esplanade
» SanDiego Canal
Profile
» Suitable for Class I/1l route
»  Approximately 11.5 miles serving cities of Hemet, and San Jacinto and unincorporated Riverside County
Status
Existing streets and maintenance road
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
52.4 million
Issues
»  Access to canal right of way
» Railroad crossing
Strategies for Implementation

» TBD

Key Connections

»  Connects Routes 10, 15, and 18
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5.15 Route 15: Salt Creek - Domenigoni

Zones

Southwest, Central, and San Jacinto-Hemet

Segments
» Lemon
. Lost Road

» Canyon Hills
. Murrieta
» SaltCreek

»  Searl/Lyon

s Suitable for Class I/l route

» Approximately 23.7 miles serving cities of Lake Elsinore, Hemet, Menifee, and Wildomar and
unincorporated Riverside County

Status
Significant portions are unimproved
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$10.5 million
Issues
»  Access to Salt Creek
» More than 700-foot elevation change on Gibbel, verify access and MSHCP status
Strategies for Implementation

» Consider replacing Salt Creek segment with Newport Road alignment and Domenigoni Parkway

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 14, 16, 18, 22, 23, and 24

»  Future transit linkage in Wildomar and Winchester (via Route 18)
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5.16 Route 16: Lake Elsinore —Murrieta/ Temecula Creek
Zone

Southwest

Segments

» Lake
e Lakeshare/Main
» Mission Trail

. Murrieta Creek/Temecula Creek

»  Suitable for Class I/Il route
» Approximately 31.1 miles serving cities of Lake Elsinore, Murrieta, Temecula, and Wildomar
» Potential NEV route
Status
Existing road with majority of length unimproved along Murrieta/Temecula Creek
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$10.7 million
Issues
»  Access to Murrieta Creek and Temecula Creek
» Temecula Creek undercrossing at [-15
Strategies for Implementation

» TBD

Key Connections

s Connects Routes 5, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 23

+ Future transit linkage at Lake/Alberhill, Wildomar (via Route 19), and Murrieta/Temecula {via Routes 21
and 23)
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5.17 Route 17: Nichols - Perris Blvd.
Zones

Southwest and Central

Segments

. Nichals

+ Riverside

» Theda
¢ Orange Empire Spur
s Perris

Profile

+ Suitable for Class I/1l route

» Approximately 18.1 to 18.4 miles serving cities of Lake Elsinore and Perris and unincorporated Riverside
County

+ Includes alternative to Orange Empire Spur ("A” Street), shown as 17A on the NMTP Network Exhibit
Status
Majority (60 percent) of route is unimproved with pavement limited to Nichols Road and Perris Blvd.
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$370,000
Issues
s MSHCP concerns
¢ Crossing at State Route 74
Strategies for Implementation

» TBD

Key Connections

+ Connects Routes 5, 6, 10, 16, and 24
»  Future transit linkage in Lake Elsinaore (Nichals)

» Downtown Perris Multi-Modal Transportation Center (Bus, Metrolink)
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5.18 Route 18: San Diego Canal - Eastern Bypass
Zones
San Jacinto-Hemet and Southwest
Segments
» SanDiego Canal
» Washington
» Anza

Profile

»  Suitable for Class I/1l route

» Approximately 17.5 miles serving the communities of Winchester, French Valley, and Citrus/Vinevard in
unincorporated Riverside County

» Rural/estate setting in middle segment
Status
Route is predominantly unimproved (future roads and existing water conveyance facilities)
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$5.5 million
Issues
»  MSHCP concerns
» Access to state highway
Strategies for Implementation

» TBD

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 15, 16, 19, and 20

»  Future transit linkage near Winchester/Domenigoni, Clinton Keith/Winchester Park and Ride {via Route
20)
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5.19 Route 19: Bundy Canyon - Scott
Zones
Southwest and Central
Segments
»  BundyCanyon
» Scott Read
Profile

s  Suitable for Class Il route

» Approximately 12.7 miles serving the cities of Menifee and Wildomar and unincorporated Riverside
County

» Rural/estate setting in middle segment
Status
Existing streets predominantly below General Plan desighation
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$253,000
Issues

» Construction estimate assumes roads will be built to General Plan standard through separate effort

Strategies for Implementation

» Future widening to General Plan standards can facilitate new bike lanes

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 16, 18, 23, and 24

»  Future transit linkage in Wildomar
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5.20 Route 20: Murrieta Creek —French Valley
Zone

Southwest

Segments

» Nutmeg
+ Clinton Keith
» Benton

Profile

» Suitable for Class Il route

»  Approximately 9.9 miles serving Murrieta and the community of French Valley in unincorporated
Riverside County

» Potential NEV route

Status
Existing road plus 2.5-mile extension of Clinton Keith
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$139,000
Issues
» Requires construction of Clinton Keith in French Valley Area
Strategies for Implementation
»  Future extension of Clinton Keith to General Plan standards can facilitate new bike lanes

Key Connections

o Connects Routes 16, 18, 21, 23, and 24
»  Future transit linkage at Clinton Keith/Winchester Park and Ride
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5.21 Route 21: Three Creeks
Zones
Southwest, Central, and San Jacinto-Hemet
Segments

»  Leon

» Tucaloca Creek

» Santa Gertrudis Creek

Profile

» Suitable for Class I/Il route and Multi-use trail

»  Approximately 6.5 miles serving Temecula and the community of French Valley in unincorporated
Riverside County

Status

Short segment on existing road with balance on trails, dirt roads, low volume rails, and Class | paths
ROM Construction Cost Estimate

$3.3 million

Issues

»  Access to creeks

Strategies for Implementation

» TBD

Key Connections

s Connects Routes 16 and 20

» Future transit linkage in Temecula and at Clinton Keith/Winchester Park and Ride
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5.22 Route 22: Gibbel - Fairview
Zone

San Jacinto-Hemet

Segments
»  SaltCreek
» Gibbel

»  Fairview

Profile
» Suitable for Class I/l
»  Approximately 7.8 miles serving Hemet and unincorporated Riverside County
Status
Significant portions along dirt roads/trails
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$2.25 million
Issues
»  Access to San Bernardino National Forest and related environmental constraints
» Includes significant portion of future Gibbel extension not included in cost
Strategies for Implementation

» TBD

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 10 and 15
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5.23 Route 23: 215 South Corridor

Zones
Southwest and Central
Segments

» Bradley/Haun/Zeiders
» Antelope

»  Whitewood

» Alta Murrieta

s Jackson

»  Warm Springs Creek

s Suitable for Class I/l route
» Approximately 14 miles serving the cities of Menifee and Murrieta
» Potential NEV route

Status

Existing streets with short unimproved segment along Warm Springs Creek

ROM Construction Cost Estimate

$281,000
Issues
» TBD

Strategies for Implementation

» TBD

Key Connections

s Connects Routes 15, 16, 19, and 20

o Future transit linkage in Wildomar
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5.24 Route 24: Case - Leon

Zone
Central
Segments

» Case

. Matthews
» Leon
Profile

» Suitable for Class Il route

»  Approximately 15.9 miles serving the cities of Perris and Menifee and unincorporated Riverside County
» Potential NEV route
Status
Existing and future streets
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$316,000
Issues
» Assumes future roadway improvements through separate efforts
» Rail crossing at Case Road/I-215
Strategies for Implementation

+ TBD

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 15, 17, 19, and 20

»  Future transit linkage in Downtown Perris Transit Center, South Perris Metrolink, and Clinton Keith Transit
Center
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5.25 Route 25: Lasselle —Perris Valley Channel
Zone
Central
Segments
» lLasselle
» Evans
» Perris Valley Channel
Profile
» Suitable for Class I/1l route
» Approximately 7.9 miles serving the cities of Moreno Valley and Perris
Status
North segment on existing streets with south segment along storm channel
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
S2 million
Issues

»  Access to Perris Valley Channel

Strategies for Implementation

» Consider Murrieta Road as Class |l alternative to channel

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 6,9, 10, and 11

» Downtown Perris Transit Center {1.75 miles via Route 10)
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5.26 Route 26: Bryant - Singleton

Zone
Pass
Segments
» Bryant

» Singleton

Profile
» Suitable for Class Il route
e Approximately 3.9 miles serving the City of Calimesa and unincorporated Riverside County
Status
Predominantly on future roadway extensions with some existing street segments
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$78,000
Issues

» Assumes substantial street sections to be constructed through separate effort
Strategies for Implementation
» TBD

Key Connections

s Connects to Route 13
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5.27 Route 27: Oak Valley —San Jacinto River
Zones
Pass, Central, and San Jacinto-Hemet
Segments
» Potrero
» Jack Rabbit Trail
» Gilman Springs
» Bridge Street
Profile
» Suitable for Class | route
»  Approximately 5.8 miles serving the City of Beaumont and unincorporated Riverside County
Status
Unimproved, proposed Class | route follows future roadway alignments
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$14.75 million
Issues

»  Environmental clearance and flood plain area
Strategies for Implementation
« TBD

Key Connections

» Connects Routes 10 and 13
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5.28 Route 28: Rainbow Canyon —I-15 Frontage
Zone
Southwest
Segments
» Pechanga
» Rainbow Canyon Road
Profile
» Suitable for Class Il route
»  Approximately 3.3 miles serving the City of Temecula and unincorporated Riverside County
Status
Existing street
ROM Construction Cost Estimate
$292,000
Issues
» Steep grades
Strategies for Implementation
» Consider Qld 395 Highway alignment at south end of route

Key Connections

» Connects to Route 16
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SECTION 6.0 DESIGN GUIDELINES

Implementation of the subregional backbone network of routes will require construction of new facilities as well as
improvements to existing bike and pedestrian routes, as noted in Section 9.0. The following design guidelines are
intended to establish preferred or typical design standards for route classifications (Strategy D-4) and best
practices related to street network configurations and the role of the built environment in encouraging pedestrian
and bicycle use (Strategy D-5). It should be noted that alignments designated for bike use in this document,
regardless of their classification (e.g., Class |, Class Il, or Class Ill) are generally referred to as hikeways or bicycle
routes.

Local jurisdictions are encouraged to incorporate these design guidelines within their General Plan Circulation
Element, Trails Master Plan, or other relevant plans to provide consistency in the design and treatment of the
routes as they pass through individual jurisdictions (Strategy D-3). In addition, these design guidelines are
applicable to the planning and design of local routes and may be adopted accordingly.

The “DNA” of community form rests in both land use planning and street network planning. The mold for street
networks in local jurisdictions is found in their road standards. The road standards spell out how many lanes will be
built on each street type, how wide the lanes will be, whether bike lanes will be incorporated, and how pedestrians
will use the streets. Given this, it is important that local road standards create a mold that will yield walkable,
bikeable communities. In addition, street netwarks play a key role in bikeable and walkable neighborhoods. Typical
suburban developments with 45 and 50 mph arterials isolate neighborhoods. Since they depend on a tributary-like
hierarchy, a grid of walkable streets is missing. People have to travel long distances to enter or exit such
neighborhoods and must find their way to the few streets that lead in and out. Schools, stores and workplaces are
too far to walk to and wide, busy streets are inhospitable to walk along, bicycle along, or cross. Neighborhoods
that have disconnected streets, cul-de-sacs, and walls force people to take longer, indirect routes that involve
travel along high-speed arterial roads that are inhospitable to non-motorized users.

6.1 Bicycle Design Sandards and Guidelines
The following bicycle planning principles are applicable to all types of bicycle facilities.
6.1.1 Bicycle Planning Principles
1. Bicyclists need streets and paths to ride on where they feel safe and secure, with a minimum of conflict
with autos wherever possible.

2. Designated bikeways offer special enhancements for cyclists over other streets or roads.

3. Bikeway types are planned according to right-of-way, street width, traffic volumes, and other factors.
Each is planned specifically for that street or right-of-way.

4. Since most bicycle trips are short, a complete netwark of bikeways has a grid of roughly a % mile.

5. There are different types of bicyclists and each has different preferences. The most experienced bicyclists
prefer the most direct routes with favarable signal timing and will ride on busy streets. Mid-level bicyclists
usually prefer to ride on bikeways or streets with moderate traffic. Beginners and children prefer to ride
on the quietest streets or along dedicated paths.

6. Bicycle plans consider all levels of bicyclists.

7. Bicyclists need secure parking at their destinations. Short-term parkers need dispersed racks close to their
destination. Long-term parkers, such as commuters, need a higher level of security and are often willing
to trade some locational convenience for higher security in a central area.

8. Bicyclists need links to public transit that are as seamless as possible, and transit services need to
accommadate bicycles.

9,  Many commuter bicyclists need showers, clothing lockers, and a place to change clothes at work.
10. Bicycle education teaches safe riding habits that enable people to bicycle on most streets.

11. Bicycle routes (especially Class 1) need to be patrolled by local law enforcement officials to ensure proper
use and safety.
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Benefit Assessment Districts X X X

Property Taxes and Bends X X X

User Fees X X X X

Business Improvement Districts X X X X

Parking Meter Revenues X X X X
Adopt-a-Path Program X X X X
General Funds X X X X

* Guidelines not available yet.

7.1 Federal Funding Programs

7.1.1  SAFETEA-LU, Riverside County Transportation Commission Administered Funds

The Safe Accountable Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users {SAFETEA-LU) sets the
framework for spending federal transportation revenue. SAFETEA-LU expired with the federal fiscal year in 2009,
although Congress has extended its provisions until a new bill can be passed. Congress will adopt successor
legislation with new funding programs and guidelines. Many of the programs described in this section may remain
once there is a new transportation bill.

Federal funding through SAFETEA-LU will likely provide some of the outside funding for Western Riverside County
projects. SAFETEA-LU currently contains three major programs that fund bikeway and/or trail projects: Surface
Transportation Progran, Transportation Enhancement Activities (TEA), and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Improvement (CMAQ). Other programs include the National Recreational Trails Fund, Section 402 (Safety), Scenic
Byways, and Federal Lands Highway.

SAFETEA-LU funding is administered through the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the
Riverside County Transportation Commission {RCTC). RCTC manages a Call for Projects periodically as sufficient
federal funds become available. The Call for Projects solicits proposals from local jurisdictions, including councils of
government (COGs), to apply for funding for their projects. In the past, RCTC has used both TEA and CMAQ funds
for bicycle and/or pedestrian projects. A match by local jurisdictions may be required for receipt of funds or may
enhance the chances of a project receiving funds. These federal funds may not be used to match other federal
funds.

More infarmation can be found at http://www.rctc.org/federalandstatefunding.asp.

7.1.2  SAFETEA-LU, Recreational Trails Fund

The Recreational Trails Fund (RTF) is also a SAFETEA-LU program that is subject to the same reauthorization
process. The California State Parks Department administers the funds. RTF annually funds recreational trails,
including bicycle and pedestrian paths. Cities, counties, districts, state agencies, federal agencies, and non-profit
organizations may apply, but not COGs. A 12 percent match is required. Federal, state, local and private funds may
be used to match the grant.

More information can be found at http://www.parks.ca.gov/?Page_id=24324.

7.1.3 Safe Routes to School

As of 2006, a federal Safe Routes to School {SRTS) program offers grants to local agencies and others for facilities
and programs. Non-traditional agencies may apply, such as school districts, COGs, health departments, non-profit
organizations, education departments, hospitals. Federally recognized Native American tribes may apply but must
partner with a city, county, metropolitan planning organization, or regional transportation planning organization
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that serves as the responsible agency. Bikeways, sidewalks, intersection improvements, traffic calming, and other
projects that enhance bicycle and pedestrian safety to elementary and middle schools are eligible. Safety
education, enforcement, and promotional programs are also eligible.

Caltrans administers this grant and releases the funds in multi-year cycles through its district offices.
Approximately 546 million was spent statewide in 2008 SRTS-funded projects. The funds are distributed to each
Caltrans district according to school enrollment. Local jurisdictions, school districts, and other agencies compete
for these funds. This program will have to be reauthorized with the upcoming federal transportation bill.

More information can be found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/saferoutes htm.

7.1.4 Land and Water Conservation Fund

States receive individual allocations of LWCF grant funds based on a national formula, with state population being
the most influential factor. States initiate a statewide competition for the amount availahle annually. Applications
are received by the state up to its specified deadline date. They are scored and ranked according to the project
selection criteria so that only the top-ranked projects (up to the total amount available that year) are chosen for
funding. Chosen applications are forwarded to the National Park Service for formal approval and obligation of
federal grant monies. COGs are not eligible to receive LWCF funds. Bike paths and recreational trails are eligible
uses of this money. A one-for-one match is required. Federal funds cannot be used as a match, except Community
Development Block Grants (CDBG). The California State Parks Department administers the funds.

More information can be found at http://www.parks.ca.gov/?Page_id=21360.

7.1.5 Community Development Block Grants

The CDBG entitlement program allocates annual grants to larger cities and urban counties to develop viable
communities by providing decent housing, a suitable living environment, and opportunities to expand economic
opportunities, principally for low- and moderate-income persons. Every year the local governments receive federal
money for a wide variety of community improvements in the form of CBDG funds. Bicycle, pedestrian and
neighborhood electric vehicle {(NEV) facilities are eligible uses of these funds. CBDG funds only pay for projects in
areas of economic need. COGs are not eligible to receive CBDG funds. No match is required.

More information can be found at http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/programs/.

7.1.6 Economic Stimulus Funds

Starting in 2009 the federal government has given significant funds to local governments for a wide array of
projects, many of which are transportation related. Bikeways, trails, NEV facilities, and pedestrian improvements
have been eligible. Some of these have heen funded by Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery
(TIGER) grants. Projects that have completed environmental review and design, deemed to be "shovel ready”, have
been favored. These have heen short-term programs with expiration dates. While none of these funding programs
may be available as of passage of this Plan, jurisdictions that advance projects to a shovel-ready stage position
themselves to win any future grants, should they he offered again.

More information can be found at www.recovery.gov and http://www.daot.gov/documents/finaltigergrantinfo.pdf.

WRCOG NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE
Section 7.0 Funding Opportunities and Expenditures

163



7.2 Sate Funding Programs

7.2.1  Transportation Development Act Article 3 (SB 821)

TDA Article 3 funds—also known as the Local Transportation Fund (LTF)—are used by cities in Riverside County to
plan and construct bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Every year RCTC issues a Call for Projects for local jurisdictions
to apply and compete for the money. COGs may not apply for these funds. No match is required. An evaluation
committee scores the applications and assesses use, safety, transportation alternative, missing link, matching
funds, population equity, and physical access.

Applications with the highest scores receive funds. In 2009 over $1 million in Article 3 funds were distributed by
RCTC. TDA Article 3 funds may be used for the following activities related to planning and constructing bicycle and
pedestrian facilities:

Engineering expenses leading to construction.

Right-of-way acquisition.

Construction and reconstruction.

Retrofitting existing bicycle facilities to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).

Route improvements, such as signal controls for cyclists, bicycle loop detectors, rubberized rail crossings, and
bicycle-friendly drainage grates.

Purchase and installation of bicycle facilities, such as improved intersections, secure bicycle parking, benches,
drinking fountains, changing rooms, rest rooms, and showers adjacent to bicycle trails, employment centers, park-
and-ride lots, and/or transit terminals accessible to the general public.

Mare information can be found at http://www.rctc.org/federalandstatefunding.asp.
7.2.2  Bicycle Transportation Account

The state Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA) is an annual statewide discretionary program that is available
through the Caltrans Bicycle Facilities Unit for funding bicycle projects. Available as grants to local jurisdictions, the
BTA emphasizes projects that benefit bicycling for commuting purposes. Agencies may apply for these funds
through the Caltrans Office of Bicycle Facilities. Applicant cities and counties need an approved bicycle plan far
their jurisdiction that conforms to Streets and Highways Code 891.2 to qualify and compete for funding on a
project-by-project basis. Cities and counties (not COGs) may apply for these funds. A local match of 10 percent is
required for all awarded funds. There are no restrictions on where the match comes from. Every year $7.2 million
is allocated for bicycle projects statewide. The NMTP establishes a regional network from which local plans can
build local-serving bicycle and pedestrian routes. Once a jurisdiction has an approved bicycle plan that meets the
requirements of the Street and Highways Code 891.2, they may apply for the Caltrans grant.

More information about BTA grant s can be found at
http:/ 7/ www.dot. ca. gov/ hg/ Local Frograms’ bia/ bt awebPage. hitm.

7.2.3  Safe Routes to School

The Safe Routes to School {SR2S) program is separate from the federal SRTS program. It uses allocated funds from
the Hazard Elimination Safety (HES) program of SAFETEA-LU. This program, initiated in 2000, is meant to improve
school commute routes by improving safety to bicycle and pedestrian travel through bikeways, sidewalks,
intersection improvements, traffic calming, and ongoing programs. This program funds improvements for
elementary, middle, and high schools. A local match of 10 percent is required for this competitive program. There
are no restrictions on where the match cames from. This program allocates over $20 million annually or $40 to $50
million in two-year cycles. Each year the state legislature decides whether to allocate funds to the program.
Caltrans administers SR2S funds through its district offices.

Mare infarmation can be found at http.//www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/saferoutes. htm.
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7.2.4  Office of Traffic Safety

The California Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) seeks to reduce motor vehicle fatalities and injuries through a national
highway safety program. Priority areas include police traffic services, alcohol and other drugs, occupant protection,
pedestrian and bicycle safety, emergency medical services, traffic records, roadway safety, and community-based
organizations. The OTS provides grants for one to two years. The California Vehicle Code {Sections 2908 and 2509)
authorizes the appoartionment of federal highway safety funds to the OTS program. Bicycle and pedestrian safety
programs are eligible programs for OTS start-up funds. City and county agencies are eligible to apply, as well as
COGs. No match is required, but contributions of other funds may make projects more competitive.

More information can be found at http://www.ots.ca.gov/Grants/Apply/Proposals_2011.asp.

7.2.5  Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation Program (EEMP)

EEMP funds are allocated to projects that offset environmental impacts of modified or new public transportation
facilities, including streets, mass transit guideways, park-n-ride facilities, transit stations, tree planting to mitigate
the effects of vehicular emissions, off-road trails, commuter bikeways, pedestrian improvements, NEV facilities,
and the acquisition or development of roadside recreational facilities. City, county, COGs, state agencies, and non-
profit organizations may apply. No match is required, although additional point will be given for matching funds.
The State Resources Agency administers the funds.

More information can be found at http://www.resoluirces.ca.gov/eem/.

7.2.6 AB 2766

AB 2766 Clean Air Funds are generated by a surcharge on automobile registration. The South Coast Air Quality
Management District allocates 40 percent of these funds to cities according to their proportion of the district’s
population for projects that improve air quality. The projects are up to the discretion of the city and may be used
for bicycle projects that could encourage people to bicycle in lieu of driving. The other 60 percent is allocated
through a competitive grant program that has specific guidelines for projects that improve air quality. The
guidelines vary and funds are occasionally eligible for a variety of bicycle, NEV, and pedestrian projects. The Mobile
Source Review Committee administers the discretionary funds.

Maore information can be found at http://www.agmd.gov/localgovt/AB2766.htm.
7.2.7 Per Capita Grant Program

The Per Capita Grant Program is intended to maintain a high quality of life for California's growing population by
providing a continuing investment in parks and recreational facilities. Specifically, it is for the acquisition and
development of neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreation lands and facilities in urban and
rural areas.

Eligible projects include acquisition, development, improvement, rehabilitation, restoration, enhancement, and
the development of interpretive facilities for local parks and recreational lands and facilities. Per Capita Grant
funds can only be used for capital outlay. They may be used for bike paths and trails. This grant is given to local
governments based on their population. Some cities have used up their full allocation, while others have not.
Regional parks and open space districts also receive these funds. COGs are not eligible to receive Per Capita Grant
funds. The California State Parks Department administers these funds.

More information can be found at http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=22333.
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7.2.8  Roberti-Z'Berg-Harris Grant Program, Proposition 40

Funds for this grant program are to be allocated for projects pursuant to the Roberti-Z'berg-Harris {RZH) Urban
Open Space and Recreational Grant Program and are to be used for:

* High priority projects that satisfy the most urgent park and recreation needs, with emphasis on unmet
needs in the most heavily populated and most economically disadvantaged areas within each jurisdiction.

e Projects for which funding supplements—rather than supplants—Ilocal expenditures for park and
recreation facilities and does not diminish a local jurisdiction's efforts to provide park and recreation
services.

*  Block grants allocated on the basis of population and location in urbanized areas.

* Need-basis grants to be awarded competitively to eligible entities in urbanized and non-urbanized areas.

Eligible projects include:

*  Acquisition of park and recreation lands and facilities

* Development/rehabilitation of park and recreation lands and facilities
o Special major maintenance of park and recreation lands and facilities
¢ |nnovative recreation programs

Bike paths and recreational trails are eligible uses of this money. Cities, counties, and recreation and parks districts
may apply for these funds, but not COGs. No match is required. The California State Parks Department administers
the funds.

More information can be found at http://www.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?page_id=22329.

7.2.9  Proposition 84: Statewide Park Program

The Statewide Park Act awards grants on a competitive basis to the most critically underserved communities
across California for the creation of new parks and new recreational facilities. Altogether, $368 million will be given
in two funding cycles. The first funding cycle in 2009 awarded $184 million. Grants range from $100,000 to $5
million. No match is required. Bikeways and trails can be funded with this program. They do not have to be in a
park.

The creation of new parks in neighborhoods where none currently exist are given priority. These new parks will
meet the recreational, cultural, social, educational, and environmental needs of families, youth, senior citizens,
and other population groups.

Cities, counties, districts with a park and recreation director, COGs, joint power authorities, or nonprofit
organizations are eligible to apply for these funds. The California State Parks Department administers the
Statewide Park Program funds.

Mare information can be found at http://www.parks.ca.qgov/?Page_id=26025.

7.2.10 Proposition 84: Urban Greening Project Grants

In 2006 California voters passed Proposition 84 to expand recreational facilities and to fund environmental quality
projects. Of this, $70 million was set aside to fund urban greening projects that reduce energy consumption,
conserve water, improve air and water quality, reduce global warming gases. This money will be dispersed in three
funding cycles. The first cycle ended in April 2010. Cities, counties, and nonprofit organizations (but not COGs) are
eligible to apply for these funds. No matching funds are required, but they are encouraged. Bike paths and
recreational trails are eligible uses of this money. The State of California Strategic Growth Council administers this
program.
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More information can be found at urbangreening@resources.ca.gov.

7.2.11 Caltrans Disabled Rights Court Settlement

Caltrans has reached an agreement to settle a class action suit brought by Californians for Disability Rights and
California Council for the Blind. The court decision was finalized in April 2010. The agreement calls for Caltrans to
spend $1.1 billion over the next 30 years on removing barriers to disabled pedestrians along state highways and at
Caltrans park-and-ride facilities. Caltrans will administer the funds. The funds will be dispersed annually in the
following amounts:

$25 million for the first five years
S35 million for the next 10 years
540 million for the following 10 years
$45 million for the last five years

More information can be found athttp.//www.dot.ca.gov/hq/paffairs/news/pressrel/09pr28.htm.

7.3 Local Funding
7.3.1 Measure A

In 1998 voters approved Measure A, Riverside County’s half-cent sales tax for transportation. Funds are allocated
to three districts—Western Riverside County, the Coachella Valley, and Palo Verde—in proportion to revenues
generated in each district. In 2002, Riverside County voters extended Measure A through 2039 to continue funding
transportation improvements.

Approximately $970 million of Measure A funds are distributed to cities and the county, with 75 percent of the
funds allocated according to population, and the other 25% by the revenues collected from each jurisdiction. The
local jurisdictions may spend the funds on improvements to local streets and roads as they see fit. Bicycle,
pedestrian, and NEV projects on local streets and roads are eligible uses of those funds.

An estimated $300 million of Measure A will be spent on improvements to highways and arterial streets on the
Regional Arterial System. This pre-determined list of roads is listed in the Measure A ordinance. Bicycle and
pedestrian improvements along these roads are not specifically called out in Measure A, but may be funded as part
of the improvements to these thoroughfares.

More informatian can be found at http://www.rctc.org/measured.asp.

7.3.2 Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee

In conjunction with Measure A, an innovative Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee or TUMF was created. Under
the TUMF, developers of residential, industrial, and commercial property pay a development fee to fund
transportation projects that will be required as a result of the growth the projects create. The TUMF program lists
specific roads that are part of the regional arterial system. TUMF funds improvements along these arterials. The
TUMF program does not have a specific category set aside for non-motorized transportation projects, although
TUMF funds may pay for limited bicycle, pedestrian, and NEV improvements as part of other improvements to the
regional arterial system. WRCOG administer the TUMF funds.

More information can be found at hitp://www.rctc.org/tumf.asp.

7.3.3 Redevelopment Agency Funds

Redevelopment agency funds are tax increments derived from taxes on property within redevelopment areas.
They must be spent on improvements in the designated redevelopment area based on adopted redevelopment

WRCOG NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE
Section 7.0 Funding Opportunities and Expenditures

167



plans. Local jurisdictions should ensure that planned bicycle, pedestrian, and NEV projects are incorporated within
all applicable redevelopment plans for individual redevelopment agency project areas. The local redevelopment
agencies determine what to spend their funds on.

7.3.4  Resurfacing and Repaving

Local jurisdictions should take advantage of opportunities to add bicycle lanes, NEV lanes, and other markings
upon resurfacing and repaving of streets. While other lanes are restriped, the hike facilities can be painted as well.
This reguires close coordination with the Planning or Community Services Department and Public Works so that
low cost bicycle upgrades are not left out of street maintenance projects.

7.3.5 New Construction

Future road widening and construction projects are one means of providing bike and NEV lanes. Ta ensure that
roadway construction projects provide bike lanes where needed, it is important that an effective review process is
in place to ensure that new roads meet the standards and guidelines presented in this master plan. Developers
may also he required to dedicate land toward the widening of roadways in order to provide for enhanced bicycle
mobility.

7.3.6 Impact Fees and Developer Mitigation

Impact fees may be assessed on new development to pay for transportation projects, typically tied to vehicle trip
generation rates and traffic impacts generated by a proposed project. A developer may reduce the number of trips
(and hence impacts and cost) by paying for an- or off-site bikeway improvements that will encourage residents to
bicycle rather than drive. In-lieu parking fees may also be used to contribute to the construction of new or
improved bicycle parking facilities. Establishing a clear nexus or connection between the impact fee and the
project’s impacts is critical in avoiding a potential lawsuit. Local jurisdictions have the option to create their own
impact fee and mitigation requirements.

7.3.7  Benefit Assessment Districts

Bike paths, bicycle and NEV lanes, bicycle parking, and related facilities can be funded as part of a local benefit
assessment district. However, defining the boundaries of the benefit district may be difficult since the bikeways
will have citywide or regionwide benefit. Sidewalks, trails, intersection crossings, and other pedestrian
improvements can also be funded through benefit assessments.

7.3.8  Property Taxes and Bonds

Cities and counties can sell bonds to pay for bikeways, pedestrian facilities, NEV lanes, and paths, as well as any
amenities related to these facilities. A supermajority of two-thirds of voters in that jurisdiction must vote to levy
property taxes to repay the bonds.

7.3.9 User Fees

Bicycle lockers and automated bicycle parking could be paid for with a user fee. Not knowing how much revenue
the fee would generate, this funding source would reguire a backup source.

7.3.10 Business Improvement Districts

Bicycle improvements can often be included as part of larger efforts of business improvement and retail district
beautification. Similar to benefit assessments, business improvement districts collect levies on businesses in order
to fund area-wide improvements that benefit businesses and improve access for customers. These districts may
include provisions for bicycle improvements such as bicycle parking or shower and clothing locker amenities,
sidewalk improvements, pedestrian crossing enhancements, or NEV facilities.
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7.3.11 Parking Meter Revenues

Cities can fund various improvements through parking meter revenues. The ordinance that governs the use of the
revenues would specify eligible uses. Cities have the option to pass ordinances that specify bicycle, pedestrian, and
NEV facilities as eligible expenditures.

7.3.12 Adopt-a-Path Program

Maintenance of bike paths, NEV paths, and recreational trails could be paid for from private funds in exchange for
some recognition, like signs along the path saying “Maintained by (name).” In order for this to consistently work, a
special account could be set up that donars would pay into.

7.3.13 General Funds

Cities and counties may spend general funds as they see fit. Any bicycle, pedestrian, or NEV project could be
funded through general funds and match them with other funds.

Guidelines not available yet.
7.4  Case Sudies

Funding for bicycle, trail and pedestrian projects has become common. Local jurisdictions use the funding sources
listed throughout this section to pay for their projects. The following case studies are examples of projects that
have been funded in Riverside County.

1. In fiscal years 2006/2007 and 2007/2008 the Riverside County Department of Public Health was awarded
$491,580 from the Federal Safe Routes to School grant to carry out safety education and encouragement
Safe Routes to School programs in the Alvord and Riverside Unified School Districts in Riverside.

2. In fiscal years 2009/2010 and 2010/2011 the Riverside County Department of Public Health was awarded
$491,580 from the Federal Safe Routes to School grant to carry out safety education and encouragement
Safe Routes to School programs in the cities of Palm Springs, Desert Hot Springs and Coachella.

3. In fiscal years 2009/2010 and 2010/2011 the City of Desert Hot Springs was awarded $497,140 from the
State Bicycle Transportation Account for bike lanes on Two Bunch Palms Road, Ocotillo Road and West
Drive, along with pedestrian improvements such as crosswalks, bulb-outs, sidewalks, crossing islands and
signs at 10 locations near faur schools.

4. In fiscal year 2009/2010 the City of Riverside was awarded $104,597 from the State Bicycle Transportation
Account to construct a Class Il bikeway on Jefferson Street.

5 In fiscal year 2009/2010 the City of Cathedral City was awarded $405,000 from the State Bicycle
Transportation Account to design and construct a Class | bike path along the Whitewater River.

6. In fiscal year 2008/2009 the City of Moreno Valley was awarded grants of $72,000 and $63,000 from the
State Bicycle Transportation Account to put bike lanes on Alessandro Boulevard, Frederick Street and Bay
Avenue. The grant also paid for upgrading traffic signals.

7. In 2009 the City of Palm Desert was awarded $3.135 million from Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Improvement funds to construct the Mid-Valley Bike Path along the railroad right-of-way parallel to
Interstate 10.

8. The City of La Quinta puts in new bike lanes along with streets improved with new development. They pay
for bike lanes on existing streets from General Funds.

9. The City of Indian Wells pays for all of its bikeways from General Funds.
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transportation system. Examples include travel time (which is further subdivided into in-vehicle time, out
of vehicle time, wait time, transfer time, and walk access time), travel cost, and variable used to reflect
whether a trip is being made during peak or off-peak travel periods and if a trip is heing made to a central
business district {CBD).

In addition to the input data, the nested logit model utilizes a series of constants that are mode specific
and are applied to the input variable values to calculate the overall desirability or “utility” of each mode.
The mode share or mode split for each mode is then calculated via an exponential function that calculates
the share for each mode based upon the exponential value of the utility for the mode of interest divided
by the sum of the exponential values of the utilities for all modes of transport being evaluated.

With this overall understanding of the mode choice process in mind, the specific characteristics of the
RivTAM/SCAG Regional Model mode choice process and parameters (particularly those related to the
non-motorized modes of transport) have been examined. Both the parameters contained in the SCAG
2003 model validation report and the RivTAM input data files have heen reviewed. Interestingly, the
reported parameters do not appear identical to the actual model input data. For purposes of this report,
the parameters extracted directly from the RivTAM tool are summarized and evaluated in the remainder
of this section.

The non-motorized modes of transport explicitly evaluated in the model include bicycle and walk modes.
There are various sub-modes (for instance, walk or bike access to transit) that are not cansidered in this
analysis. Thus, the results reported herein are inherently conservative {low) in terms of the actual demand
for walking and biking. Review of the model parameters indicate that both the bicycle and walk modes of
transport analysis are based on the input variable of trip distance. The trip distance has heen determined
based on the highway network and reflects the distance from TAZ centroid to TAZ centroid. In addition to
the distance variable, a constant coefficient is also used in the mode choice model.

Based on review of the input parameters, the following abservations and conclusions have been reached:

1. The constant coefficient favors walking as opposed to bicycling. For a short trip {where the
distance variable component is small), this suggests that a higher proportion of trips would be
made by walking, rather than by bicycling. This is intuitively reasonable.

2. The coefficient for distance is identical or very similar for most trip purposes. In two cases
{Home-based College / University and Other-based Other trip purposes), the coefficient actually
favors walking over bicycling for longer distances. The reason for this apparent anomaly,
particularly for Other-based Other trips, may be related to the fact that the traveler does not
have a bicycle available since they are not at home and probably did not utilize a bicycle in the
first place.

3. Based on the previous abservations, it was determined that it is most appropriate to focus on
hoth non-motorized modes of transport (walking and biking) for shorter distance {intracity) trips.
The analysis of longer (intercity) trips is oriented towards the bicycle as the most prabable means
of transport that will benefit from the proposed non-motorized transportation system.

8.2.3 Interjurisdictional Bicycle Demand

The output from th