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Appendix A. Public Outreach

This document includes:

e Appendix A. Public Outreach, including a summary of Phase | and Phase Il community outreach
e Appendix A.1. Results from the Online Survey
e Appendix A.2. WikiMap Comment Locations

Phase | Community Outreach Summary

As part of the GoShasta Active Transportation Plan development process, a variety of outreach and
engagement strategies were used to gather input from Shasta County residents on existing conditions,
opportunities, and challenges related to walking and biking. This section summarizes these strategies,
and the input received.

Pre-Charrette Outreach

Leading up to the opening outreach campaign, the consultant team worked with SRTA to engage
stakeholders through consultation with two Citizen Advisory Committees, conduct online and off-line
outreach, and ultimately engage hundreds of people in the active transportation planning process.

Citizen Advisory Committees

Prior to the February workshops, the consultant team and SRTA met twice with SRTA’s GoShasta Citizen
Advisory Group and once with the City of Redding’s Active Transportation Advisory Group. Committee
members completed an initial online survey to help identify specific locations to evaluate for bicycle and
pedestrian safety, as well as to make recommendations for community outreach. Of 42 respondents, 30
represented the Redding area, and two represented the Cities of Anderson and Shasta Lake, with the
remaining representing the outlying unincorporated areas. Most respondents (78 percent) indicated that
they were recreational cyclists, with many also indicating they were commuting cyclists or mountain
bikers as well. Approximately 50 percent of survey respondents indicated that all types of active
transportation should be the focus of the active transportation plans, including: walking, biking, access
for disabled individuals, and transit connections.
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Figure A.1. Response to the top focus priority for accessing destinations.
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Figure A.2. Response to what type of cyclist are you most like.

A survey taken by the Advisory Committees provided insights on the most important issues related to
walking and biking within the Shasta region.

Project Website and Online Tools

The goshasta.org website was launched in January 2017 to provide a virtual project interface. An online
survey and WikiMap (i.e., online map that allows viewers to add comments) provided an online venue for
public participation, effectively expanding ways for the public to get involved in the project without the
need to travel to a workshop. The website was promoted through social media, event flyers, print media,
and targeted outreach to stakeholders. The results of online engagement are discussed in detail in the
“Online Engagement Tools” sections that follows.

Media

A mixed media approach was utilized to publicize the launch of the GoShasta Regional Active
Transportation Plan and the City of Redding Active Transportation Plan. Media outreach focused on
educating the public about the planning process and promoting public involvement. A media release was
distributed to the region’s print media and newspapers, supported by a social media campaign and bi-
lingual charrette event flyers. Local agencies and organizations assisted SRTA and the City of Redding in
distributing the media release to press contacts, as well as with boosting the social media campaign on
Facebook and Twitter.
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mg This Place Matters - Redding shared Shasta Regional
ﬂ Transportation Agency's event

it 7:41am - @

In addition to historic and authentic places, part of healthy and vibrant
neighborhoods is making sure they work well for everyone. The Shasta
Regional Transportation Agency is holding a workshop at Redding City
Hall tonight to get your input on ways to walking and riding your bike a
better experience countywide.

Some examples would be: more shade trees in Downtown Redding,
shorter signal cycles, more crosswalks, better bikeways.

Do you have some other ideas to improve walking or biking in your
neighborhood? If so, we hope you will come to Redding City Hall
Community Room tonight at 6 p.m.! See you there!

FE2  Help improve walking and biking in the ...
6 Mon 6 PM - Redding + Going «

Figure A.3. Social media outreach for the Plans

A charrette flyer (see Figure A.4) was distributed electronically, in print, and via social media to promote
in-person and online participation. A Spanish language flyer was also provided.
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Get involved
in walking
and biking

in the Shasta
Region!

The GoShasta Regional

and City of Redding Active
Transportation Plans provide
a coordinated approach to
active transportation, resulting
in plans that enable the region
to compete for funding that
supports walking and biking.

It’s easy to participate:

Attend one of the
community workshops

Provide input online

For more information and |

to participate online:

GoShasta.org

The GoShasta Reglonal and Redding
Active Transportation Plans are funded
through California’s Active Transportation
Program, awarded to the Shasta
Reglonal Transportation Agency.

Monday, February 6

| Redding Workshop
| 6:00-8:00 pm
Redding City Hall | Community Room | 777 Cypress Ave.

{ Tuesday, February 7

' Burney Workshop

| 5:30-7:30 pm

| Burney VFW Hall | 37410 Highway 299 East

Wednesday, February 8

| Shasta Lake Workshop
: 5:30-7:30 pm

John Beaudet Community Center | 1525 Median Ave.

i Thursday, February 9

| Anderson Workshop

5:30-7:30 pm
Community Center | 1887 Howard St.

| Refreshments provided!

e N e =, amorupon

iParticipe en
mejorar las
condiciones para
caminar y andar
en bicicleta en la
region de Shasta!
El plan regional GoShasta

(Vamos Shasta) y el plan de
transporte activo de Redding

incluirdn una estrategia coordi-

nada para mejorar el trans-
porte activo, Los planes ayu-
daran a la regién a competir
para fondos que apoyen el
caminar y andar en bicicleta.

Es facll participar:

Asista a uno de los
talleres comunitarios
Denos sus comentarios
por Internet

Para mas Informacién
y para participar por
Internet:

GoShasta.org

Lunes, 6 de febrero
Taller en Redding
6:00 a 8:00 pm

Ayuntamiento de Redding | Salén Comunitario

i Avenida Cypress 777

Martes, 7 de febrero
Taller en Burney
5:30 a 7:30 pm

| Salén VFW de Burney | Carretera 299 Oriente 37410

Miércoles, 8 de febrero

. Taller en Shasta Lake
5:30 a7:30 pm

Centro Comunitario John Beaudet | Avenida Median 1525

Jueves, 9 de febrero

| Taller en Anderson

5:30 a 7:30 pm

| Centro Comunitario | Calle Howard 1887

| Habra refrigerio

Figure A.4. Flyer in English and Spanish advertising the charrette.

Figure A.5. In Burney, a light-up message board was used to promote the workshop.
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Targeted Outreach and Personal Invitations

In addition to promoting participation through mass media and social media, the Local Government
Commission worked with SRTA to engage local agency staff, decision makers, area Tribes and local
organizations. Through personalized emails and phone calls, agency staff, active transportation
advocates, and Tribal leaders were invited to participate in a series of stakeholder meetings, walk audits,
and the workshops. The Burney and Shasta Lake Chambers of Commerce promoted the workshop events
to their membership as well as the public at large.

Citizen's Advisory Committee Meeting

On Monday, February 6, 2017, the project team met with the Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC). The
project team presented on the status of the project and the Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) Methodology.
The CAC discussion centered around projects and policies that would improve walking and biking
conditions in the Shasta Region.

A key discussion point was the presence of barriers. Neighborhood streets, while sometimes lacking
sidewalks, are generally thought of as pleasant and safe places to walk or bike. However, to access
services and use walking and biking as a mode of transportation, the connections out of the
neighborhoods and to different parts of town are very lacking. Many people agreed that the Shasta
Region has excellent recreational biking opportunities, but biking for transportation is difficult. Walking
sometimes feels like an afterthought; crosswalks are lacking and sidewalks are not always present or
adequate.

The perception of crime in the region is also a factor in people’s choice to walk or bike. Participants
suggested lighting and emergency call buttons may help ease people’s fears about walking in the region.

Specific projects that were discussed include the desire for a trail along the Anderson Cottonwood
Irrigation District (ACID) Canal, a Class | path through the mall parking lot, and non-motorized trails
between population centers, similar to Colorado’s network of trails connection several mountain towns.

Redding ATP Advisory Group Meeting

On Monday, February 6™, the project team met with the Redding ATP Advisory Group. The project team
presented on the status of the project and the Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) Methodology. The discussion
centered around projects and policies that would improve walking and biking conditions in Redding and
included a visioning exercise.

Advisory Group members highlighted motor vehicle speeds as a major issue. People do not feel safe
walking and biking where speeds are high. For example, posted speeds downtown are 30mph, but one-
way streets, wide lanes, and freeway-style signage encourage people to drive much faster.

Making connections was another topic of discussion. There is evidence, as indicated by the large
numbers of people walking and biking on the Sacramento River Trail, that many people have a desire to
walk and bike but only do so on safe, comfortable facilities. If the trails were connected to downtown and
economic centers via low stress facilities, many more people might choose to walk and bike for
transportation purposes. Hilltop, Turtle Bay, and Downtown were suggested as neighborhoods that
should be prioritized for connections because they are already relatively high density, walkable areas.
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Visioning Exercise

ATP members were asked to form small groups to discuss their vision for the plan. Groups reported three
key words that describe what they would like to see from the plan. In addition to safety, which was the
most common term, the following words (similar concepts are grouped together) were mentioned:

e Connections, Seamless, Saturated
e Enjoy, Lifestyle, Beauty

e Historical

e World-Class, Infrastructure

o Data Driven

Stakeholder Meetings

City of Redding

The Redding stakeholders’ meeting held on February 6, 2017, was well attended, including representatives
from the Parks, Planning, Communications Public Works, Fire and Police Departments, the Shasta Union
School District and Turtle Bay. Stakeholders identified a number of challenges and opportunities related
to walking and biking in Redding.

Challenges

The Chief of Police pointed out that they do not have the resources to patrol the existing trails, much less
any new miles of trail. Police can be assigned to the trail but they use overtime pay; it is not a sustainable
solution. The Chief stated that Redding and the trails are actually very safe, but incidents receive heavy
coverage by the media, which influences people’s perception of safety.

Additional funds for policing, lighting, and emergency call boxes on the trail may help influence people’s
perception of safety and willingness to use the trails.

Education for bicyclists, motorists, and pedestrians was discussed. Infrastructure is often disconnected,
so bicyclists and pedestrians may take risks to cut across traffic or cross the street without the benefit of
a crosswalk, while motorists may speed and not be aware of other road users. Additional infrastructure
and speed management may help address these issues and could be accompanied by education and
outreach.

Opportunities

The Redding area has some great recreational trails. If these trails could be connected to downtown
(potentially through Turtle Bay) and other commercial centers, there is a potential for economic benefits
from tourists, and increased recreational and transportation options for residents.

Specific projects discussed include a trail on Churn Creek, which the parks department has identified as a
north-south trail arterial. The planning and development of this trail are in the preliminary stages, and
property must be acquired first.

Stakeholders were very positive about the opportunities for additional infrastructure on City streets. Road
diets have been well received in the past, which is an opportunity to add bicycle lanes to a street. The fire
department understands the potential for narrower travel lanes to slow traffic and accommodate bike
lanes, with assurances that response vehicles will still be able to make necessary turning movements.

The Redding school district does not bus any children that are less than three miles away from school.
With the support of the Shasta Safe Routes to School program, providing routes for children to walk and
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bike to school could be a huge opportunity. This would reduce school drop-off and pick-up activity and
increase children’s activity levels.

Shasta County

The Shasta County stakeholders included representatives from the Shasta County Office of Education
and the Health and Human Services Agency. The Health and Human Service Agency started Healthy
Shasta, which leverages resources to improve public health throughout the county. Major challenges to
walking and biking in the Shasta Region included speed limits; many miles of rural two-lane roads with
narrow or no shoulders; decentralized schools; “stranger danger” perception; and schools with policies
discouraging or prohibiting children from walking or biking to school. A master plan for bike and
pedestrian improvements could help communities envision improvements. Unincorporated areas have a
lack of accountability and potentially a mentality that small communities don’t need bicycle and
pedestrian improvements. Opportunities include some small communities that have made progress,
including Burney and Fall River. Healthy Shasta has excellent relationships and a good community
reputation and can leverage non-infrastructure grants to support walking and biking.

City of Shasta Lake

Stakeholders that attended the City of Shasta Lake Stakeholder meeting included representatives from
the City, Healthy Shasta, Shasta County Health and Human Services, and the Shasta County Sherriff's
office. One of the main challenges in Shasta Lake is that there are many roads without any bicycle or
pedestrian facilities, including roads with more rural character and higher speed traffic, such as Cascade
Boulevard. Even with the lack of facilities, there are still many people who walk and bike in the area.

Similar to other communities, the issue of safety on the River Trail and issues of education and
predictable behavior for bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists was discussed. The stakeholders also
discussed need for connections to bus stops and newer subdivisions, as well as regional connections to
Redding and other communities. Connecting the BMX park to town and providing safe connections to
schools were other priorities discussed.

City of Anderson

The Anderson stakeholder meeting included representatives from Healthy Shasta, Caltrans, and the City
of Anderson. The biggest safety issue cited in Anderson is Highway 273, which cuts through the middle of
town and has a speed limit of 45mph. Intersections along Highway 273 were of particular concern.

Anderson does have several trails that connect the River Park and a trail along 273 that connects
downtown with the Walmart and nearby businesses. There are still gaps that need to be connected; for
example, along Balls Ferry Road and Stingy Lane. Extending this trail to connect to employment and
residential areas to the northwest was mentioned as an important connection. The Anderson Police
Department supports several programs that promote safe walking and biking including volunteer patrols,
deployment of speed feedback signs, crossing guard training, and Safe Routes to School. One of the main
challenges facing Anderson is finding funding for bicycle and pedestrian projects; as a small town with
limited city staff, there is rarely time to find and apply for necessary grants.

Walk Audits

Walk audits and bicycle assessments were conducted in four communities during the February 6-9
charrette week. Audits were held in downtown Redding, Burney, Shasta Lake, and Anderson. Discussion
focused on the safety and quality of the pedestrian and bicycle environments, and how facilities could be
improved to support walking and cycling.
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Figure A.6. Despite record rainfall, advocates and agency staff joined SRTA staff, City of Redding staff,
and the consultant team for walk and bike audits.
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Things to Consider
Observe the conditions as you walk

Sidewalk Realm and Pedestrian Conditions
* Is the sidewalk continuous?
* Are crossings highly visible, with curb extensions,
low profile landscaping, and high visibility markings?
* Are crossings marked and signed?
* Are high-emphasis crosswalk markings used on arterial streets?
* If the crossing has multiple lanes, is there a median separating
the crossing from each conflict direction? Redding
* |s parking used on the street (helping create a buffer between ' City Hall m
moving cars and pedestrians?

Street Realm and Bicycling Conditions /A

« Are there bicycle facilities provided? Are they adequate? N

» Do bicycle facilities extend through intersections?

* Are motor vehicle lane widths appropriate for the area type?
(downtown, neighborhood, residential, etc.)

« Are motorists’ speeds and yielding behaviors supportive of
bicycling and walking?

¥ c)'ﬁre "‘l:q

Figure A.7. The Redding walk audit focused on the downtown area surrounding the pedestrian mall.
Concerns about a lack of designated bike lanes, gaps in pedestrian infrastructure, ADA accessibility and
vehicle speeds were raised. Recent improvements to pedestrian facilities along Placer Street were
noted as examples of a safe and enjoyable pedestrian environment.
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Things to Consider Birch-Ave
Observe the conditions as you walk
Sidewalk Realm and Pedestrian Conditions
¢ Is the sidewalk continuous?
» Are crossings highly visible, with curb extensions,
low profile landscaping, and high visibility markings?
* Are crossings marked and signed?
* Are high-emphasis crosswalk markings used on arterial streets?
* If the crossing has multiple lanes, is there a median separating Cypress-Ave
the crossing from each conflict direction?

® |s parking used on the street (helping create a buffer between
moving cars and pedestrians?

Sugar-Pine-St
Arrowood-St
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Street Realm and Bicycling Conditions e \Vliles

» Are there bicycle facilities provided? Are they adequate?

* Do bicycle facilities extend through intersections?

= Are motor vehicle lane widths appropriate for the area type?
(downtown, neighborhood, residential, etc.)

A
» Are motorists'speeds and yielding behaviors supportive of /A
bicycling and walking? N

Figure A.8. The Burney audit zeroed in on State Route 299 through downtown Burney, which also serves
as Burney’s main street.
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Figure A.9. A lack of safe pedestrian crossings along State Route 299
and reducing speeds were the top concerns identified during the walk audit.
Pedestrian crossings were unmarked, poorly marked, or not highly visible.
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Things to Consider
Observe the conditions as you walk

Sidewalk Realm and Pedestrian Conditions
* |s the sidewalk continuous?
» Are crossings highly visible, with curb extensions,
low profile landscaping, and high visibility markings?
® Are crossings marked and signed?
* Are high-emphasis crosswalk markings used on arterial streets?
* |f the crossing has multiple lanes, is there a median separating
the crossing from each conflict direction?

* |s parking used on the street (helping create a buffer between
moving cars and pedestrians?

Street Realm and Bicycling Conditions

» Are there bicycle facilities provided? Are they adequate?

» Do bicycle facilities extend through intersections?

* Are motor vehicle lane widths appropriate for the area type?
(downtown, neighborhood, residential, etc.)

= Are motorists’ speeds and yielding behaviors supportive of
bicycling and walking?

Figure A.10. The walk audit in Shasta Lake focused on the triangle formed by Shasta Lake Boulevard,

Grand Coulee Boulevard and Cascade Boulevard.
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if time allows)

Walk Audit Locations (walk may
extend to additional locations

Anderson Community Center

Things to Consider

Observe the conditions as you walk

Sidewalk Realm and Pedestrian Conditions

* |s the sidewalk continuous?

» Are crossings highly visible, with curb extensions,
low profile landscaping, and high visibility markings?

* Are crossings marked and signed?

* Are high-emphasis crosswalk markings used on arterial streets?

¢ [f the crossing has multiple lanes, is there a median separating
the crossing from each conflict direction?

* |s parking used on the street (helping create a buffer between
moving cars and pedestrians?

Street Realm and Bicycling Conditions

* Are there bicycle facilities provided? Are they adequate?

* Do bicycle facilities extend through intersections?

* Are motor vehicle lane widths appropriate for the area type?
(downtown, neighborhood, residential, etc.)

» Are motorists’ speeds and yielding behaviors supportive of
bicycling and walking?

Figure A.11. Additional walk about route
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Figure A.12. The Anderson walk audit was conducted on both sides of State Route 273. The
pedestrian/bicycle crossings over SR 273 and the railroad tracks were identified as a concern.

Public Workshops
From February 6-9, 2017, public workshops were held in Redding, Burney, Shasta Lake and Anderson.

Attendance was greatest at the Redding workshop, with many participants traveling from outlying areas
to attend the event. Following introductions, each of the workshops opened with a 20-minute presentation
on Active Transportation by Paul Zykofsky of the Local Government Commission. Visual examples were
provided of complete streets, traffic calming techniques, good sidewalk design, high visibility and
protected pedestrian crossings, and different types of bicycle facilities. Following the presentation,
participants were invited to visit a series of stations to provide input on active transportation needs and
priorities, summarized in the “Workshop Comments” section below A visioning exercise was conducted
during the Redding workshop and is discussed in the “Active Transportation Vision” section. Free
refreshments were provided at each of the workshops, made possible by funding the Local Government
Commission received from The California Endowment.

15
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Workshop Comments

City of Redding

The Redding workshop had the most participants, and
many people at this workshop also commented on
barriers and issues in Shasta Lake, Anderson, and the
surrounding communities. Comments on these
communities are summarized in the appropriate
workshop summaries that follow.

The project team received many comments specific to
Redding. Two maps were provided for people to input
their comments. Some of the most common comments
included opportunities for new trails, such as along the .

ACID canal, Churn Creek, Oregon Gulch, and Jenny Figure A.13. The Redding workshop was
Creek. Many comments expressed a desire for safe attended by residents of the. City and the
crossings of roadways, such as Eureka Way and greater Shasta region.

Cypress Ave.

Burney and Unincorporated Shasta County e
The workshop in Burney had four participants that = 7
provided excellent input. Because of low turnout, ¢
the project team structured the workshop as a J
focus group, with discussions on issues facing
Burney and unincorporated Shasta County.
Participants stressed a need for crossings of
Highway 299. Comments gathered at other
workshops concerning unincorporated
communities echo the need for safe crossings
and traffic calming of state highways that run
through the town center. Figure A.14. Area residents visited stations

to identify barriers, opportunity sites, and to assist

with prioritization.

— -~ b N ""‘_’?'

Figure A.15. The project team lead participants at the
Burney workshop in a discussion about bicycle and
pedestrian issues in the community.
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City of Shasta Lake

Participants in Shasta Lake mentioned
barriers along Shasta Dam Blvd and near on
and off ramps leading to I-5. Many areas in
Shasta Lake don't have sidewalks or
shoulders, yet many people walk.
Participants mentioned the role of Shasta
Dam Blvd as a recreational corridor,
especially in the summer, which brings an
economic benefit to the town.

City of Anderson
Participants at the Anderson workshop saw
many opportunities to connect destinations

within the city to each other. Anderson Figure A.16. A computer station was set up at each

already has several trails, one from community workshop to help participants take the online
downtown to Wal-mart, and one that leads

to Anderson River Park. There are many opportunities to connect these trails further in to town, via Balls
Ferry Rd and other routes. The main barrier, similar to other areas in the Shasta Region, is the highway
running through town.

Active Transportation

Vision

During the February 6 workshop in -

Redding, participants were asked fun qc)..; re |0na|

to imagine their active . E c

transportation future. Responses Scenlc Q 3C O n n e Ctl O n S
were written on index cards and ) S E

represent participants’ vision for blke 8 E

active transportation in Redding Q 8

and the Shasta region.

. . Figure A.17. Clear themes emerged through the visioning exercise.
The following visions were

collected from workshop participants.

e Planning, building and maintaining facilities for all modes with safe options with a complete network
- collaboration.

e | would like to see multiple ways for people to get around the County safely and timely without having
to rely on vehicles.

e Redding is like Paris.

e Make Shasta County Great Again. Clean up the bike lanes. Repaint the Class Il lanes. Fill the potholes.
Have safer road for bikes. Extend the fog lines and mark them. Have signs on the road that read,
“Bikes on the roadways".

e Alternative transportation to shopping and recreation. More respect for the cyclist/pedestrian.
Covered bike parking. More greenways with bike/pedestrian paths.

e Diagonal parking spaces throughout the downtown are for ease of access to businesses, including
through downtown mall area. Sidewalks, sidewalks, sidewalks! Especially in business areas, with
flashing, well-marked crosswalks in major traffic areas.

17
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A system of trails, bikeways and complete streets that line neighborhoods, communities, and
destinations. This system will be suitable for all ages and abilities, providing safe, secure, enjoyable
and convenient options for travel.

Protected bike/walk corridors. Connecting the cities and towns in the region. Allowing safe non-
motorized travel between the various population areas.

A robust active transportation network that lets people of all ages and abilities safely walk or bike for
pleasure, commute or errands. An equitable network that will unlock our economic potential, result in
better health outcomes, and help build a more sustainable community.

Connect Millville to Shingletown. Connect Shasta Lake City to Lakehead. Connect Anderson to Red
Bluff. Connect Redding to Lewiston. Try to use paved trails for these connections. South 273 between
the Mission and Westwood Village there is no safe pedestrian bike crossing. Lights are timed for
cars.

Bike trails without cars. Downtown no cars, walkable, well-lit for safe walking in evenings. Bike routes
away from busy, fast streets. Bike lockers at train, bus, and malls.

A world-class network of trails, separated bikeways, and neighborhood streets to connect to all
schools, destinations, shopping and residential. Where everyone will have access to a bikeway from
their neighborhood and 90% of school kids will walk, bike or ride transit to school.

Bicycle rentals throughout town. Bicycle repair co-op. Wider bike lane on Eureka Way.

Expanded urban, city streets that are safe and well connected to services, residential, work and
recreation. i.e. Diestelhorst to downtown.

Safe, connected dedicated bike paths that connect to hot beds of activity, i.e. 299 Redding to
Wiskeytown, Placer to Igo/0Ono, Redding to Anderson via ACID.

Bike lockers or bike check-in at stores and restaurants. North and southbound bike-lanes over Shasta
lake “new bridge”.

To be able to ride a bike on every street. Would include marked bike lanes that are kept clean. All
businesses have bike racks.

Convenient, safe, inviting, easy to use of all ages and fitness levels. Contiguous facilities (no gaps).
Connected to nature. Shade. Fun.

The City of Redding is a community that makes walking easy between neighborhoods and core areas;
a city where bicycle commuting is fun, easy and safe. Around the town are recreational walking and
biking trails that are the envy of many other cities. Our trails are safe, scenic and valuable for exercise,
family fun, walking for pleasure, biking to work and more.

In 10 years... Every road will have a bike lane. Most people in urban areas would be able to opt out of
using a car. In 20 years... Cars would no longer be the dominant form of transportation, rather: bikes,
transit, walking.

Vibrant arts community with well-developed infrastructure. Safe streets via both the ability to readily
walk or bike throughout the greater Redding area and regarding crime rates.

In 10 years... Protected bike lanes throughout the City. Safe access to all paved and/or unpaved trails
surrounding Redding Electric, solar-powered mass transit. In 20 years... Less reliance on internal
combustion, increased solar/electric powered vehicles, more ped/biking opportunities.

A paved trail bordering the ACID Canal from Turtle Bay to beyond Anderson. A trail bordering the west
side of the Sacramento River from Turtle Bay to Cypress. A trail following Caboose Creek from the hill
to the river.

Create a network of complete streets and trails for walking and biking that are so well connected and
attractive for all ages and abilities that driving a car is an option not a necessity.

Completely protected multi-use network covering the region including the ability to connect to nearby
counties and safe and convenient bike parking at all destinations. This will help solve poverty here.

18




GOSHASTA ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

e Fullinclusion of people with disabilities in the planning process. Robust backbone of Class |
separated paths away from autos.

e Major roads with proper bike lanes, including rural and mountainous routes like Keswick Dam road
and Dry Creek Road. Safe Routes to Trails. Safe crossings with LEDs. Bike lockers or safe places to
lock them.

e Safe street crossings. Connectivity of bike paths.

e Improved running/biking path along the length of the Sacramento. More hiking and biking at both
lakes. Pedestrian-only thoroughfares in downtown.

e Totally walkable and bike-friendly trails and streets. Make it easy for people to walk/bike from
outlying areas to downtown shops, restaurants hotels/motels, etc. without conflict with motor vehicle
traffic.

e | can safely get anywhere | need to go on a dedicated walking/biking path without getting in my car.
Biking is safe for children. Vibrant center of town.

e Alot of river access points. More extensive river trails system.

¢ Aninterlinked network of trails and bike lanes connecting Shasta Lake, Redding, Anderson,
Cottonwood, Palo Cedro, old Shasta and Centerville that allows safe recreational and commuter
cycling to/from the urban centers and connections to rural areas.

e More green space in and around transit routes. Diminished use of cars as a whole. Link to major
recreational areas for bikes. Safe bike paths connecting all major business and residential areas.
Pedestrian links to river from downtown. Easy and convenient transit.

e Develop Park Marina area into mixed public use, a cycling hub with food, activities, parks, retail, with
full access to river.

e Bike only trails from outer communities into the downtown area for safer commuting. Trails for road
bikes throughout the County for enjoyment.

e Pedestrian connection between Turtle Bay and the waterfront along Park Marina over/under Hwy 44.
Well-established river walk along Park Marina, with restaurants, businesses, outdoor activity areas.

Online Engagement Tools

Online Survey

An online survey was made available from January 10" to February 28™. Survey respondents were asked
questions regarding what type of bicycle rider type they identify themselves as, barriers to riding a bicycle
and walking, strengths and weaknesses of the bikeway and sidewalk network, open comments, and
typical demographic information. Aggregate responses for each question can be viewed in Appendix A.1.

Bicycling Results

Personal security was reported as a concern for many people who are interested in bicycling but are
concerned with the perception of crime in the area, particularly as it relates to being alone and outside at
night. In addition to personal security, the lack of safe places to secure a bicycle at destinations was a
common theme, which was a moderate reason why some people choose not to ride their bicycle. Some
respondents suggested that popular destinations should provide secured bicycle lockers to eliminate or
reduce the possibility of bike theft or theft of bicycle accessories, which would encourage people to
choose to ride their bicycle more often.

Large distances between desired destinations and survey respondents’ homes make bicycling a relatively
unattractive mode of transportation. In addition to the lack of close-by destinations, people stated that it

19




GOSHASTA ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

is difficult to carry goods/packages and/or children on their bicycles, which is made more difficult when
having to bicycle on uncomfortable roadways with far apart destinations.

Debris in bike lanes causing flat tires and unsafe riding conditions is a concern that was voiced by many
survey respondents. Complaints of rocks, thorns, trash, and sharp objects within bike facilities or on
shoulders make it unappealing to ride a bicycle and potentially unsafe. Some people mentioned they ride
exclusively on off-street trails due to damaging debris that is in the roadway. While this barrier to bicycling
was not a major reason identified when directly asked whether maintenance was a barrier, this was a
reoccurring theme in the write-in comment section.

Weather also impacts peoples’ decision to ride a bicycle. In the summer, temperatures rise to an
uncomfortable level and cause a higher amount of perspiration. Many respondents stated they do not
want to arrive to their destinations sweaty and avoid riding a bicycle for commuting or utility purposes
during the summer months.

Traffic-related reasons that discourage bicycling had strong effect on whether people choose to ride a
bicycle in Shasta County. Motor vehicle speeds, motorists being inconsiderate or inattentive, existing
bicycle facilities do not feel safe, and existing bicycle facilities do not go to desired destinations. Motor
vehicle speeds and motorist actions were a strong theme that emerged through the write-in comment
sections.

If bicycling in Shasta County improved and felt more comfortable and safer, 68% of respondents reported
they would regularly ride a bicycle or at least five or more days a week, a large increase from the current
share of respondents (31%) who ride regularly or more than 5 days a week. To assess what type of
bicycle facilities are desired, survey respondents were shown images of different types of bike facilities
and asked how comfortable that feel or would feel riding on each bicycle facility. Bicycle facilities that
provide the least amount of physical separation between bicyclists and motorists have the lowest levels
of comfort and conversely is true with bicycle facilities with higher levels of physical separation. Rural
roadways and marked shared lanes were found to be the least comfortable bike facility types and multi-
use trails and protected bike lanes with curbs and/or vertical separation have the highest report level of
comfort (see Table A.1).
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How Often Would You Ride
A Bicycle?
Current condition vs. safer
future conditions

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

Current Future

0%
M Rarely or Never ® Regularly or 5+ days a week

Figure A.18. Current and Future Preference to Bicycling

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very % Feel At Least Somewhat
Bike Facility Type uncomfortable uncomfortable comfortable comfortable Comfortable

Rural Road w/ Littler to No Shoulder _ 15% 6%

Marked Shared Lane 26% 7%
Bike Lane with Painted Buffered 6% 19% 45% 30%
Bike Lane 3% 21% 43% 33%

3%

Rural Road w/ Wide Shoulder 7% 16% 42%

Neighborhood Street w/ Low Traffic Volumes 2% 7% 34% 56%
Bike Lane with Painted Buffer and Vertical Objects 4% 4% 21%

Bike Lane w/ Curb Barrier 3% 4% 22%

Multi-Use Trail w/ Separated Walking Area 2% 3% 6%

Multi-Use Trail 2% 1% 14%

Table A.1. Level of Comfort by Bike Facility Type

Walking Results

Numerous people commented that many areas within Shasta County and the City of Redding felt unsafe
and creates a barrier to walking for recreation and for running errands, similar to the reason why some
choose not to ride a bicycle. Disconnected sidewalks and long distances between destinations
discourage many people from choosing to walk in Shasta County. Many people noted there are not
enough pedestrian accommodations to make people feel safe and comfortable walking, particularly too
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many large parking lots, high speed roadways, lack of sidewalks, lack of shade, unsafe roadway
crossings, and not enough space separating motorists from pedestrians. Destination are too far apart,
not connected to existing or non-existent transit service, and there is not enough shade to make it
comfortable to walk in the summer.

Many of the write-in other comments stated that crime is a serious issue in Shasta County, particularly in
the City of Redding which makes walking around, especially at night, uncomfortable and potentially
unsafe.

WikiMap Results

An online map was made available between January 10" and February 28t to allow people to identify
specific locations where there are walking and/or bicycling issues, missing connections, locations where
bike parking improvements are needed, and where there are strong bicycle and/or pedestrian facilities in
place. For each point placed on the map, the user could manually write a comment to describe in detail
the issue or opportunity impacting active transportation. Approximately 90 individuals contributed to the
online map, placing a total of 464 comments.

Bicycling  Walking Comment Total % of
Location Comments Comments  "Likes"|Comments Total
Anderson 4 1 5 5 1%
City of Shasta Lake 10 0 8 10 2%
Redding 189 101 667 290 65%
Unicorporated County 104 14 155 118 27%
Big Bend/Burney/Fall River Mill Unicorporated Area 13 7 21 20 5%
Total 320 123 856 443 100%

Table A.2. Number of WikiMap Comments by Comment Type and Location

Reoccurring themes from WikiMap input:
e Debris in roadway/bike facility and poor pavement conditions
e Safe routes and connections to schools, park, and institutions are needed
¢ Demand for connections to local and regional destinations and to other nearby cities
e More space for people riding a bicycle and walking
e High vehicle speeds contributing to uncomfortable and potentially unsafe pedestrian and
bicyclist environments
e Improved crossings for pedestrians and bicyclists at major roadways
e Lack of sidewalk network and pedestrian amenities
e Need for off-street paths connecting to other communities
e Current bike and pedestrian infrastructure and accommodations are not meeting current needs

A large majority of map comments were within the City of Redding. Nearly all walking concerns were
located within the City of Redding. However, concerns outside of Redding echoed the same issues; high
speed vehicle traffic, disconnected sidewalks, need for improved connections to parks, schools, and
institutions, and improved crossings. Other comments noted lack of crosswalks, number of vehicle travel
lanes, and need for of traffic controlling devices in some locations. Commenters also recommended
more bicycle infrastructure such as bike boxes, green pavement markings at intersections, narrower and
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fewer vehicle travel lanes, and safer bike lanes Details related to map comments received within the City
of Redding can be read in the Phase | Community Outreach Summary report for the City of Redding.

In unincorporated areas of Shasta County respondents requested that there be wider shoulders or bike
lanes on existing roadways, or trails connecting Whiskeytown, Shasta, Kett, and Keswick. Some of the
identified roadways for bicycle infrastructure to connect those communities are State Highway 299, Rock
Creek Road, Iron Mountain Road, Keswick Dam Road, and Swasey Road. These roadways were identified
as a popular route for bicyclists and potentially pedestrians, and it was suggested they would become
more popular if there were more bicycling and walking accommodations. Difficult crossing for motorists
to see bicyclists and pedestrians crossing Keswick Dam Road at the Sacramento River Trail due to the
curve of the road. Additional signage and striping may improve the crossing. Keswick Dam Road was also
identified as being a very uncomfortable road to ride a bike on due to how much the roadway curves, hills,
and the narrow shoulder.

Several respondents noted that it is uncomfortable to cross State Route 273 in Anderson as a bicyclist.
The roadway is very wide and when waiting at a red traffic signal there is no designated place for people
riding bikes. In addition to the need for improving the crossing at State Route 273, protected bike lanes or
wide bike lanes were suggested to connect people from Anderson to surrounding communities.

Crossing and traveling along State Highway 299 was reported to be an issue in Burney. Reponses
included suggestions to have a continuous sidewalk throughout the length of the town on State Route
299, providing a bike lane or multi-use path to promote safe bicycling and walking, and improving
crossings. Installing a traffic signal at Marquette Street was one specific suggestion. Providing sidewalks
on at least one side of the street near schools was recommended to provide a safe space for children to
walk to and from schools.

Several comments requested new paths to connect Shasta Lake to surrounding communities. A path that
follows Churn Creek was suggested as well as paths connecting to Redding, Mountain Gate, and to local
parks. Poor pavement conditions were a reoccurring theme for roadways in Shasta Lake which
contributes to making riding a bicycle uncomfortable.

There were many comments requesting traffic calming measures to be implemented to improve corridors
and intersections that would make it more comfortable and safer to walk and bike to and from schools,
institutions, medical clinics, libraries, and parks throughout the region. One location that had a
concentration of requests for roadways improvements to allow students to get to Shasta College was
along Old Oregon Trail.

Loose gravel and debris in the roadway making riding a bicycle dangerous or uncomfortable was an issue
commented on throughout Shasta County and the City of Redding.

Summary

A tremendous amount of valuable input was received during Phase 1 of the GoShasta public outreach
efforts. Below are common themes from stakeholder meetings, public workshops, the citizen advisory
committee, walk audits, and online engagement tools:

e There is strong public demand for safer, more connected, and convenient bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure including on-street and off-street bike facilities, sidewalks, secured bicycle parking,
and traffic calming measures.
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e When stakeholders were asked what type of bike facilities they prefer and would encourage them
to ride a bike, protected bike lanes and off-street trails received the most positive feedback, and
would result in the highest increases in people bicycling more often.

e Motor vehicle speeds and dangerous motorist behaviors were reported as contributing factors
that make walking and biking uncomfortable and potentially unsafe.

e Debris on the roadway and bike facilities was identified as a barrier to bicycling throughout the
region.

¢ Intersections and corridors near schools, trails, parks, and other popular destinations received the
highest number of comments regarding bicycle and walking concerns.

e Improving connections to schools, libraries, open spaces and recreational areas, institutions, and
regional assets is a common theme among Shasta County stakeholders.

e Improving walking and biking connections to transit will assist people to reach destinations that
are too far away to solely walk or ride a bicycle to as well as avoid high temperatures in the
summer months.

e Perception of high crime rates discourage people from walking and riding a bicycle.

e Safe crossings on major roadways, directness, access to shared use paths, greenspace and
shopping was identified as priorities during the public charrette process.

e Positive feedback surrounded the concept of a north/south off-street trail that follows Churn
Creek and new trails along the ACID canal, Oregon Gulch, and Jenny Creek.

¢ Neighborhood streets, while sometimes lacking sidewalks, are generally thought of as pleasant
and safe places to walk or bike. However, to access services and use walking and biking as a
mode of transportation, connections beyond neighborhoods are critical.

Phase Il Community Outreach Summary

During the second and final phase of community outreach, SRTA and the City of Redding, with support
from the consultant team and partner agencies, conducted outreach on-line and in-person. On-line
outreach was conducted through the goshasta.org website and four in-person events provided
opportunities for the public to comment on elements of the draft plans.

Project Website and On-line Engagement

The goshasta.org website was updated to provide a summary of the GoShasta Regional and City of Redding
Draft Active Transportation Plans. The website was promoted through social media, GoShasta cards, print
media, outreach to stakeholders, emails to participants generated during the first phase of outreach, and
promoted at each of the in-person events.

The following draft elements of each plan were provided online for public comment.
City of Redding Active Transportation Draft Plan Elements:

e Existing Bike Facilities in the City of Redding

e Draft Recommended Citywide Bike Facilities for the City of Redding

e Draft Recommended and Existing Bike Facilities for the City of Redding

e Draft Recommended Biking Recommendations for Downtown Redding

e Draft Recommended Citywide Pedestrian Facilities for the City of Redding

Go Shasta Regional Active Transportation Draft Plan Elements:
Proposed Bicycle Improvements

e Anderson Area
e Shasta Lake Area
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e Palo Cedro Area
e Happy Valley Area
e Fall River Mills & McArthur Area

Proposed Pedestrian Improvements
e Anderson Area
e Burney & Johnson Park Area
e Cottonwood Area
e Fall River Mills & McArthur Area
e Happy Valley Area
e Palo Cedro Area
e Shasta Lake Area

In addition to receiving comments on draft plan elements, interactive Wikimaps for each of the plans were
available for review and comment. A total of 157 comments were received on the GoShasta Regional
Wikimap and 77 in-person comments.
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Figure A.19. Interactive Wikimaps at goshasta.org indicated proposed bicycle and pedestrian routes
and provided a forum for partner agency and public comment.

In-Person Outreach Events

In October 2017, staff from SRTA, City of Redding, Caltrans, Shasta County Public Health, and the Local
Government Commission hosted outreach events in the cities of Anderson, Redding, and Shasta Lake.
Staff hosted informational booths at the following events:
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Date Time Location Tandem Event
Friday, October 20 5:30 - 7:30PM éﬂ?irfsz:;e"r’fg:ark'
Redding City Hall,
City of Redding
Sundial Bridge,
City of Redding
Sentry Market Grocery Store,
City of Shasta Lake

Food Truck event

Saturday, October 215t | 7:30AM — Noon Farmers Market

Sunday, October 22 9:00AM — Noon N/A

Thursday, October 26" | 3:00 — 6:00PM Weekly Barbeque

During the events, staff received
written comments, interviewed
residents on their favorite projects
and their vision for active
transportation in the Shasta Region,
and assisted participants with
commenting online. Staff provided
leaflets, so people could also later
review the recommendations and
comment online. In contrast to an
evening workshop format, the
following outreach booths were
effective at engaging a broader
demographic of community
members, such as people of all ages,
people with disabilities, and people
who are experiencing homelessness
who are often full-time pedestrians.

~4

Anderson outreach event on October
20™: Hundreds of people attended the event which was advertised by the K-Shasta radio station; SRTA
received dozens of comments on the project list.

Redding Farmers Market outreach event on October 215" The event was promoted in conjunction with
the bicycle valet, helmet give-away and “freedom from training wheels” event organized by Shasta Living
Streets. Approximately 100 people visited the information booths on Saturday.

Redding Sundial Bridge outreach event on October 22" The informational booth captured morning
walkers, joggers, and cyclists of all ages. Approximately 75 people stopped by the information booths to
review draft plan elements, proposed projects, and to submit comments.

Shasta Lake outreach event on October 26™: This event was organized similarly to the other events and
provided Shasta Lake residents an opportunity to provide their input on the recommendations. SRTA
received dozens of comments.

Methods of Outreach
Leading up to the closing outreach campaign, the consultant team worked with SRTA and the City of
Redding to engage the public in the final phase of the active transportation planning process.
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Outreach was focused primarily on
steering people toward the project
website to submit feedback, and
secondarily, encouraging attendance at
one of the in-person events. A mix of
media outlets was utilized to publicize
the final phase of the plan. A media
release was distributed via SRTA and
the City of Redding to the region’s print
media and newspapers, supported by a
social media campaign. Local, state,
and federal agencies, Tribes, and other
organizations were contacted through
email encouraging comments on the
draft plan elements. Emails were sent
to participants in the February
workshop series who provided their
email contact. Healthy Shasta and
Shasta Living Streets helped to
promote the events through their
networks.

Figure A.21. SRTA staff conducted interviews on October 21-22
with individuals who shared their vision for active transportation.

Network Map Summary
The draft proposed active transportation network for the Shasta Region and the City of Redding was

presented to the public via an online map and public events at the Redding Farmer’'s Market, Sun Dial
Bridge, City of Anderson (Food Trucks at Anderson River Park) and City of Shasta Lake (Sentry Market).
The public was asked to comment on the proposed network, and in the case of the online map indicate
whether they “like” a given recommendation or have a “concern” by placing a point on the map. A large
majority of comments on the online map were supportive of the proposed network or called for a network
improvement that was already being proposed, indicating that the user may not have been clear about
what was being shown on the map. Still other comments were general in nature (e.g., “make river path
safer”, “buffer bike lanes [on all roads].” Many requests for specific facilities were related to Caltrans
roadways, which are subject to their separate project development process. Comments relating to
potential changes to the proposed network include:

Shasta County

Wiki Map Comments

e Designate bike routes in Mountain Gate

o Preference for buffered bike lane on Deschutes Road due to high vehicle speeds.

e Add bike lane on Old 44 Drive from Swede Creek Road to Oak Run Road

e Buffered bike lane on Old Oregon Trail/Airport Road for the entire corridor

e Adding a bikeway facility on Crooked Oak Drive and Twin View Boulevard to connect north to
bikeways in Shasta Lake area

e Add a bike lane or provide widened shoulder on Lower Springs Road from Swasey Drive to Eureka
Way (SR-299)
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e Change from bike route to bike lanes on Iron Mountain and Keswick Dam Road
e Add sidewalk/path on Old Alturas north of Boyle Road to connect homes to school bus stop.
e Add path from northern county boundary to Shasta Lake to form US Bicycle Route 87
e Change from bike route to bike lanes on Iron Mountain and Keswick Dam Road
o Keswick Dam Road needs to have pedestrian connections to the river trail.
e Route 151 should be connected to the Shasta Dam with bike lanes
Public Outreach Comments

e Lower Springs Road between Eureka Way and Swasey Road is very narrow and difficult for
bicyclists and motorists to share.

City of Anderson
Wiki Map Comments
e Connect isolated bike boulevard on the southeast end of the City.

Public Outreach Comments
¢ Need wide bike lanes on Olinda Road and Ferry Street connecting to Anderson High School.

City of Shasta Lake

Wiki Map Comments
e Add sidewalks from Shasta Dam Boulevard to Vallecito Street to connect to Shasta Lake School.
e Add sidewalks along Laurel Street
e Add sidewalk and/or bike lanes on Grand Coulee Road
Public Outreach Comments
¢ Route 151 should be connected to the Shasta Dam with bike lanes (also under Shasta County
since a major portion of 151 is under County control)

CALTRANS
The following comments pertain to Caltrans-owned facilities.

Shasta County

Wiki Map Comments
e Add side path in Shingletown parallel to SR-44
e Add bike lanes on SR 299 or a parallel path instead of existing shoulder

City of Shasta Lake

Wiki Map Comments
e Add sidewalks along Shasta Dam Boulevard

Public Outreach Comments
e Route 151 should be connected to the Shasta Dam with bike lanes

Other Comments
The following comments were received in October 2017.
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Designate Space for bikes in all areas of city (too much pavement) especially on Athens St.
Crosswalk, yielding needs to be a better enforcement.

Bike Registry for public: Required a hidden number for I.D of any stolen bikes.

Throughout Anderson river park needs improvement for the safety of bikes and pedestrian.
This person wants a trail added in Henderson Open Space.

A person wants good connectivity for bicyclist.

Requiring all roads in Redding for a bike box.

Considering a safe direct routes around new Turtle Bay Hotel.

From trail behind Hilltop stores (B/w Browning and Dana Drive) to south end of Palisades
Trail.
He/she wants better parking for bikes in downtown Redding.

Situations happening at Buenvetura and Eureka Way. Safety concern for students who are
riding or walking to U Prep , Shasta High School or any schools.
Consideration for buffered bike lanes for more streets that do not have any.

From Downtown Anderson to Anderson River Park (Dog park). Redding is too far?
Crossing major roads between neighborhoods like Mary Lake and Ridgeview.
For all roads/streets must have the respect and safety for pedestrians and bicyclist.

This person wants these specific requirements for the downtown corridor: buffered bike
lanes, protected bike lanes and sharrows.
Gaps in sidewalks. Fix and connect sidewalks for pedestrians.

A safety and connectivity with bus routes at ends of trails

A rail loop around City of Redding

Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacons

ADA- Compliant Sidewalks

Modern Islands

River Trail Safety for bikes and pedestrians

Wants protected Intersection

Wrong way bike sign would be great on Placer street

Bicycle safety in schools

Bike park in Redding by engaging different generations.

Downtown pedestrian priority area to promote safety and use. Improving lifestyle.
Sacramento River trail in Anderson has not been open since the storm ended.
Redding Downtown neighborhoods need to enliven downtown and offer connectivity
Priority shared lanes for busy lanes and for the safety of bicyclists.

Class 1 bikeway parallel 273 S to Clear Creek Greenway for Placer west to Swasey.
On Riverside Center to Court St. because of cars being too close.

Placer alongside of Court St to Airpark Drive needs access to shopping and business.
Eureka Way needs access to shopping and businesses.

On Victor St., where a roundabout is located at, a person suggested to add sidewalks for
pedestrians and cyclists, so it could be used by cars, bicyclists, and pedestrians.
Enterprise needs excellent connectivity for bikes.

Separating bike and walk lanes.
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Comment
<i° Trails need more separated paths.
8 Recreational Trails on outskirts of city

Transit past 6:30 p.m. Transit needs more hours because this person has night classes at a
college, and this person wants smaller buses.
A\ Requiring to connect all trails in community.

<1 Connective bike trails to business district and neighborhoods.
(City) decided long distance commutes.
Churn Creek to 273 needs improvement for safety

Cypress needs to extend longer especially when the traffic is on Bechelli Lane intersection,
and the one coming from the freeway.
7/ All schools should have protected bikeways and pedestrians for kids/teenagers.

] Better bike/walking facilities. It's better for health and mental fitness.
I Improve driver behavior. Better Signage (more intuitive).

8 This person wants better transportation projects downtown, so it can be a safer environment
to walk, ride a bike, or drive a car.
There is not enough intersection to cross.

This person wants more trees because it keeps our environment clean and fresh.
<3 Anderson to Redding needs more connectivity

Connect river trails to more bike paths.

51| Route 273 is hard to cross, and it's hard to reach the button.

S5 Old Alturas to north alongside of Boyle need something to get kids to and from school on the
bus stop safer.
7/ Develop Bike group for people with disabilities.

8 Better bike detection at signals.
Maintenance schedule for bikeways. Dedicated resources? If not, need them.
Encourage cyclists to use bells to indicate the need to pass pedestrians

35 Some elderly can be hard of hearing, and they need more advanced notice from passing
cyclists.

72 lllegal camping in the city of Redding, so homeless population needs access to outlying
areas.

Discuss social equity with homeless people

Bike repair/ Maintenance class
More security on trails for safety.
Transit stop bike lane bypass

741 Rhonda Rd needs a bike lane or pigment treated shoulder from Gas Point Rd to pleasant hills
drive.
Separation between motor vehicles and bikes is very important

Protected intersection
08 Trail connections- Trunk Line to S.L.C from C.O.R.

1I{ Would love to see walking/biking lanes with wall buffer. This would encourage more parents
to walk with their children.
Good Infrastructure, but not safe to walk and bike.

v/ Street Light safety and cameras
“8 Drivers yelling at my wife and | just for riding in the bike lane
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Comment
Signs say "Bike Route" going out of town (Shasta Lake). Do not believe it!
Walking connections to open space and public land
Choice to be biker and pedestrian as lifestyle.
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Appendix A.1. Results from the Online Survey

The online survey was open from January 10 to February 28, 2017. The following is an overview of the
results.

Response Statistics

212 75.7
68 243

Disqualified 0 0

280

In general, how often do you bicycle to get where you need to go, or for exercise?

Always or
Almost Always
(five or more
times a week)
6%

VELTS Percent Count
Never 15.0% 35
Rarely (a few times a year) 23.2% 54
Occasionally (a few times a 30.9% 79
month)

Regularly (a few times a 25 3% 59
week)

A!ways or AIm‘ost Always 5 6% 13
(five or more times a week)

Total 233
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Please tell us how comfortable you feel cycling on the existing cycling network in the Shasta
Region. Please select ONE.

Strong & Fearless - No Way, No How - |
| generally ride on am not interested
all types of in bicycling at all.
roadways and

conditions

Value Percent Count

No Way, No How - | am not )
interested in bicycling at all. 4.8% 11

Interested but Concerned - |

prefer low traffic streets or

off-street trails. | might ride 61.2% 139
more if there were more or

better bicycle facilities.

Enthused &amp; Confident - |

ride a lot of places, usually in

bicycle facilities, but | am
comfortable on some 62

roadways without bicycle 27.3%

facilities. | still generally

avoid roads that feel

dangerous for bicycling.

Strong &amp; Fearless - |

generally ride on all types of 6.6% 15
roadways and conditions.

227
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If bicycling felt safer and more pleasant, how often would you want to bicycle?

Rarely (a few times
a year)
4%

Value Percent Count
Never 3.9% 9
Rarely (a few times a year) 3.9% 9
Occasionally (a few times a 25.5% 59
month)

Regularly (a few times a 40.3% 93
week)

A!ways (o] Alm‘ost Always 26.4% 61
(five or more times a week)

Total 231
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Following is a list of common reasons why people do not bicycle. How important are each of
these to your decision to bicycle to get somewhere, like to a job or to run errands?

This is not a Sometimes This is a big Don't
reason why | I do not bike reason why | know

don't bike (or for this don't bike
this situation reason
does not apply)
] Count
The area.feels unsafe 112 60 50 3
due to crime.
There are not many
destinations (grocery
stores, jobs, shops, 120 52 50 1
schools, parks, bus
stops) near my home.

| don't own a bicycle. 204 3 13 2

| cannot safely carry

Count Count

packages, children, etc. 2 o B L
I don’t enjoy riding a

bicycle or it is difficult 194 14 11 2
for me.

There is no placg to 92 79 47 3
safely lock my bicycle.

In winter, bicycling feels

unsafe due to snow and 114 57 50 1

ice.

I don t know anyone else 198 11 10 3
who rides a bicycle.

'm physically unable to 204 10 7 1
ride a bicycle.

| don't want to arrive at

my destination sweaty or 81 108 33 1
wet.

There are too many hills

on streets | would take. lo2 65 [ 2
Destinations are too far

to ride a bicycle and bus 92 77 50 4

service is nonexistent or
inconvenient.
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Following is a list of common traffic-related reasons that discourage people from bicycling.
How important are each of these to your decision to ride a bicycle in the Shasta Region?

Motor vehicle drivers go
too fast.

Motor vehicle drivers are
inconsiderate or
inattentive.

The existing bicycle
facilities do not go where |
need them to go.

The existing bicycle
facilities do not feel safe.
The existing bicycle
facilities are not
maintained properly.

This is not a
reason why |
don't bike (or
this situation
does not

apply)

Sometimes
| do not bike
for this
reason

This is a big
reason why |
don't bike

I don't know
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Where do you ride your bike most of the time? (If you don't ride, where do you spend most of
your time?) You may check multiple options.

80 -
70
70 -
60 -
49.8

50 -
40 -
30 -
20 -

14.8

9.4 9
10 -
0 . . . . . .
Rural Shasta Shasta Lake Anderson Redding Other - Write In
County

Value Percent Count
Rural Shasta County 49.8% 111
Shasta Lake 9.4% 21
Anderson 9.0% 20
Redding 70.0% 156

Other - Write In 14.8% 33
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What type of facility do you usually ride on? (Choose any that apply).

80 1 71.8
70 {1 64.6
60 -
48.2 48.7
50 -
40.5
40 -
30 J 27.7
20 | 17.4
10 - I 5.6
O = T T T T T T T -_\
o S o S NS NS ] Q
@Q’} \(\(?" \,bﬁ\e $'§{. \\5""‘\\ \\5""‘\\ Q'z}\{. {,\@\
06" . \é{\- ‘6&‘& C)\be é«\s '25-& (@
& & & S & Sl
e S EN N N
Q/Q‘}' 'b\o“ ’§® ’§®
& \ <8 <
- O
N
@'b
Percent Count
64.6% 126
40.5% 79
48.2% 94
17.4% 34
48.7% 95
71.8% 140
27.7% 54
5.6% 11
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Bike Lane: How comfortable would you feel biking here?

Very
uncomfortable _
4% ‘

Value Percent Count

32.1% 70
43.6% 95
20.6% 45
3.7% 8

218
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Multi-Use Trail with Separated Walking Area:
How comfortable would you feel biking here?

Somewhat Somewhat Very
comfortableuncomfortable uncomfortable
7% 3% 2%

Value Percent Count

88.6% 195
6.8% 15
2.7% 6
1.8% 4
220
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Sharing a Lane with Motor Vehicles: How comfortable would you feel biking here?

Very
comfortable

I‘

Value Percent Count

7.2% 16
27.1% 60
32.1% 71
33.5% 74
221
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Bike Lane with Painted Buffer Next to Vehicle Lane:
How comfortable would you feel biking here?

Very
uncomfortable
6%

Somewhat
uncomfortable
19%

Value Percent Count

29.5% 65
45.5% 100
19.1% 42
5.9% 13
220
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Bike Lane with Painted Buffer and Vertical Objects:
How comfortable would you feel biking here?

Somewhat Very
uncomfortable  uncomfortable
5% [ %

Value Percent

70.5%
21.4%
4.5%
3.6%
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Neighborhood Street with Low Traffic Volume and Slower Speeds:
How comfortable would you feel biking here?

Very

uncomfortable
0,

Somewhat
uncomfortable
7%

Value Percent Count

56.4% 123
33.9% 74
6.9% 15
2.8% 6

218
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Bike Lane with Curb Barrier Next to Vehicle Lane:
How comfortable would you feel biking here?

Very
Somewhat uncomfortable
uncomfortable 3%

4%

Value Percent Count

69.7% 152
23.9% 52
3.7% 8
2.8% 6
218
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Multi-Use Trail: How comfortable would you feel biking here?

Somewhat Very
uncomfortableuncomfortable
1% 3%

Value Percent Count

81.0% 179
14.9% 33
1.4% 3
2.7% 6
221
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Rural Road, Little or No Shoulder: How comfortable would you feel biking here?

Very
comfortable
6%

Value Percent Count
5.9% 13
14.0% 31
35.7% 79
44.3% 98
221
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Rural Road with Wide Shoulder: How comfortable would you feel biking here?

Very
uncomfortable
6%

Value Percent Count

34.7% 76
41.1% 90
17.8% 39
6.4% 14
219
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If walking felt safer and more pleasant, how often would you want to walk?

Never or Almost
Never (less than
once a week)
5%

Value Percent Count
Never or Almost Never (less 50% 11
than once a week)

Occasionally (once or twice a 26.0% 57
week)

Usually (three to four times a 39.3% 86
week)

Always or Almost Always .
(five or more times a week) 29.7% 65
Total -
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Following is a list of common reasons that discourage people from walking. How
important are each of these to your decision to walk?

This is not a
reason whyl Sometimesldo This is a big
don't walk (or not walk for reason why | I don't know
this situation this reason don't walk
does not apply)

] Count Count Count Count

The area feels

unsafe due to 83 74 57 0
crime.

There are not

many

destinations

(grocery

stores, jobs, 82 74 58 0
shops, schools,

parks, bus

stops) near my

home.

I don't have

anyone to walk 153 46 14 0
with me.

| don't enjoy

walking or it is 194 15 3 0
difficult for me.
In winter, the
sidewalks feel
unsafe due to
show and ice.

I'm physically
unable to walk. 15 1 £ L

In summer,

walking is too

hot because 54 93 68 0
there is not
enough shade.
| don't want to
arrive at my
destination
sweaty or wet.
Destinations
are too far to
walk and bus
service is
nonexistent or
inconvenient.

159 34 20 0

114 78 19 0

64 71 7S 1
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Following is a list of common traffic-related reasons that discourage people from
walking. How important are each of these to your decision to walk?

This is not a
reason whyl Sometimesldo This is a big

don't walk (or not walk for reason why | I don't know
this situation this reason don't walk
does not apply)
o Count
The sidewalks
are too close to 155 44 13 1
the road.

Cars are going 106 70 36 1
too fast.

Not enough
places to cross
the street
safely.

| have to wait
too long to
cross the

108 72 32 0

154 39 19 1

street.

Crossing the
street feels too 119 72 21 0
dangerous.
The existing
sidewalks are
not maintained
properly.
There are no
sidewalks
where | want to
walk.

134 52 25 2

92 62 60 0
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How did you find out about this survey?

Value Percent Count

Website 9.2% 20
Social media 29.5% 64
| was asked to take the 35.0% 76
survey

Other - Write In 26.3% 57
Total 217
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Your gender?

Prefer not to

answer
[¢)

Value Percent
Male 43.3%
Female 55.3% 120
Prefer not to answer 1.4% 3

Total 217

Your age?

Value Percent Count
18-24 0.9% 2
25-30 7.8% 17
31-40 21.7% 47
41-50 24.4% 53
51-64 28.1% 61
65 and over 17.1% 37
Total 217
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What is your race?

American
Indian/Native Native Hawaiian or
American_ - Asian _pacific Islander

Other - Write In 3% 1% 1%
2%

Biracial/Multiracial
3%

Value Percent Count
Amer!can Indian/Native 2.8% 6
American
0.9% 2
Native Hawaiian or Pacific 0.9% 2
Islander
White (non-Hispanic) 81.6% 177
Biracial/Multiracial 2.8% 6
Other - Write In 2.3% 5
Prefer not to answer 8.8% 19
217
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What is your ethnicity?

Hispanic or
Latino
3%

Value Percent Count

3.0% 6
Not Hispanic or Latino 97.0% 194
200
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What is the ZIP code where you live?

90 ~

~

g0 | 78

70 -

60 -

50 -
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Do you own a car?

No
1%

Value Percent Count

98.6% 214
[No 1.4% 3
217
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Appendix A.2. WikiMap Comment Locations

The following maps are the outputs from the Shasta County Wiki Mapping exercise used to collect public
input on bicycle and pedestrian issues and opportunities. Downtown Redding maps can be viewed in the
City of Redding Phase | Community Outreach Summary.
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All Regional Outreach Comments

Shasta Region
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Comment Type

Biking Carridor Issue
Biking Intersection Issue
Missing Biking Connection
Bike Rack Need

Great Biking Facility

Other Biking Comment
Walking Corridor Issue
Walking Intersection Issue
Missing Walking Connection
Great Walking Facility
Other Walking Comment
Other Comment

Biking Corridor Issue
Biking Intersection Issue
Missing Biking Connection
Bike Rack Need

Great Biking Facility

Other Biking Comment

Other Comment
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(4]
O
@q

Comment Type

| Biking Comment

® Walking Comment

Fy Other Comment

Regional Outreach Comments by Mode

Shasta Region
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Biking-Related Regional Outreach Comments

Shasta Region
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| Comment Type

| Biking Corridor Issue

| | Biking Intersection Issue

| | Missing Biking Connection
| Bike Rack Need

= Great Biking Facility

= Other Biking Comment

A Other Comment
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Walking-Related Regional Outreach Comments
Shasta Region
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i

Comment Type

Walking Corridor Issue
Walking Intersection Issue
Missing Walking Connection
Great Walking Facility
Other Walking Comment

Other Comment
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Lake Blvd
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Missing Biking Connection
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Great Biking Facility
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Appendix B. Existing Conditions

This Appendix includes the technical background documentation, including:

e Existing Conditions

e Plans and Policies Review

e Level of Traffic Stress Methodology
e Level of Traffic Stress Analysis

Existing Conditions

The following overview documents the regional context and baseline conditions for the GoShasta
planning process. At the end of each section are key assumptions at the onset of the plan - including
known challenges and opportunities that the GoShasta planning process might address.

Characteristics of the Region and the City of Redding
Natural Setting (as it Relates to Active Transportation)

Climate

The Shasta Region has a wide variety of climatic conditions that vary by season and elevation. The
region’s climate can be roughly divided into the Sacramento Valley, foothills, and surrounding
mountainous areas.

Weather in the Sacramento Valley is well suited to walking and bicycling for much of the year. The
greatest obstacles are periods of extreme heat in the summer months and periods of heavy rain from
December to March. At higher elevations, cold temperatures and periods of snow and icy conditions can
be prohibitive to walking and bicycling in the winter months.

Short winter days also impact the safety and the general appeal of walking and bicycling. On the shortest
days, the sunrises as late as 7:43am and sets as early as 4:42pm. Reduced light combined with
inclement weather affect work-related trips and other early morning/late afternoon travel.

Topography and Natural Features

The topography of the region is also diverse, ranging from just over 400 feet above sea level on the valley
floor to Lassen Peak at 10,462 feet. The relatively flat Sacramento River floodplain quickly transitions to
rolling foothills and then to mountain to the west, north, and east. The region’s population and
transportation infrastructure are largely located in the flatlands and surrounding foothills — what is
commonly referred to as the South-Central Urbanized Region for planning purposes.

The region features many waterways, most of which feed into to the Sacramento River shed. Together,
the region’s topography and waterways serve to define and connect neighborhoods. For example, the
Lake Redding and Kutras/Garden Tract neighborhoods are hemmed in by the Sacramento River and steep
terrain, but are also linked to upstream and downstream neighborhoods by way of the Sacramento River
Trail (see Figure B.1.).
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Figure B.1. Lake Redding and Kutras/Garden Tract Neighborhoods

River crossings are limited to a number of bridges designed to safely accommodate pedestrians and
cyclists. The Diestelhorst, Sundial, SR 299, and Cypress Avenue bridges located in the City of Redding
and the Airport Road Bridge located at the City of Anderson’s northern border are examples of newer
bridges that were purpose-built to enable safe and pleasant passage for pedestrians and cyclists. Many
older bridges, particularly those on rural roads, have inadequate sidewalks and bike lanes.

Assumptions, Challenges, and Opportunities

Although the region’s natural setting and environmental conditions are largely fixed, the GoShasta ATP
should seek to take advantage of those factors that are well-suited to active transportation and mitigate
for factors that represent barriers to active transportation. For example:

Climate related challenges

GoShasta should consider infrastructure, programs, and policies that enhance the safety and comfort of
pedestrians and bicyclists exposed to extreme weather. Strategies may include urban tree shade cover,
bicycle parking sheltered from the elements, snow removal from bike lanes, off-season programs (such
as Boulder Colorado’s Winter Walk and Bike Week), and strategies to increase the visibility of pedestrians
and cyclists in inclement weather and low-light conditions.

Waterways

Natural corridors created by waterways can be capitalized upon to create active transportation corridors,
as they allow for travel that is uninterrupted by vehicular, follows the topography of least resistance, and
generally pointed toward population centers. The region should continue building upon existing corridors,
such as the Sacramento River Trail, develop new corridors such as the Churn Creek corridor, and connect
river trails to the roadway network.

The public’s support and appetite for such projects is well-documented in the ShastaFORWARD>>
Regional Blueprint and such projects have proven to be very popular in practice.
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Imege cepture: Dec 2011 % 2013 Goog &

Figure B.2. Victor Avenue Bridge over Churn Creek

Where waterways need to be crossed, bridges should be designed to safely accommodate all modes of
travel. Many bridges in the region were not originally designed to accommodate active transportation,
such as the Victor Avenue Bridge over Churn Creek in Redding (see Figure B.2.). Fatal pedestrian versus
vehicle collisions have occurred in close proximity to this bridge in 2011, 2012, and 2015. Safety
improvements are in the works at this location; however, similar such locations should be identified and
strategies developed to avoid walking- and bicycling-related injuries and deaths before they occur.
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Bridges for the exclusive use of active transportation
modes should also be considered, particularly where
they give walking and bicycling a competitive
advantage over vehicle trips. For example, the Churn
Creek natural corridor physically separates
neighborhoods from the local high school as well as
neighborhood restaurants, shopping, and services (see
Figure B.3.). If an active transportation corridor and
active transportation bridge were provided in this
example, it would provide an appealing and competitive
advantage over the automobile.

Topography

Even within low-lying valley areas, there are small but :
significant elevation changes that discourage active . A ' O T S A
transportation trips — particularly for those that are : i A s B
mobility limited. Walking- and bicycling-friendly

communities should be evaluated to identify potential - S %
mitigation strategies, including engineering/design Figure B.3. Sample of missing bicycle and
solutions, mapping/wayfinding guidance, and the use pedestrian connections between neighborhoods
of ‘bus-bridges’ where major obstacles and trip length and trip destinations (Churn Creek Corridor in
are prohibitive to all or some active transportation Redding)

users.
A few examples of known locations with topography-related challenges include:

Approximately % mile climb on Market Street, just north of Benton Drive (see Figure B.4.):

image capture: Sep 2017 @ 2018 Google

Figure B.4. Market Street at Benton Drive
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Final phase of the Redding Downtown Trail loop from Downtown to Turtle Bay Exploration Park. More
specifically: 1) the transition from the Redding Rodeo Grounds/Sundial Bridge Drive to Continental Street
(see Figure B.5.); and 2) the transition from Continental Street to East Street (see Figure B.6.):

ORIGINAL SCALE IN ICHES

\
\ o s 8
' ! ) - FARCEL BOMNONRY z%» .-
) . = ="
| £ g
& \
o !w\r A?\—rv G
Rergy AN )
A o

4l

REMEDY]

FEASIBILITY STUDY
ALT 1PLAN

TURTLE BAY TO CONTINENTAL ST
BIKE AND PEDESTRIAN PATH

R T ] == = O [ 3 q
ALT 1 RETAINING WALLS | ALT 1 CURVE TABLE ALT 1 CURVE TABLE CONTINUED

| R WAL | BN SR | B0 SR | o o 1o r T CURVE o e ® = | ¢ CURvE No | veE s ® C
RGHT 0410 12003 i = : = =

@ e B 3 veva 7

@ [T BT BT R - [©) £ PERSRTS LT E swar | 20000 165
B Lot i+ tsig | TR ® B wwoso_ | zeses | 1eses | s | 7azee 15780
5] WL [ WS | WS [ awsow | cowr | [ O [ T T Y 0 Greze | zwow | 20000
@ RET WAL | BEGN STA | END SR | oo oo e @ e es0a” 20000 | 2386 ] e 195043 12551 ez

o s 26080 o

[Fawc' ED
PLANS

BRI
G
TEH

e o

Figure B.5. Turtle Bay to Continental St Bike and Pedestrian Feasibility Study
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image capture: Sep 2017 @ 2018 Google

Figure B.6. Yuba St at Continental St

Roadways with a sharp change in elevation often have reduced lane widths and may not include bicycle
lanes or sidewalks. An example is the Quartz Hill Rd, north of Benton Drive (see Figure B.7.):

image capture: Dec 2011 @ 2018 Google

Figure B.7. Quartz Hill Rd North of Benton Drive
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Population Characteristics

Demographic data can be used to better understand and respond to the varying ability levels that the
transportation system must serve and the level of dependency on alternative travel modes. Such data
viewed over time can then be used to measure the effectiveness of regional policies, programs, and
projects.

At the project level, it is helpful to have a spatial understanding of these demographics, preferably at the
Census Block Group or neighborhood level. A ‘Disadvantaged Community Analysis’ was recently
performed by SRTA, with findings incorporated findings into the 2015 Regional Transportation Plan (see
Figure B.8. for map). SRTA utilized Census data to identify areas that have a markedly higher share of
individuals challenged by the cumulative impact of:

e Poverty and unemployment;

e Lack of mobility options, including access to automobile, active transportation, and public
transportation;

¢ Housing and transportation cost burden;

e Single parent households;

e Young and elderly;

e Educational attainment;

e Linguistic isolation; and

e Minority status

Portions of each incorporated city and several rural communities are highlighted as disadvantaged in the
map below. Due to the size larger size of census tracts in rural areas, it is difficult to pinpoint the exact
location of such populations. Project specific outreach and household travel surveys are needed in rural
communities and disadvantaged communities to assess community needs at a more granular level.
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Disadvantaged Community Analysis
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Figure B.8. Disadvantaged Community Analysis Map

Built Environment/Setting Affecting Active Transportation

The region’s past is characterized by rural industry and rural development patterns. Population growth
has historically been slow (<2%) with the exception of several ‘boom’ periods associated with
construction of the Shasta Dam (1938-1945), the timber industry (1950s through the early 1970s) and
retail and housing construction (late 1980s and early 1990s). The latter resulted in a greatly expanded
urbanized area.

Population distribution among the four jurisdictions in the region are as follows:

Jurisdiction Estimated Population Number of households
(2016 Census) (2011-15)

County of Shasta
(unincorporated areas) 2 92,8
City of Redding 91,808 35,436

City of Shasta Lake 10,162 3,879
City of Anderson 10,232 4,007

Figure B.9. Total Population and Households by Jurisdiction

As of 2015, the Shasta Region is home to nearly 180,000 residents. Public lands constitute nearl 50% of
the region’s land area, including 34% federally-owned lands. An additional 14% is farm lands. Much of
the remaining land area continues to be rural. The average of 47 persons per square mile in the Shasta
Region compared to 239 persons per square mile statewide.




The Redding Urban Area — as defined by the U.S.
Census and generally falling along the south
county Interstate 5 corridor — is more densely
populated. It represents only about 2% of the
county’s total land area, yet is home to over 66%
of the county’s population. Even this is area is
largely rural and suburban in nature, having 1,625
persons per square mile (2.5 persons per acre).
Compared to other Urban Areas in Northern
California and surrounding regions, the Redding
Urban Area has the most dispersed population
(see Figure B.10.).

Land use in the Shasta Region is largely
segregated and designed with vehicle access as
the primary and priority mode of travel. SRTA
performed extensive spatial analysis during the
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Figure B.10. Redding Urban Area Population
Density Comparison to Similar-sized Urban

Pop/ Square Pop/

Urban Area Pop (2010) Mi Acre
Redding, CA 117,731 1,625 2.5
Grants Pass, OR | 50,520 1,838 2.9
Medford, OR | 154,081 2,372 3.7
Reno, NV/CA 392,141 2,377 3.7
Carson City, NV | 58,079 2,509 3.9
Chico, CA 98,176 2,849 4.5
Yuba City, CA | 116,719 2,990 4.7
Santa Rosa, CA | 308,231 3,138 4.9
Woodland, CA |55,513 4,551 7.1
Davis, CA 72,794 5,145 8

development of the ShastaFORWARD>> Regional Blueprint and Sustainable Communities Strategy. While
these analyses were part of a greater planning process that included additional subjective factors, the
underlying analysis remains relevant to planning active transportation facilities.

The Neighborhood Dynamic Scale (NeDS), for example, is GIS-based spatial analysis created to assess a
neighborhood'’s receptivity to change by measuring and combining the following influences:

e Economic activity — as defined by number of new business licenses awarded;

e Land use homogeneity — meaning the diversity of land use types and a higher degree of self-
containment - i.e. employment, shopping, commercial services, schools, and other common
destinations are generally present within the boundaries each area. This can be combined with
intersection density as a measure of connectivity and scale, both of which are critical to active

transportation accessibility.

e Vacant and underutilized parcels - as defined by parcels that have not been developed or that
have assessed improvements valued markedly lower than surrounding parcels. Areas with more
vacant and underutilized land indicate the opportunity and market for infill and redevelopment.

The tool was used to screen the region’s neighborhoods for consideration as strategic growth areas -
locations where various policies, programs, and investments could be layered to influence travel behavior.
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Figure B.11. Neighborhood Dynamic Scale Map

Discounting largely undeveloped Census Blocks skewed by limited data, areas indicated on Figure B.11.
and described below stand out as locations that would most benefit from and be best served by active
transportation improvements:

o

Central Shasta Lake, including Strategic Growth Area and surrounding neighborhoods.
North Redding, including Lake Boulevard area.

Central Redding, including Downtown Redding SGA and surrounding neighborhoods (Kutras,
Garden Tract, Lake Redding, Parkview, and west of Downtown neighborhood?)

Redding Hilltop-Enterprise —

Central Cottonwood, including Strategic Growth Area and surrounding neighborhoods.
Central Anderson, including Strategic Growth Area and surrounding neighborhoods.

10
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Such locations also have more of the ingredients that have been extensively researched and known
correlate with lower vehicle miles travelled and higher mode share for transit and active transportation
trips. These ingredients are known as the ‘D’ factors:

The ‘D’ Factors — The key variables known to effectively reduce vehicle miles traveled
have been extensively researched and verified through observed data. These variables,
summarized below, are commonly known as the five ‘D’ factors. In the Shasta Region,
achieving the necessary combination and critical mass of ‘D’ factors are a challenge given
the dispersed development patterns, segregation of land uses, limited access to practical
travel alternatives, and slow growth rate. Furthermore, no single ‘D’ factor by itself will
yield reduction in automobile dependency; rather, it is the combination of factors and the
degree to which they are present in a given area.

e Density — the number of persons, jobs or dwellings in a given areg;

e Diversity of land use — the number and variety of different land uses in a given
area;

e Design of streets and development - the average block size, number of
intersections, sidewalk coverage, building setbacks, street widths, pedestrian
crossings, and other factors that result in a more human-scale environment;

e Destination accessibility - the number of common destinations (e.g. job sites,
schools, shopping, etc) within a given travel time; and

e Distance to transit — the distance from home or work to the nearest transit stop
by the shortest street route.

Transit Services

Whereas all transit trips begin and end as an active transportation trip, connections to public
transportation is a high-priority focus of the GoShasta planning process. Transit is provided by RABA and
a number of specialized services for the elderly and persons with disability.

Conventional transit services continue to evolve in response to the Unmet Transit Needs process carried
out pursuant to the Transportation Development Act, which provides the bulk of the region’s transit
funding.

In addition to conventional transit services, SRTA seeks to develop and apply the concept of on-demand
transit, which utilizes smart phone applications, GPS vehicle tracking, and advanced dispatching software
to provide individualized mobility service. Upon deployment, an individual will be able to summon a
point-to-point trip. Pilot projects are being considered for Sunday service and extended service in the city
of Shasta Lake.

Objectives of the on-demand transit initiative include transit efficiency (only operating transit service
when and where is needed) and transit effectiveness (transit service that better meets individual mobility
needs). Itis unknown at this time what impact this will have on transit usage and behavior (or any

11
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potential secondary impacts on walking and bicycling activities); however, it is hoped that these
improvements will specifically attract more choice riders (i.e. those that have access to an automobile,
but choose alternative modes) — a market segment that has to date been largely uninterested in transit.

Policy Setting

As a policy, SRTA seeks to improve
conditions for all residents and
travelers; however, given limited v \J
resources and the potential for L DY
measurable improvements, it is 3"1;: ’
SRTA'’s policy to strategically focus
and layer the larger share of efforts
and resources from state, regional,
and local partners within small
geographic areas.

= ]l
1.} Fall River Mills / McArthur ‘
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Applying the aforementioned ‘D’
factors a little here and a little there
over a predominately rural region
such as Shasta County would

provide marginal return-on- &
investment. Layering many

strategies within geographically

small areas should yield measurable transportation efficiencies while at the same time reinforcing local
planning and economic development objectives. In the context of Shasta County, it is recognized that
some the ‘D’ factors will be more appropriate and effective than others depending on the community and
neighborhood. Consultation and coordination with local agencies is essential in selecting the right mix
and intensity of activities.
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Figure B.12. Strategic Growth Areas (SGAs)

The most likely candidate locations for application of the five ‘D’ factors are existing urban centers and
corridors — locations where some measure of the ‘D’ factors is already present; where the necessary
infrastructure is largely in place; and where existing local plans permit an appropriate range and intensity
of land uses. Such locations are also where the community is more receptive to change.

To this end, SRTA worked alongside local agencies to identify small geographic areas known as ‘Strategic
Growth Areas’ (SGAs) (see Figure B.12.). Within SGAs, it is intended that regional and local policies,
programs, and investments be jointly focused and private sector investments be leveraged to achieve
measurable sort-term progress - if not cumulatively across the region, at least within designated focus
areas.

In addition to SGAs, other target areas include: 1) contiguous corridors, 2) connections to/from SGAs, and
3) locations that have the ingredients for increased active transportation (i.e. the have a measure of the
‘D’ factors and places that have showed up in previous spatial analyses such as NeDS, land use
homogeneity, and vacant and underutilized parcels).

Areas not included in these focus areas may call for different active transportation priorities and
alternative strategies for meeting local needs. For example, the focus may be more on safe routes to
schools and connections to local commercial areas rather than an expansive network of connected

12
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facilities. In addition, land use strategies might be employed as a first step toward a more walkable and
bikable neighborhood or community.

The 2015 RTP for the Shasta Region provides the following overview of active transportation from a
policy perspective:

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION SWOT ANALYSIS

The following observations are not intended to be comprehensive, but rather to highlight salient issues and

opportunities related to regional mobility.

STRENGTHS:

* Strong community advocacy groups have
emerged or become more actively engaged.

= Regional trails investments (Sacramento River
Trail, Diestelhorst Bridge, Sundial Bridge,
etc), including major contributions from the
McConnell Foundation.

= Public support and usage of trails

e Adopted complete street policies in the City of
Redding.

OPPORTLJNITIES:

= Waterways and railroad lines offer linear
corridors well-suited to right-of-way for the
continued expansion of the paved trails to
function as an ‘active transportation freeway’.

= Availability of Active Transportation Program
and other funding.

= Potential to convert the large number of trail
users from recreational users to transportation
users.

« Potential use of GPS-enabled smart phones to
track non-motorized travel characteristics for

WEAKN ESSES:

T

Class | trails are incomplete and segmented.

Regional trails not well connected to
transportation network.

Limited dedicated and consistent funding for
active transportation infrastructure.

Lack of a regional active transportation plan
limits access to grant funding assumed in the
20-year revenue forecast.

HREATS:

Active transportation investments viewed by
some as subtracting funds for projects serving
motor vehicle operators who pay gas taxes.

Actual and perceived threats to safety affect
mode choice.

Retrofitting bike and pedestrian infrastructure
into urbanized areas designed to maximize
wehicle circulation can be problematic.

Physical barriers, including the Sacramento
River, railroad, and Interstate 5 sometimes
require less than direct routes.

enhanced planning and project prioritization.

Figure B.13. Active Transportation SWOT Analysis from the 2015 RTP

One of the major pillars to the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy is the accelerated delivery of
active transportation investments in Strategic Growth Areas. These improvements include incremental
improvements to existing facilities and a new generation of non-motorized transportation expressways
that connect communities and SGAs with commerical and employment trips destinations.

Additional information on biking and walking throughout Shasta County can be found online by a variety
of resources, including:

e SRTA's Bike and Pedestrian Planning web page;

e Healthy Shasta’s ‘Be Active’ web page;

e City of Redding’s Community Services website;

e City of Anderson’s Community Services website;

e City of Shasta Lake’s Parks & Recreation website Accomplishments since last RTP; and
e 2010 Shasta County Bicycle Transportation Plan (adopted June 2010).

The League of American Bicyclists has recognized the city of Redding as a ‘bronze’ level bicycle friendly
community, meaning that the community is addressing the Five E's consistently found in great bicycling
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communities: Engineering, Education, Encouragement, Enforcement, and Evaluation & Planning. By
strengthening or expanding efforts in these areas, the City of Redding may become increasingly friendly
to bicyclists and earn the status of a silver, gold, platinum, or diamond level community. The City of
Anderson, City of Shasta Lake, and rural unincorporated communities have not been similarly recognized;
however, each community has the opportunity to be distinguished as walkable, bikable, and vibrant.
Friendly competition between communities is encouraged and supported.

SRTA's greatest ability to influence bicycle and pedestrian mode share and safety is through planning and
capital funding of infrastructure. In addition, SRTA provides administrative support and technical
assistance when pursuing and managing grant funds utilized for capital improvements, education and
promotional activities.

A good portion of active transportation facilities in the region have been realized in an opportunistic
manner — meaning that active transportation was not the driving objective of the improvements, but
rather piggy-backed onto a larger roadway maintenance, capacity increasing, or safety projects. Active
transportation improvements may also be ‘spot fixes’, such as site access as a condition of development
permitting or in response to a fatal collision involving a pedestrian. As a result, the active transportation
‘system’ is more a collection of bits and pieces than a connected and contiguous network tied to an
overarching vision. In addition, facility design standards may vary within and between communities.

Predictability is paramount to a pleasant and safe experience — from the perspective of both active
transportation and motor vehicle users. Consistent and predictable active transportation facility design
standards serve to validate the presence of active transportation users. Without predictability, users are
forced to make up their own rules. Often this means bicycling against the flow of traffic or other
dangerous behavior. This is not to say that active transportation facility standards should be
standardized to the point of being inflexible to the local context or inseparably attached to a roadway’s
functionality as a motor vehicle corridor.

An existing priority going into the GoShasta process is enhanced connectivity between the region’s trails
and the urban network. The region’s dedicated, Class | active transportation facilities are largely
recreational in nature, and will continue to be so until such time as the segments can be connected and
linked to trip origins and destinations located on the roadway network. Once connected, various
programs may be employed to convert the large community of recreational walkers and bicyclists to
utilitarian/transportation trips. This objective was most recently explored in partnership with the Shasta
County HHSA, resulting in the ‘Redding Area Analysis of Gaps Between Trails and On-Street Bikeways'
report, completed May 2016.

Types of Users

The following types of users have been identified, but are not exclusive of one another — meaning that
individuals may fall into multiple user groups at any given time.

e Choice users - i.e. those that have access to an automobile but that choose walking and
bicycling for a variety of reasons. These users are generally more confident and resourceful
when navigating and overcoming obstacles and challenges.

o Dependent and disadvantaged users — i.e. those that rely upon walking and bicycling
because it is the only available option. These users may not have a driver’s license, access to
an automobile, or be able to afford other options.
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e Transportation user - i.e. those that walk and bike to accomplish a task such as work,
shopping, school, etc. These users often benefit from destinations that support active
transportation (e.g. provide secure parking, showers, etc) and are likely to have a back-up
plan for unscheduled travel needs should an emergency or other need arise.

e Recreational users - i.e. those that walk or bicycle for pleasure, including for exercise and
social interaction. Depending on where such individuals live and the immediate
surroundings, they may choose to walk or bike from their home. Often, they must first drive
to a trailhead or other similar destination. These users are viewed as one of the most likely
groups in the region to target for converting vehicle trips to active transportation trips.

e Latent/potential users — i.e. those that would walk or bike if not for a specific obstacle or
obstacles, such as the lack of safe facilities, long distances, lack of confidence, etc. These
users may require one-on-one contact and a personal guide/instructor able to safely
introduce the user to active transportation modes without fear or anxiety.

Data on Current Usage, Behavior, and Trends

Data is critical to effective to all types of planning and the development of meaningful policies, programs,
and projects. The reality is that data is never complete, up to date, accurate, and accessible. The
GoShasta effort, like any other planning effort, is based on the best available data. That said, even the
best data on active transportation usage, behavior, and collisions for the Shasta Region is skimpy. A
dedicated data collection program exists at the regional and local level to measure vehicular travel on
streets and roads in order to satisfy federal requirements for data reporting and travel demand modeling
capabilities; however, no such mandate or data collection program exist for active transportation data in
the region.

The best available local active transportation usage data for the Shasta Region is generated by the
Shasta County Health and Human Services Agency in collaboration with Healthy Shasta. Each year,
public health professionals and community partners carry out bicycle and pedestrian counts at a number
of set locations. Most of the data is collected on a volunteer basis. The data collected is not
comprehensive, but has been collected routinely and consistently over a period of time. It allows
planners to assess trends and draw reasonable conclusions when combined with other data sets,
including but not limited to spatial data on trip destinations; disadvantaged communities; land use; and
collision data. This data may then be augmented with anecdotal information and field observations.

The ShastaSIM regional travel demand model is often cited as the ‘source’ when reporting current and
future active transportation mode share. The modeling script is based on technical studies and field
research performed outside the region, adjusted as needed to reflect local data and conditions. A travel
model is only as precise as the data input into the model, and even the most advanced model is not
sensitive to all factors influencing active transportation mode choice. Manual adjustments need to be
made to replicate observed data and local knowledge. ShastaSIM is an invaluable tool that could be even
more useful if supported by a robust active transportation data collection program. If collected, the data
would serve as both an input and a post-modeling tool for fine-tuning and validating modeling accuracy
over time.

Forecast Daily VMT (region and per capita) According to the ShastaSIM regional travel model, total daily
vehicle miles traveled in Shasta County will increase by approximately 32% between 2005 and 2035. Daily
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per capita vehicle miles traveled in Shasta County will, however, remain relatively steady, increasing by
only 6% over the same period.

Residents living in the unincorporated B.14. Total Daily VMT and VMT/Capit
regions of Shasta County have the (i ROITDARY @ apfta

highest VMT per capita (25.4), Year Tﬂtal Da" vMmMT! vm’ca“a1

followed by Shasta Lake (18.1),

Anderson (17.2), and then Redding 2005 3,606,121 6o
(15.0) (see Figure B.14.). When 2020 6,171,441 26.88
comparing overall household VMT, 2035 7,390,629 28.51

Shasta Lake accounts for the smallest 'Results from ShastaSIM travel model reflect the current growth trend
percentage (5%), followed by Anderson

(6%), Redding (41%) and the
unincorporated region of Shasta
County (48).

of the region without changes resulting from the 2015 RTP. Includes all

trips types (inter-regional, intra-regional & through-trips).

Daily trips per household and trip lengths Using only those trip categories that are subject to SB 375,
average daily VMT per household in 2005 was 47.5. It is projected that this will decrease approximately
1% to 47.2 miles by 2035. In the year 2035, it is forecast that residents in Anderson will make the most
trips per household (6.6), followed by Redding and unincorporated Shasta County household (6.4). City of
Shasta Lake household will make the fewest trip on average (6.0). Although the number of trips per
household is fairly consistent across the region, the average trip length is substantially different. Region
wide in 2005 the average trip length is 7.4 miles. Due to the relative proximity to everyday destinations,
City of Redding residents traveled the least per trip at 5.3 miles. On the other hand, residents in the rural
unincorporated area of the County travel farthest, averaging 10.6 miles per trip.

Safety and Collision Analysis

The primary source of collision data is obtained via SWITRS. SWITRS is not comprehensive and has
considerable lag time, but it is the best available data. One thing it does not document is near-misses.
For this reason, residents of City of Boulder Colorado can fill out an online ‘near-miss’ form to bring
dangerous areas and conditions to light before a collision and related property loss, injury, or death.

Collisions with significant injury or death are typically covered by local news media. For the last few
years, SRTA has monitored and documented newspaper coverage of such incidents. These have not
been logged in any way, but are reviewed and referenced when considering the location and design of
active transportation improvements with a regional funding component. Pedestrian and bicycle crash
maps using 2011-2015 SWIRTS data can be viewed at the end of this section (Figures B.15. through
B.19).

Care should be taken not to base project priority too heavily on the collision data without data necessary
to determine collision rate per unit volume of walking and bicycling trips.

Perceived safety is a significant factor (possibly even more so than actual statistical data) in influencing
the active transportation behavior.

e There is a high community interest is safety due to a string of violent assaults on pedestrians
and bicyclists on regional trails.

When considering future data collection, the following information would be most useful:
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¢ In addition to active transportation data from more locations, information is needed regarding
trip origins, destinations, and route selection. Factors that influence active transportation
usage patterns is much different than those factors affecting individuals operating motor
vehicles. For example, a vehicle trip may prioritize speed/trip time, whereas a cyclist may
favor routes based on comfort, a feeling of safety, and trip distance.

e Trip purpose — regional trails are popular for recreational trips. The opportunity exists to
convert recreational walkers and cyclists to transportation. To do this is to better connect
trail corridors such as the Sacramento River Trail to the transportation network.

Assumptions, Challenges, and Opportunities

A new model of active transportation projects and programs must be developed, prioritized,
adopted, prepared for construction, and backed by a strong commitment of regional resources —
Regional greenhouse gas emission reduction targets have been set for the Shasta Region by the
California Air Resources Board. The SRTA Board of Directors subsequently adopted aggressive
assumptions for active transportation mode share as part of the 2015 Regional Transportation
Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. Neither status quo progress nor incremental
improvements to the active transportation network are adequate to meet targets and
assumptions. Only dramatically improved active transportation infrastructure combined with
programmatic support will enable the region to meet externally and internally established goals.
In addition to being safe and comfortable, active transportation must be compelling and
competitive in comparison to the automobile for a large share of trip types and purposes.

Inspiration for the next generation of facilities will not be found through an examination of
existing local facilities and deficiencies. Part of the GoShasta scope, therefore, includes a best
practices field trip to Davis, CA — the first city to achieve Platinum level bicycle friendly status by
the League of American Bicyclists. Davis is similar in size to Redding with many transferrable
lessons. Local cycling advocates and local agency transportation planners and engineers will be
invited to learn from their peers in Davis, and then share this information with stakeholders in the
Shasta Region.

Figure B.14. Bicyclists and Pedestrians in Davis, California
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Transit coordination — Planning for active transportation and on-demand transit planning should
be coordinated to reflect complete trips from origin to destination, including trip chaining.

Social equity - Demographics vary considerably between neighborhoods in the Shasta Region.
GoShasta should consider strategies and initiatives that would effectively mitigate disparities
that have a nexus to transportation such as economic status and public health. GoShasta should
also seek to engage individuals representing a broad demographic range and different user
types.

Public Health partnership — The region has a long history of coordination with and support from
the public health community, including Healthy Shasta partners. GoShasta should tap into this
community and incorporate public health related considerations into the plan wherever
appropriate.
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Figure B.15. Bicycle and Pedestrian Crashes, Shasta County Subregion, 2011-2015
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Regional Momentum and Recent Accomplishments
Caltrans recognition and efforts (see Mile Marker cover story on California Street road diet) and City of
Redding (complete streets policy and the Downtown Transportation Plan) as prime examples.

D,

“The foot traffic at
our business has —
increased threefold. =
Road Diet
Feeds Bike
and Ped

Figure B.20. Examples of Caltrans and City of Redding Recognition

The region is growing and showing clear signs of evolving from an exclusively rural community to a mix
of rural and urban - in terms of physical attributes, local agency policies, grassroots community action,
media coverage, and increased general public interest and usage. What arguably can be traced back to
catalyst projects made possible by the McConnell Foundation and initiatives led by Healthy Shasta have
been parlayed by organizations such as Shasta Living Streets, RideRedding, Shasta Wheelmen, Redding
Mountain Bike Club, and other organizations into a successful movement. This cultural shift has
manifested itself in a number of ways, including 1) community organization engagement and 2) local
agency activities.

Examples of recent and recently funded projects

e SRTA Board of Directors adopted a 2% Transportation Development Act (TDA) set aside for
bike and pedestrian infrastructure;

e Creation of GIS-based network of active transportation facilities suitable for use by within the
ShastaSIM regional travel model;

e Creation of bicycle parking data and crowdsourcing map viewer available through the
FarNorCalGIS website;

e Pit River Tribe/Burney Bicycle and Walkway Plan and provides a plan for building more
bicycle and walking infrastructure in and around the town of Burney;

e Shasta View improvements around the Redding School of the Arts;

e 0ld 99 Class | trail and signage program in the City of Anderson;

e Beginning of the Great Shasta Rail Trail - An 80-mile scenic multi-use Class | trail located in
eastern Shasta County between the communities of Burney and Mt Shasta.
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Early success in achieving the 2015 RTP SCS is evident in the Downtown Redding SGA, including the
following developments:

e ATP Riverside trail project grant
e Downtown Redding Affordable Housing and Downtown Trail project AHSC grant
e California Street bike lane/lane reduction

Viewed collectively, this package-set of factors and accompanying assumptions and inputs represent one
potential future for the region. Actual observed data and performance outcomes will vary from this
scenario; however, all assumptions and inputs used in the SCS are considered realistic and achievable if
supported by coordinated local and regional polices, programs, and targeted public investments.

Many such activities are already occurring. The city of Redding, for example, has no limitations on
residential density, commercial density, and building height in the downtown core. Transportation impact
fees in downtown core have also been reduced in recognition of the mobility benefits associated with
density, proximity to employment, and access to alternative modes. At the regional level, SRTA is making
pre-development technical assistance grants available to developers and local agencies toward infill and
redevelopment projects located in SGAs. Funding for a bicycle and pedestrian trail linking the Downtown
Redding SGA to the nearby Sacramento River Trail corridor has also been committed. Caltrans, in
partnership with the city of Redding, recently re-striped several streets in Downtown Redding from three
vehicle lanes to two in order to add a new buffered bicycle lane.

As a result of these type of geographically focused and coordinated efforts applied over time, the region’s
Strategic Growth Areas will increase in population and the previously described ‘D’ factors will be more
fully realized. The average number and distance of daily vehicle trips will decrease within SGAs and
region-wide per capita greenhouse gas emissions will be able to meet the region’s given targets.
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Plans and Policies Review

The Shasta Region has many plans and policies that lay the groundwork and support the implementation
of a regional Active Transportation Plan. Locally, the Cities of Anderson, Redding, Shasta Lake, and
Burney, as well as other areas of unincorporated Shasta County, have taken strides towards making their
communities a better place to walk and bike. Additionally, California has continued to produce supportive
policies, including multiple Senate and Assembly Bills, the California Statewide Bike and Pedestrian Plan,
and the California Transportation Plan 2025. The GoShasta ATP will build on these efforts on the policy,
programmatic and project level. This section documents relevant plans and policies as they relate to the
ATP planning effort.

Relevant Plans and Policies

Plan Date
Adopted

Federal Policies

US DOT Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations and 2001

Recommendations

FHWA Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Design Flexibility Memo 2013

USDOT Ladders of Opportunity 2014

FHWA Achieving Multimodal Networks: Applying Design Flexibility and Reducing Conflicts | 2016

State Plans and Policies

California Statewide Bike and Pedestrian Plan 2017
California Strategic Management Plan 2015
Design Information Bulletin 89 Class IV Bikeway Guidance (Separated Bikeways/Cycle 2015
Tracks)

California Transportation Plan 2025 2006
Smart Mobility 2010: A call to Action for the New Decade 2010
Caltrans Complete Streets Policy & Implementation Plan 2.0 2001
Assembly Bill 32: Global Warming Solutions 2006
Assembly Bill 1358: Complete Streets 2008
Assembly Bill 2245: Environmental Quality: CEQA: Exemption: Bicycle Lanes 2015
Assembly Bill 1193: Bikeways 2014
Assembly Bill 1371: Vehicles: Bicycles: Passing Distance 2013
Caltrans Complete Streets Policy and Deputy Directive 64 2008
Senate Bill 375: Sustainable Communities 2009
Senate Bill 743: Environmental Quality: Transit Oriented Infill Projects, Judicial Review 2013

Streamlining for Environmental Leadership Development Projects, and Entertainment and
Sports Center in the City of Sacramento

Senate Bill 99: Active Transportation Program Act 2013
Regional Plans

Shasta County Regional Transportation Plan 2015
2010 Shasta County Bicycle Transportation Plan 2010
Local Plans (http://srta.ca.gov/281/Active-Transportation-Plans-Documents)

City of Anderson General Plan 2007
City of Anderson Bicycle Transportation Plan 2007
City of Anderson Pedestrian Accessibility & Safety Master Plan 2011
City of Redding Bikeway Action Plan 2010
City of Shasta Lake Bicycle Transportation Plan 2009
Pit River Tribe/Burney Bicycle Walkway Plan 2012
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Federal Policies
US DOT Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations and
Recommendations (2001)

On March 15,2010, the United States Department of Transportation announced a policy statement,
included below, with a list of recommended actions.

“The DOT policy is to incorporate safe and convenient walking and bicycling facilities into transportation
projects. Every transportation agency, including DOT, has the responsibility to improve conditions and
opportunities for walking and bicycling and to integrate walking and bicycling into their transportation
systems. Because of the numerous individual and community benefits that walking and bicycling provide
— including health, safety, environmental, transportation, and quality of life — transportation agencies are
encouraged to go beyond minimum standards to provide safe and convenient facilities for these modes.”

Recommended actions to support the policy statement include considering walking and biking equal to
other modes, ensuring that there are transportation choices for people of all ages and abilities, going
beyond minimum design standards, collecting data on walking and biking trips, and several other actions
that make it easier for people to walk and bike.

FHWA Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Design Flexibility Memo (2013)

The Federal Highway Administration supports a flexible approach to bicycle and pedestrian facility
design. The FHWA Design Flexibility Memo supports the use of the following resources to further develop
nonmotorized transportation networks and support the USDOT’s Policy Statement on Bicycle and
Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations and Recommendations.

e AASHTO Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities.
e AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities.

e NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

e |TE Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach.

USDOT Ladders of Opportunity (2014)

“The Opportunities Agenda empowers transportation leaders, grantees and communities to revitalize,
connect, and create workforce opportunities that lift more Americans into the middle class through
initiatives, program guidance, tools, and standards.” The Ladders of Opportunity Agenda realizes that
transportation infrastructure can connect people with opportunities and strengthen communities.
Transportation facilities should be built by, for, and with the communities impacted by them. The Policy
Solutions that provide support for the Opportunities Agenda include the following:

e Funding Projects that Promote Ladders of Opportunity.

e Closing Safety Disparities.

e Prioritizing Vital Projects that Yield Local and Regional Benefit.
e Promoting an Inclusive Transportation Workforce.

e Holding Decision-makers Accountable.

¢ Empowering the Public.

e Raising the Standards for Connectivity.
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FHWA Achieving Multimodal Networks: Applying Design Flexibility and Reducing Conflicts
(2016)

This publication builds on the design flexibility memo mentioned above and highlights ways that
designers can apply design flexibility found in current national design guidance to reduce multimodal
conflicts and achieve “connected networks so that walking and bicycling are safe, comfortable, and
attractive options for people of all ages and abilities.”

State Plans and Policies

Toward an Active California — State Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (2017)

In May 2017, Caltrans adopted Toward an Active California, a statewide bicycle and pedestrian plan which
will guide the development of non-motorized transportation facilities throughout the state. This Plan
provides a vision, goals, and objectives for Caltrans’ efforts for active transportation; strategies to meet
these goals and objectives; performance measures to evaluate the success of Caltrans’ policies and
investments; and the first stages in the development of a statewide bicycle map. The Plan will improve
connections between pedestrian and bicycle facilities, transit systems, and regional roads.

California Strategic Management Plan (2015)
This plan provides strategic direction for Caltrans, including targets of

doubling walking trips and tripling bicycling trips by 2020. Additionally, THE VISION

the plan calls for reducing user fatalities and injuries, promoting

community health through active transportation, and improving the The Three E'S
quality of life for all Californians by increasing accessibility to all modes Of Quality Of Life

of transportation.

California Transportation Plan 2025 (2006) Prosperons
Economy

The California Transportation Plan’s Vision Statement calls for
California to have a “safe, sustainable, world-class transportation
system that provides for the mobility and accessibility of people, goods,
services, and information through an integrated, multimodal network
that is developed through collaboration and achieves a Prosperous
Economy, a Quality Environment, and Social Equity.”. The first goal of
the plan includes enhancing modal choice and connectivity.

Smart Mobility 2010 Figure B.21. California
The California Smart Mobility Call to Action provides new approaches Transportation Plan’s Vision
to implementation and lays the groundwork for an expanded State

Transportation Planning Program. It enhances the scope of the existing California Transportation Plan by
analyzing the benefits of multi-modal, interregional transportation projects. The Smart Mobility

framework emphasizes travel choices and safety for all users, supporting the goals of social equity,
climate change intervention, energy security, and a sustainable economy.

Caltrans Complete Streets Policy (2010) and Deputy Directive 64 (2008)

The California Complete Streets Policy states that the California Department of Transportation “views all
transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, access, and mobility for all travelers and
recognizes bicycle, pedestrian, and transit modes as integral elements of the transportation
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To support Deputy Directive 64, Caltrans adopted the Complete Streets Implementation Action Plan in
2010. Various people across Caltrans contributed ideas and projects to include in the Complete Streets
Implementation Action Plan to make Complete Streets a reality in California.

Assembly Bills (AB)

Assembly Bill 32: Global Warming Solutions (2006)
The Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32) has a goal of California reaching 1990 greenhouse gas
emission levels by 2020 by reducing emissions, including those caused by motor vehicles.

Assembly Bill 1358: Complete Streets (2008)

All California Cities and Counties must include accommodations for all street users (pedestrians,
bicyclists, transit riders, motorists, children, persons with disabilities, and elderly persons) in the
Circulation Element of their General Plans.

Assembly Bill 2245: Environmental quality: CEQA: Exemption: Bicycle Lanes (2012)

This bill exempts the restriping of roadways for bicycle lanes, provided the roadways are within an
urbanized area and the restriping is consistent with a prepared bicycle transportation plan. The 2010
Caltrans adjusted urban areas include Shasta Lake, Redding, and Anderson, as well as the Highway 151-
Lake Boulevard loop from the City of Shasta Lake to the Shasta Dam. A lead agency would be required to
conduct a traffic assessment and safety impact, as well as conduct hearings, before determining if a
project is exempt.

Assembly Bill 1193: Bikeways (2014)
Assembly Bill 1193 adds a fourth classification of bikeway to the Caltrans bikeway classifications. The
new designation, Class IV bikeways, applies to cycle tracks or separated bike lanes.

Assembly Bill 1371: Vehicles: Bicycles: Passing Distance (2013)
AB 1371 requires that motor vehicles leave three feet of space between a bicycle and motor vehicle, when
the driver of the motor vehicle is overtaking a bicyclist traveling in the same direction.

Senate Bills

Senate Bill 375: Sustainable Communities (2009)

SB 375 directs the Air Resources Board to set regional targets for the reduction of greenhouse gases.
Metropolitan planning organizations must develop land use plans to meet these emission reduction goals
by tying together regional housing needs and regional transportation planning to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions from motor vehicle trips.

Senate Bill 743: Environmental Quality: Transit Oriented Infill Projects, Judicial Review
Streamlining for Environmental Leadership Development Projects, and Entertainment and Sports
Center in the City of Sacramento (2013)

SB 743 eliminates auto LOS and other measures of vehicle capacity or traffic congestion as a basis for
determining significant impacts. This bill promotes infill development, active transportation, and
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.

Senate Bill 99: Active Transportation Program Act (2013)
The Active Transportation Program distributes federal funds for local and regional efforts to increase
walking and bicycling. The funding is intended to increase the number of walking and bicycling trips,
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increase safety for those modes, and provide support for disadvantage communities to achieve
transportation equity.

Regional Plans

Regional Transportation Plan for Shasta County
(2015) 2015 Regional
The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) includes a vision of Transportation Plan
meeting the regions mobility needs through the integration
of travel options into a seamless network. Specifically, Goal
#3 states that the region should “Provide an integrated,
context-appropriate range of practical transportation
choices”. Strategies that will help achieve this goal are:

for Shasta County

e Prepare aregional plan of active transportation
projects for funding.

e Incorporate accommodations for all applicable
travel modes into the design of SRTA-funded
projects.

e Improve connectivity between public transportation
and bicycling and walking to reflect the complete
door-to-door trip from origin to destination.

e Prioritize public transportation, bicycle, and

Adopted
June 30, 2015

pedestrian infrastructure and amenities within Figure B.22. 2015 Regional Plan for
designated Strategic Growth Areas (SGAs), or those Shasta County
that provide connections to/from SGAs.

e Fill gaps between recreational trail corridors and integrate into the greater network of
transportation facilities.

e Establish multi-modal level of service criteria for evaluating and prioritizing projects and services
for funding.

Goal #4 “Create vibrant, people-centered communities” includes a focus on bicycle and pedestrian
mobility by listing the following supporting strategies:

e Support the development and use of active transportation choices (i.e. bicycling and walking,
including connections to public (transportation).

e Develop transportation safety data and analysis for all modes, incorporate findings into regional
planning processes, and seek funding to resolve identified safety issues.

Additionally, the plan addresses the sustainable Communities Strategy by recommending expansion of
the bicycle and pedestrian network, “including the completion of network gaps, enhanced integration with
public transportation, and connections between regional trail corridors and the roadway network.”

Shasta County Bicycle Transportation Plan (2010)

The overall goal of the Shasta County Bicycle Transportation Plan (BTP) is to provide a safe, effective,
efficient, balanced, and coordinated bicycling system that serves the needs of the people within the
unincorporated region of Shasta County. The goals, policies and actions in the BTP also promote
decreased automobile dependency, reduced traffic congestion, reduced air and noise pollution and
reduced greenhouse gas emissions.
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The BTP is supported by strategies to enhance safety and education, increase the number of bicycle
commuters, provide a continuous countywide bicycle network, encourage recreational bicycling facilities,
and encourage the use of all available funding sources for bicycle facilities. The plan proposes 86.22
miles of bikeways throughout the unincorporated area of the county. The GoShasta Active Transportation
Plan will build on the goals, policies, of the BTP, and proposed projects will be reviewed in the Existing
Conditions Report.

Local Plans

City of Anderson Bicycle Transportation Plan (2007)

The City of Anderson Bicycle Transportation Plan (BTS) has two main goals that will be supported by the
GoShasta Active Transportation Plan: Encourage bicycling for reasons of traffic congestion, reduction,
energy conservation, air quality, health, economy and enjoyment; and make conditions safer for bicycle
use. The BTS has several proposed projects that will be reviewed in the Existing Conditions Report.

City of Anderson Pedestrian Accessibility and Safety Master Plan (2011)
The goals of the City of Anderson’s Pedestrian Accessibility and Safety Master Plan are:

e To ensure the development of a multimodal circulation system which will be both safe and

efficient.

Provide pedestrian trails and facilities within and between residential areas.

Provide pedestrian facilities on all arterial and collector streets.

Pedestrian routes shall connect to schools, shopping centers, and recreational areas.

Provide maximum opportunities for pedestrian circulation on existing and new roadway facilities.

Create a pedestrian system that provides connections throughout Anderson and with neighboring

areas, and serves both recreational and commuter users.

e Design new roadway facilities to accommodate pedestrians. Through the Design Review process,
provide sidewalks to all roads, except in cases where very low pedestrian volumes and/or safety
considerations preclude sidewalks.

The Plan also identifies several issues and opportunities to improve walking in Anderson, including:

e The need for more complete, connected
pedestrian facilities in the downtown core
(less than 50% of streets have sidewalks),
near the City’s 430-acre River Park,
adjacent to schools, and between regional
shopping centers and residential areas.

e The need for a comprehensive inventory
of Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
deficiencies to guide future grant
applications and project priorities.

e Pedestrian barriers caused by the 100-foot
railroad right-of-way and State Highway
273 that both run through the center of the — s -
City of Anderson. Figure B.23. Map of Existing Pedestrian Facilities

in the City of Anderson

31




GOSHASTA ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

City of Redding Bikeway Action Plan (2010)

The Redding Bikeway Action Plan expands on the 1998 Redding Bicycle Plan, and expands the scope of
the original plan. The Action Plan includes a detailed inventory and analysis of the existing bikeway
system. The Plan was developed in partnership with multiple agencies and community input.

The goals of the Redding Bikeway Action Plan, supported by recommendations that rely on the five “E's” of
bikeway planning (Evaluation and Planning, Engineering, Education, Enforcement, and Encouragement) are as
follows:

1. Improve and add bikeways, connections and facilities by:

e Recommendation 1.1 — Improve and expand the .
bike route system and provide functional and e
distinctive signs and markings for the system. | @

e Recommendation 1.2 — Upgrade significant Class
3 Bike Routes to Class 2 Bike Lanes when
possible.

e Recommendation 1.3 — Provide bicycle parking in
public spaces. b

e Recommendation 1.4 — Encourage bicycle parking ¢ e
in existing uses private spaces and require bicycle \%ﬁ i
parking in new uses private spaces. SR

¢ Recommendation 1.5 — Improve bicycle access
through complex intersections.

2. Develop bicycle-friendly policies by:

e Recommendation 2.1 — Adopt a Complete Streets
ordinance and review and recommend necessary
changes to Redding ordinances, regulations, policy
documents and design standards to address
bicycle accommodation.

e Recommendation 2.2 — Provide training to City of

Redding staff and policymakers. "
¢ Recommendation 2.3 — Review City of Redding e e
projects to ensure they provide bicycle - Redding Bike Plan - Sultability |
accommodation. —
3. Develop bicycle-related education, promotion and Figure B.24. City of Redding'’s

enforcement initiatives by: Bikeway Action Plan

e Recommendation 3.1 — Educate motorists about safe operating behavior around bicyclists.

e Recommendation 3.2 — Educate bicyclists about safe bicycling.

¢ Recommendation 3.3 — Enforce traffic laws related to bicycling.

e Recommendation 3.4 — Establish a Bikeway Advisory Committee.

e Recommendation 3.5 — Seek recognition from the League of American Bicyclists as a bicycle
friendly community.

¢ Recommendation 3.6 — Promote increased bicycle usage.

e Recommendation 3.7 — Regularly update the Redding Bikeway Map.

32




GOSHASTA ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

The Bikeway Action Plan includes a detailed project list with the following milestones to be completed by
2015:

e The Redding bikeway system will expand by 38.7 on-street miles to a total City of Redding
bikeway network of 162.8 miles.

e The portion of the bikeway system graded as Class 2 Bike Lanes will almost double from the
current 24.61 miles to a total of 46.18 miles at this level of service.

The GoShasta Active Transportation Plan will build upon the policies, recommendations, and proposed
projects in this plan.

City of Shasta Lake Bicycle Transportation Plan (2009)

The City of Shasta Lake’s Bicycle Transportation plan goal is to create a safe, efficient, coordinated
transportation environment that encourages bicycling. The BTP achieves these goals by identifying
proposed infrastructure, prioritizing desired bicycle facilities, and maximizing funding for implementation.

Pit River Tribe/Burney Bicycle Walkway Plan (2012)

The Pit River Tribe and the City of Burney developed the Bicycle and Walkway Plan to establish a long-
term vision for bicycling and walking infrastructure and to identify next steps for implementation. The
ultimate goal of this plan is to improve safe routes to schools and increase the number of people in
Burney who bike and walk.
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Level of Traffic Stress Proposed Methodology

This section summarizes Kittelson & Associates, Inc.’s (KAl) proposed approach to implementing a
bicyclist Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) analysis for the GoShasta Regional and City of Redding Active
Transportation Plans (ATP). This methodology classifies road segments and intersections by one of four
levels of traffic stress with Level of traffic stress 1 (LTS 1) meant to be a level that most children can
tolerate and LTS 4 a level tolerated by “strong and fearless” bicyclists. KAl's approach, described below,
adapts the methodology from national documented Level of Traffic Stress methodologies to fit the
existing data and context for the Shasta Region.

Proposed Methodology

KAl proposes to use a simplified version of the LTS segment and intersection crossing methodology
documented in the Mineta Transportation Institute (MTI) Low-Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity
report for the incorporated areas of the Shasta Region. For the unincorporated areas of the region, KAI
proposes to use a simplified version of the rural bicycle LTS segment methodology developed by the
Oregon Department of Transportation in their Analysis Procedures Manual. The detailed methodologies
for each of the proposed approaches are provided in the following subsections.

Urban Segment LTS Methodology
The full version of the MTI LTS methodology for urban and suburban street segments divides the analysis
into the following three bicycle facility types:

o Bike lanes alongside a parking lane;
e Bike lanes not alongside a parking lane; and,
e Mixed traffic.

The methodology evaluation criteria for each of the three facility types are shown in the tables below.
These criteria operate following the “weakest link” principle, where the criterion with the worst LTS
determines the stress level of the segment. Thus, if the number of lanes criteria matches the metric for
LTS 1 but the speed limit matches for LTS 3, the segment would be coded for LTS 3.
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Table B.1. Urban Segment Criteria for Bike Lanes Alongside a Parking Lane

Level of Traffic Stress

Criteria
LTS2 LTS3
Lanes per Direction 1 lane [No Effect] 2 or more lanes [No Effect]
Bike Lane plus 15+ feet 14-14.5 feet 13.5 feet or less [No Effect]
Parking Lane Width ’ )
Speed Limit 25 mph or less 30 mph 35 mph 40+ mph
Bike Lane Blockage Rare [No Effect] Frequent [No Effect]

Source: Mekuria, Maaza. Low-Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity, Mineta Transportation
Institute, 2012.

Table B.2. Urban Segment Criteria for Bike Lanes Not Alongside a Parking Lane

Level of Traffic Stress

Criteria
LTS 2 | LTS 3
Lanes per Direction 1 lane 2 Iane; (with 2 (no median) or [No Effect]
median) > 2 lanes
Bike Lane Width 6+ feet 5.5 feet or less [No Effect] [No Effect]
Speed Limit 30 mph or less [No Effect] 35 mph 40+ mph
Bike Lane Blockage Rare [No Effect] Frequent [No Effect]

Source: Mekuria, Maaza. Low-Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity, Mineta Transportation

In

stitute, 2012.

Table B.3. Urban Segment Criteria for Level of Traffic Stress in Mixed Traffic

Street Width
Speed Limit 2-3 Lanes 4-5 Lanes 6+ Lanes
Up to 25 mph LTS1or2 LTS3 LTS 4
30 mph LTS2o0r3 LTS 4 LTS 4
35+ mph LTS 4 LTS 4 LTS 4

Source: Mekuria, Maaza. Low-Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity, Mineta Transportation
Institute, 2012.
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The data requirements and current data availability for fully implementing each of these facility types is
shown below:

Table B.4. Data for Bike Lanes Alongside a Parking Lane

Data Requirement Data Availability

Parking lane presence

Not currently available

Number of lanes

Available

Parking lane width

Not currently available

Bicycle lane width

Not currently available

Speed limit

Available

Frequency of bicycle lane blockage

Not currently available

Table B.5. Data for Bikes Lane Not Alongside a Parking Lane

Data Requirement
Parking lane presence

Data Availability

Not currently available

Number of lanes

Available

Bicycle lane width

Not currently available

Speed limit

Available

Frequency of bicycle lane blockage

Not currently available

Table B.6. Data for Mixed Traffic

Data Requirement

| Data Availability

Number of Lanes Available

Speed Limit Available

Based on data needs and data availability for the three facility types, KAl proposes using the following
assumptions:

e Parking Lane Presence: Assume a parking lane is present for all roadways with bike lanes. This
assumption is recommended given that most streets in urban areas typically allow on-street
parking and updating the exceptions can be handled through the method presented below.

o KAl will provide a map of bike lanes to SRTA and the City of Redding to comment on those
locations where parking is not present.

e Parking Lane Width: Assume a 7-foot parking lane for all locations with parking present. This
assumption is recommended as the minimum parking lane width recommended by the National
Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO). Assuming a minimum parking lane width
adopts a conservative approach for the parking lane width criteria. If the cities of Redding, Shasta
Lake, or Anderson have different design standards, the standard applied to each city can be
adjusted to reflect the individual city’s standards.
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o SRTA and the City of Redding can provide revised assumptions by jurisdiction, area, or
individual locations. KAl will provide maps for commenting on specific locations, as
desired.

e Bicycle Lane Width: Assume a 5-foot bike lane for all locations. Five-foot bike lanes are assumed
given this is the minimum width for a bike lane next to a parking lane and is the most common
width many jurisdictions use when striping a bike lane.

o SRTA and the City of Redding can provide revised assumptions by jurisdiction, area, or
individual locations. KAI will provide maps for commenting on specific locations.

e Bicycle Lane Blockage: Assume that the bike lane is not blocked. Bike lane blockage refers to
locations where the bike lane is frequently blocked by illegal parking, double parking, or delivery
vehicles. This tends to occur in commercial areas and is not broadly applicable to all bike lanes.

o SRTA and the City of Redding can provide a map of bike lane locations that are frequently
blocked.

Using the adjustments to the assumptions provided by SRTA and the City of Redding, KAI will evaluate the
LTS of the regional roadway network consistent with the evaluation criteria established in the MTI report.

Rural Segment LTS Methodology

KAI proposes using a separate LTS methodology for rural areas because of the different context for
bicycle and vehicle interactions on rural roads versus urban and suburban roadways. Rural roadways are
typically low volume and provide little or no paved shoulder width. Additionally, because of more frequent
vertical and horizontal curves, sight distances vary frequently as road users travel along the roadway. The
Oregon DOT methodology recommended below was developed with this context in mind and aims to
evaluate bicyclist stress on rural roads based on the frequency of vehicle interactions (based on volume)
and the presence and width of paved shoulders.

The full version of the ODOT LTS methodology for rural street segments divides the analysis into the
following analysis types:

e Roadways with bike lanes or mixed traffic roadways with posted speeds below 45 miles per hour
(mph); and,
e Mixed traffic with posted speeds above 45 mph.

The methodology for the first analysis type is the same as the MTI methodology for bicycle lanes not
alongside a parking lane and mixed traffic calculations for urban areas. As a result, the same
assumptions that apply to those roadways will be adopted for rural roadways in this analysis type.

The evaluation criteria for mixed traffic roadways with posted speeds above 45 mph are shown in Table
4. Because the cyclist is always in a high vehicle speed environment in this methodology, the frequency
with which the bicyclist is forced to interact with vehicles and the available shoulder width for use during
these interactions are the determining factors for rural segments with posted speeds above 45 mph.
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Table B.7. Rural Segment Criteria for Mixed Traffic with Posted Speeds above 45 mph

Paved Shoulder Width

Daily Volume

<400 LTS 2 LTS 2 LTS 2 LTS 2
400-1,500 LTS 3 LTS 2 LTS 2 LTS 2
1,500 - 7,000 LTS 4 LTS3 LTS 2 LTS 2
>7,000 LTS 4 LTS 4 LTS3 LTS3

Source: Oregon Department of Transportation, Analysis Procedures Manual Version 2, Oregon, 2016.

The data requirements and current data available for fully implementing the mixed traffic with posted
speeds above 45 mph analysis type are shown below.

Table B.8. Data for Rural Mixed Traffic with Posted Speeds Above 45 mph

Data Requirement Data Availability

Speed limit Available
Paved Shoulder Width Not currently available
Daily Volume Limited availability for Caltrans roadways.

Based on these data needs and the data that is available, KAl proposes using the following assumptions:

Paved Shoulder Width: Assume paved shoulder width of less than two feet given the mountainous
character of most regional rural roads.
o KAl will provide a map of rural roadways to SRTA to identify locations where shoulder
widths are wider.
Daily Volume: KAl apply the Caltrans volumes to all state highway segments. Using nearby state
highway roadway volumes and functional classification, KAl will estimate which volume category
roadways without roadway volume data fall into based on the thresholds shown in Table 4.
o KAl will provide a map of the rural roadway volume estimation to SRTA to identify
locations where volume estimates should be adjusted.

Crossing LTS Methodology
The full version of the MTI LTS methodology for urban and suburban streets analyzes intersections and
crossing for the following situations:

Intersection approaches for pocket bike lanes;

Intersection approaches for mixed traffic in the presence of right-turn lanes;
Intersection crossings for unsignalized crossings without a median refuge; and,
Intersection crossings for unsignalized crossings with a median refuge.

These categories also apply to rural intersections where posted speeds are lower than 45 mph. The ODOT
Analysis Procedures Manual recommends a separate methodology for unsignalized rural intersections
with posted speeds above 45 mph based on the volume and number of lanes to be crossed.
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For the incorporated cities within the Shasta Region, data regarding pocket bike lanes, vehicle turn lanes,
and presence of medians are not available for each intersection. Posted speed data and number of
vehicle lanes data are available broadly across the region. Therefore, KAl proposes to implement LTS at
crossings using posted speed and number of lanes data. The analysis will assume a median refuge is not
present. We believe this will represent an accurate LTS evaluation for the majority of locations within the
incorporated cities. For locations where median refuges are present, it will result in a more conservative
evaluation. This same methodology will also be applied to rural roadways with posted speeds less than
45 mph. Where posted speeds are greater than 45 mph in the rural areas, the ODOT Analysis Procedures
Manual methodology will be followed using volume and number of vehicle lanes data.

The methodology evaluation criteria for the urban and rural crossing types are shown in Table B.9. and
Table B.10., respectively.

Table B.9. Urban Crossing Criteria for Unsignalized Crossings without a Median Refuge

Width of Street Being Crossed

Speed Limit of Street Being Crossed

Up to 3 lanes 4 -5 lanes 6+ lanes
Up to 25 mph LTS 1 LTS 2 LTS 4
30 mph LTS 1 LTS 2 LTS 4
35 mph LTS 2 LTS3 LTS 4
40+ mph LTS3 LTS 4 LTS 4

Source: Mekuria, Maaza. Low-Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity, Mineta Transportation
Institute, 2012.

Table B.10. Rural Crossing Criteria for Unsignalized Crossings with Posted Speeds 45 mph or Greater

Width of Street Being Crossed

Daily Volume

Up to 3 lanes 4 -5 lanes 6+ lanes
<400 LTS 2 = =
400 - 1,500 LTS 2 — —
1,500 - 7,000 LTS 2 LTS3 -
> 7000 LTS3 LTS 4 LTS 4

Source: Oregon Department of Transportation, Analysis Procedures Manual Version 2, Oregon, 2016.

Following the assumptions outlined in the urban and rural segment methodologies, KAl will have all
required inputs to carry out the crossing analysis described above.

Next Steps
Based on the process outlined above, KAl proposes the following five-step process to complete the LTS
Analysis:
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KAl will provide preliminary maps of the assumptions and current data to SRTA and City of Redding
for review consistent with the approach outlined above.

SRTA and the City of Redding will provide comments to modify the assumptions or data based on
their local knowledge of the street network.

KAl will provide draft LTS maps of the City and Region to SRTA and City of Redding for review using
the updated data and assumptions.

SRTA, the City, the GoShasta Citizen Advisory Committee, and the City of Redding Active
Transportation Advisory Group will have an opportunity to provide comments on the draft maps
noting any inconsistencies or results that do not make sense given the character of the roadway.
KAl will produce the final LTS analysis maps.
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Level of Traffic Street Analysis

This section includes the draft Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) analysis results for each of the incorporated
cities and the region as a whole. Below is a summary of how the roadway network performs with the LTS
classification as well as context for the methodology and how the results will be used.

The LTS methodology focuses on identifying routes based on the type of cyclist that would be
comfortable on a facility with LTS 1 representing a road comfortable for all ages and abilities and
LTS 4 representing a facility that only strong and fearless bicyclists would be comfortable using.
The LTS mapping will be used to help identify key connections and crossings that would will
connect “low-stress islands” of the street network. This will tie into the network development
process to provide recommended facility types (such as a standard bike lane, protected bike lane,
or bike boulevard) to allow low-stress travel across the network.

As a part of the recommended network, a key item will be addressing arterial and major
collectors across the region and helping to develop low-stress crossings for existing barriers
(e.g., state highways/interstates and the Sacramento River).

Level of Traffic Stress Analysis
City of Anderson

LTS 1: 69%

LTS 2:17%

LTS 3: 4%

LTS 4:10%

Arterials account for 69% of all LTS 3 facilities and 80% of all LTS 4 facilities

See Figure B.5 for a bicyclist level of traffic stress map of the City of Anderson.
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City of Redding
e LTS1:69%
o LTS2:4%
o LTS3:4%

e LTS4:23%
e Arterials account for 52% of all LTS 3 facilities and 54% of all LTS facilities
e Major Collectors account for an additional 39% of LTS 3 facilities and 29% of LTS facilities

See Figure C.6 for a bicyclist level of traffic stress map of the City of Redding and Figure C.7 for a
bicyclist level of traffic stress map of Downtown Redding.
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City of Shasta Lake
e LTS1:79%
o LTS2:2%
o LTS3:2%

e LTS4:17%
e Arterials account for 58% of all LTS 3 facilities and 47% of all LTS facilities
e Major Collectors account for an additional 42% of LTS 3 facilities and 53% of LTS facilities

See the following for a bicyclist level of traffic stress map of the City of Shasta Lake.
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Shasta Region
e LTS1:20%
o LTS2:61%
o LTS3:6%
o LTS4:13%

See the following for a bicyclist level of traffic stress map for the Shasta Region.
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Appendix C. Program Recommendations Background

The Appendix provides background information for the program recommendations in Chapter 2 including
current initiatives in the Shasta Region and examples from other communities and programs.

Education

Current Educational Initiatives
There are several programs and organizations within Shasta County and the City of Redding that support
and encourage active transportation for recreational and utilitarian trips.

Shasta County Public Health Programs

Shasta County Health and Human Services Agency — Public Health provides education and programs
through local schools and in the broad community to improve community health outcomes. These efforts
include:

e Shasta Safe Routes to School program

e Promoting active lifestyles (including walking and bicycling) for chronic disease prevention

e Improving safety (including bicycle helmet fitting, decreasing driving under the influence, and
discouraging distracted driving/bicycling)

Healthy Shasta

“Healthy Shasta” is a collaboration of over 20 organizations focused on "making the healthy choice the
easy choice” in relation to physical activity and healthy eating. Healthy Shasta aims to increase walking
and bicycling among children and adults by working with partners to create environments that make
biking and walking safe, easy, and convenient. Healthy Shasta activities include:

Foster and encourage participation in walking clubs and host the annual Walktober Challenge
Produce and distribute the Bike Redding Transportation Guide & Map as well as online trail maps
Support local collaborative efforts around Shasta Bike Month and host the Shasta Bike Challenge
Partner with Viva Downtown Redding to expand bicycle parking throughout Shasta County
Encourage best practices to improve and expand opportunities for walking and bicycling
Conduct annual bicycle and pedestrian counts

Shasta Living Streets

Shasta Living Streets is a non-profit organization in Shasta County that is dedicated to improving the
region’s bikeway network, developing walkable communities, and creating vibrant public spaces. Shasta
Living Streets initiatives include:

e Distributing educational materials

e Collecting input from the community regarding challenges and opportunities
e Providing the public with legislative updates

e Hosting events to connect with Shasta residents

Sharing the Word About Safety
Education around safe travel behaviors can take many forms and can focus on different audiences. For
example, Safe Routes to School programs are focused on safe travel behaviors for students while other
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programs may be focused on new bicycle riders or transit riders. Advertising campaigns and marketing
efforts can also be geared towards the most vulnerable or disenfranchised members of the community.

Other information is tailored for a general audience. Educational information for drivers may include
lessons on yielding, providing space while passing bicyclists, and traffic control compliance while
educational information for bicyclists may include lessons on wrong-way riding or safe turning
techniques.

Education may be conducted through several means, such as advertising campaigns, roadside or trailside
events, or classroom training courses. Some information may focus on high crash corridors,
intersections, or schools and parks.

At events, volunteers may provide handouts, reward good behavior with prizes, and have conversations
with community members about the importance of safe travel behaviors. Tailoring event materials to the
audience is important to ensure that the information is accessible and easily understood.

Bicycle Ambassador Program Examples

Salt Lake County’s Bicycle Ambassador Program

The Salt Lake County (SLCo) Bicycle Ambassador Program team provides services to the 17
municipalities and unincorporated areas within Salt Lake County, Utah. The ambassadors are volunteers
are passionate about educating residents, promoting safe bicycle travel, and creating a healthy shared-
use culture and mutual respect between all roadway users.

Services they provide include: bike mentorship, community cycling workshops, safe cycling rewards,
organized rides, commuter pit stops, and bike lane stewardship. Becoming a bicycle ambassador is easy
and convenient through an online application. Successful bicycle ambassador programs are also in
Chicago, Washington, D.C., and Philadelphia.

More information can be found here:

League Certified Cycling Instructors

In Shasta County, some community members are trained as League Cycling Instructors through the
League of American Bicyclists. The instructors’ curriculum is focused on educating the community on
bicycling “street skills.” Several instructors teach the “Women on Wheels” class through the City of
Redding’s and City of Anderson’s recreation programs. This expertise of teaching safety in the community
is a strong, local resource. Healthy Shasta serves as a resource for connecting the public with LCls and
bicycle training.

Safe Routes to School Examples

Safe Routes to School Program

Shasta County Public Health has been in existence for many years and received a three-year grant from
the California Transportation Commission’s Active Transportation Program to educate and encourage
children to use active transportation modes to travel to and from school.

The Shasta County Public Heath’s SRTS program includes:

e Training teachers and students
e Hosting events
e Coordinating bike and pedestrian counts



http://slco.org/active-transportation/bicycle-ambassador-program/
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e Partnering with law enforcement to assist with crossing guard trainings

e Developing and implementing a bike and pedestrian curriculum

e Encourages school districts to create their own programs

e Supporting schools in developing walking school buses and bike trains

e Partnering with municipalities and school districts to identify priorities and implementation steps
for infrastructure improvements around schools

Additional SRTS resources can be found at the following links:

e Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center’s Steps to Creating a Safe Routes to School Program:

e Safe Routes to School National Partnership’s Safe Route to School case studies, reports,
evaluations, and resources:

Walking School Buses and Bike Trains

A successful Safe Routes to School program is walking school buses or bike trains, in which children,
parents, school staff, or SRTS volunteers walk or bike in a group, is a popular way to encourage walking
and biking to school.

Bike trains allow children to ride in a safe environment and become more comfortable riding a bike for
transportation. This can instill a cultural norm that biking for non-recreational trips is convenient and fun.
SRTS programs can lead to children using active modes as adults because they view walking and biking a
normal everyday activity. Also, research from the Safe Routes Partnership has shown that biking or
walking to schools can lead to improved academic performance.

Portland’s Safe Routes to School Program

The Portland, Oregon region has been implementing STRS programs for many years. As federal funds for
SRTS programs became increasingly difficult to obtain, SRTS program coordinators began seeking
financial assistance from other sources. In 2016, Oregon Metro, the Metropolitan Planning Organization
for the Portland region, approved a $1.5 million fund that could be used to support the region’s SRTS
programs. Oregon Metro also provides SRTS programs materials and technical assistance, establishes
priorities, and leads coordination efforts between various schools participating in the SRTS programs.

Bike Theft Prevention Initiatives

Education Example on Proper Locking Methods

Calgary’s “Save the Bikes”

The City of Calgary in Alberta, Canada and Bike Calgary, a local bike advocacy organization, teamed up to
launch a bike locking educational program called “Save the Bikes.” The motivation for this campaign was
a literature review which found that 90 percent of stolen bikes were either locked using a cable lock or
were unlocked in a garage or storage unit. During a “Save the Bikes” event, volunteers placed stickers on
public bike racks; the stickers illustrated three bike locking techniques which were rated from good to
best. The event was a low-cost way to share information about bike locking methods, generate
awareness, and encourage people ride their bikes.



http://guide.saferoutesinfo.org/steps/
https://www.saferoutespartnership.org/resources/browse/safe-routes-to-school
https://www.saferoutespartnership.org/resources/browse/safe-routes-to-school
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Bicycle Registration Program

Bicycle registration programs, and associated databases, are typically managed by municipal police
departments. If a registered bike is reported stolen, the bike is flagged in the database, and if the bike is
recovered, it can be easily returned to the owner. With minimal effort and funding by municipalities,
registration programs can increase the number of bicycles returned to their owners.

Project 529

Non-municipal organizations, such as non-profit groups, are also creating bike registration databases.
One example is Project 529 (with the app name of “529 Garage”), which merged with the National Bike
Registry in 2017. Project 529 interfaces with other bike registries such as Bike Index, Operation Hands
Off, and bikeregistry.com and has created the largest bicycle database in the United States. When bikes
are reported missing or stolen, the Project 529 app will send a “missing bike” poster to app users within
the same community, thus increasing the number of people looking for the missing bicycle.

During the course of a year, the City of Vancouver, BC had a 35 percent reduction in bike theft (nearly 900
bicycles) which they attribute to their educational and enforcement efforts and partnerships with Project
529, community organizations such as bike shops, and the general public.

Anti-Bike Theft Signage Examples

Singapore’s Letter Board Signs

The Singapore Police Force places letter board signs in areas that are experiencing high rates of bike
thefts. Some signs report the total number of thefts in that area during the previous year while others
state that a bike theft has occurred at that location. The sign also provides:

e Contact information for reporting a stolen bike
e Techniques to reduce the likelihood of having one’s bike stolen
e Graphic illustrating the ineffectiveness of a cable lock’

Newcastle University’'s Sign Study

Newcastle University, in England, installed signs at three study locations with high rates of bicycle theft to
evaluate the effects of anti-bike theft signage.? Bicycle thefts at the three study locations were compared
to the reported thefts at locations. For a twelve-month period, reported bike thefts at the locations with
signage were reduced by 62 percent when compared to the prior period. At locations without signage, the
number of reported bicycle thefts increased by 65 percent. The results suggest that the intervention was
effective but displaced the offenses to locations that did not have the anti-theft signage. While the use of
signage has yet to be widely adopted in the United States, this intervention may be worth considering in
“hot spot” locations for bike thefts given the low costs of signage.

Bait Bike Program Example

Sacramento’s Bait Bike Program

The Sacramento Police Department has a Bait Bike Program with approximately 20 bait bikes equipped
with GPS tracking devices; the bikes were purchased by business groups with the aim of improving
quality of life and reducing crime. The bikes are placed in locations throughout the city that have high



https://www.police.gov.sg/~/media/spf/images/crimeposter/bicycle%20theft.jpg
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/file?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0051738&type=printable
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rates of bicycle thefts, vehicle break-ins, or residential burglaries.® In 2015, The Police Department
deployed the bait bikes 168 times, resulting in 60 arrests with 59 repeat offenders.*

Encouragement

Encouraging people to use active modes can come in the following forms:

e Hosting events

e Rewarding and incentivizing those who choose to walk, bike, and ride transit

e Sharing information through social marketing

e Investing in interesting, well-designed active transportation infrastructure such as murals,
signage, or custom bike racks

Encouragement campaigns can lead to increased visibility and comfort for pedestrians and bicyclists,
improved safety, and more people choosing active transportation modes. Encouragement also creates
social connectedness through shared stories and relationship building.

Branding or promoting trails, community rides/walks, and marketing popular routes can increase
awareness of these community resources and help people think about the commute and recreational
trips differently.

Encouragement Through Infrastructure

End-of-Trip Facilities

End-of-trip facilities make it easier and more comfortable for people to walk and bike, especially to work.
Employers who provide these amenities may benefit from increased employee productivity, better
employee health, reduction in absenteeism, reduced commute time, cost, and stress from parking and
congestion, and a positive public image as organization that values the health of its employees and the
environment.

Healthy Shasta’s Bike Parking Pilot Program

Healthy Shasta's existing bicycle parking “crowd source” pilot could serve as a basis for where existing
bicycle parking is located. This effort has captured roughly 75 percent of the locations, photos and some
details of existing bicycle parking in Shasta County.® As a next step in this initiative, SRTA could partner
with Healthy Shasta to create a bike parking map with a companion online tool for the community to
indicate where additional bike parking is needed. SRTA could also work with jurisdictions to install bicycle
parking.

“Viva” Bicycle Racks

Viva Downtown Redding designed a bicycle rack unique to downtown Redding and worked with Gerlinger
Steel to manufacturer them locally. Since then, Viva and Healthy Shasta have partnered to fund and
coordinate installation of over 85 bicycle racks throughout Shasta County. The cities of Redding,
Anderson and Shasta Lake have installed the racks in local communities.



http://www.sacbee.com/news/local/crime/article73651717.html
http://sacbike.org/south-sac-residents-question-bait-bike-program/
http://healthyshasta.org/news/bicycle-parking-map-project
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Urban Land Institute’s Report

The Urban Land Institute has produced is a report titled The Active Transportation and Real Estate: The
Next Frontier® which focuses on trends in active transportation, real estate development, and catalytic
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects. The Urban Land Institute found that relatively small
investments in bike-friendly amenities can lead to increased returns.

End-of-Trip Facilities for Bicycle Riders Guide

The League of American Bicyclists’ End-of-Trip Facilities for Bicycle Riders summarizes the benefits of
providing end-of-trip facilities; provides suggestions on where amenities should be placed; and offers tips
on what kind of amenities are appropriate for various locations (see Figure A.1).
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Shopping Centre,
business centre, v v v v
customer service
centre etc
* Courtesy equipment may include a basin and mirror, benches, hairdryers, iron and ironing board, washing
machine and dryer, towel service, clothing hooks, fan, power point for bicycle light recharging or other
convenience item.
** Repair equipment refers to items such as a foot pump, tyre levers and puncture repair kit.

Figure C.1. End-of-trip facilities recommended for various locations.
Source: League of American Bicyclists’ End-of-trip facilities for bicycle riders (June 2006)

A copy of this guide can be found here:

End-of-Trip Facilities: A Planning Guide for the Houston-Galveston Region

Another helpful resource is the Houston-Galveston Area Council’s guide for employers, called the End-of-
Trip Facilities: A Planning Guide for the Houston-Galveston Region, which was created with the aim of
increasing the number of employers providing end-of-trip facilities. The guide identifies different types of
amenities and offers suggested locations, cost estimates, level of security, design considerations, and
case studies.



http://www.bikeleague.org/sites/default/files/BFB_Queensland_End_of_trip_facilities_for_bicycle_riders.pdf
http://americas.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/125/ULI-Documents/Active-Transportation-and-Real-Estate-The-Next-Frontier.pdf
http://americas.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/125/ULI-Documents/Active-Transportation-and-Real-Estate-The-Next-Frontier.pdf
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A copy of this guide can be found here:

Wayfinding Examples

Successful wayfinding systems include decision signs, confirmation signs, and turn signs. Decision signs
are typically placed at decision points along bicycle routes, such as at intersections and key locations
heading to and along bicycle routes. Confirmation signs indicate that bicyclists or pedestrians are on a
designated bicycle or pedestrian facility, and turn signs indicate where a path turns from one street or
facility to another.

Wayfinding may point residents and visitors to commercial corridors or centers, public facilities, parks,
transit stations, or amenities such as water fountains or restrooms. Kiosks can be installed that provide
detailed maps which should nearby destinations five or ten-minute walking or biking distance.

Bicycle Boulevards in Berkeley

The City of Berkeley has a network of Class Il bicycle boulevards which are bicycle routes on low-volume,
low-speed streets. The City has created a wayfinding system for bicycle boulevards that uses the
following guidance to direct bicyclists along the bike boulevards.

¢ Identification — Identifies and confirms that bicyclists are on a bike boulevard

e Destination and Distance — Provides direction and distance to key destinations

e Destination and Distance (at boulevard crossings) — Two-sided signs at bike boulevard crossings
providing directions and distance to key destinations

¢ Route Guidance - Two-sided sign that provides directional information where the route changes

e Off-route Wayfinding — Signs that direct bicyclists near the bike boulevard, typically parallel
streets, to the nearby bike boulevard

e Street Identification — Replaced street sign along the bike boulevard with a bike boulevard
branded sign

e Advanced Street Identification — Street signage along roadways that cross a bike boulevard
warning motorists they are about to cross a bike boulevard

In addition to wayfinding signage, bicycle boulevards have pavement markings that are used to remind
drivers that they are on a bicycle boulevard and should travel at low speeds. As programmatic support to
the bicycle boulevard program, the City also encourages the community to provide input on damaged,
missing, or obstructed wayfinding signs so they can quickly make repairs.

For more information, visit

Salt Lake County
Salt Lake County developed a regional Bicycle Wayfinding Protocol which encourages a consistent,
county-wide wayfinding system throughout the County’s individual jurisdictions.

More information about this program can be found here:



http://www.h-gac.com/community/livablecenters/publications/End-of-Trip-Facilities11-02-2015.pdf
http://www.cityofberkeley.info/Public_Works/Transportation/Bicycle_Boulevard_Signage_System.aspx
https://slco.org/uploadedFiles/depot/fRD/planning_transportation/SLCoWayfindingProtocol.pdf
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Encouragement Through Programs

Employer/Employee Incentives

Shasta Living Street’s Bicycle-Friendly Business Program

Healthy Shasta, Shasta Living Streets, and the Redding Chamber of Commerce sponsor an annual
Bicycle-Friendly Business Program to increase awareness about what businesses can do to support
employees and customers in bicycling more regularly as well as to feature the efforts of local businesses.

Healthy Shasta began offering a Bicycle Friendly Employer award in 2010, and focused on encouraging
employers to support their employees in bicycling to work. In 2016, the name of the program changed to
“Bicycle-Friendly Business Program,” and the focus of the program expanded to also consider how
businesses also support customers, visitors, and a bicycling culture in the community.

Each year, the program offers annual awards to local bicycle-friendly businesses. Any business,
organization, public entity or worksite within Shasta County is eligible to be nominated, and the winners
are determined by a committee with representatives from several organizations who reference the
League of American Bicyclist's Bicycle Friendly Business criteria. Winners receive recognition through
free marketing; are honored at the Bicycle Friendly Business celebration; are awarded a complimentary
bicycle rack of their choice and a bicycle friendly banner; and receive a Shasta Living Street Membership.

Transportation Demand Management

The Mobility Lab, a transportation research and policy organization, has identified seven TDM strategies
that are effective in shifting auto trips to other modes. These strategies are ranked below from the most
to the least effective:

Trip caps or maximum average vehicle occupancies

Ordinances and development conditions

Disincentives for driving such as paid parking, tolls, and congestion pricing

Incentives for transit and alternate modes

Comprehensive programs with mutually reinforcing services, such as transit, carpool/vanpool,
bike, walk, transit stores, and other

Marketing business benefits to employers

Information sharing

arwN =

No

SANDAG'S iCommute Program

The San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) TDM program, called “iCommute,” aims to
increase the number of people who carpool, ride transit, bike, walk, and telework. The program provides
commuter assistance, employer services, and support to local jurisdictions.” The goals of iCommute
include reducing traffic congestion; decreasing greenhouse gas emissions and environmental pollutants;
reducing vehicle miles traveled; and helping the region meet the State-mandated goals to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.?

iCommute provides an interactive website with resources and connects commuters to potential ride
matches for carpools and vanpools. One tool allows users to compare transportation options, calculate

7

8 iCommute TDM Program Fact Sheet:



https://www.icommutesd.com/about-icommute
https://www.icommutesd.com/docs/default-source/default-document-library/3427-tdm-factsheet-september2015_rev.pdf?sfvrsn=4
https://www.icommutesd.com/docs/default-source/default-document-library/3427-tdm-factsheet-september2015_rev.pdf?sfvrsn=4
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the monetary and environmental costs of different options, and provides suggestions on alternatives and
their associated benefits.

The following are a sample of iCommute’s programs and services:

e Bike encouragement program - Supports the regional bikeway network and encourages bike
commuting through Bike to Work Day events, complimentary employer bike services, a regional
bike map, and bike lockers at more than 60 transit stations and Park & Ride locations throughout
the region.

e Walk, Ride, and Roll to School — Developed to increase the number of children who walk, bike,
skate, or ride a scooter to school; provides educational and safety classes and an annual mini-
grant that awards up to $1,500 to 15 schools, districts, or after-school programs.

e Promotion and Campaigns — Organizes annual events, such as Bike to Work Day and Rideshare
Month, to encourage participation in TDM programs.

e Employer Services Program — Provides free assistance and tools to help local businesses create
and implement their own employee commuter benefits program. Employers who provide
exemplary benefits, have high participation rates, and shifts in employee transportation choices
are recognized by their Diamond Award program.

e Technical Assistance — Provides local jurisdictions assistance in developing their TDM programs.
For example, SANDAG partnered with the City of Chula Vista and local developers to formalize
the City’s TDM program and integrate the program into the City’s planning and development
process, General Plan, Climate Action Plan, and C0O2 Reduction Plan.

Bike Parking Program
Bicycle parking programs provide multiple benefits such as:

e Increasing the number of available bike parking

e Improving coordination between jurisdictions, property owners, businesses, and other
organizations

e Streamlining public requests

e Providing one point of contact for developers regarding coordination of funding, installation, and
replacement of bicycle parking during construction

Metropolitan Area Planning Council’s Program

The Metropolitan Area Planning Council in Massachusetts developed a regional bicycle parking program
that reimburses municipalities for the purchase of bicycle parking and other amenities.® The program
contracts with vendors that provide inverted-U racks, high-capacity racks, bike corrals, tool stands,
shelters and canopies, stacked bicycle parking, and other amenities. Municipalities order the racks or
amenities from the specified vendors and are reimbursed for the full cost after installation.

Bicycle-Friendly Business Program

Active Transportation Alliance’s Bicycle-Friendly Business Program

In 2013, the Active Transportation Alliance (ATA), a non-profit organization that advocates for better
biking, walking, and transit in Chicago, received a $25,000 grant from PeopleforBikes, an advocacy
organization, to launch a new Bicycle-Friendly Business program. As a part of the program, ATA:

9 https://www.mapc.org/our-work/services-for-cities-towns/public-works-collective-purchasing-program/
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e Promotes the participating bike-friendly businesses on their website which includes an interactive
map

e Provides signage to participating businesses to promote the program

¢ Recruits champions who advocate for better bike facilities, post petitions, and coordinate with
other businesses around bike, pedestrian, and transit issues

Bicycle Benefits

Bicycle Benefits is a national organization that works with businesses to incentivize bicycle-riding rather
than driving. Business that are Bicycle Benefits members receive storefront decals, information cards,
and branded helmet stickers. Customers who present the helmet sticker to member businesses receive
discount or free gift.

League of American Bicyclist’s Bicycle Friendly Business webpage
More information on becoming a business that supports a culture of bicycling can be found on the
League of American Bicyclists’ Bicycle Friendly Business webpage at

Community Events
Examples of community events include “Open Street Events” and community rides.

Open Street Events

During Open Street Events, roadways are closed to vehicular traffic, and the community is invited to walk,
bike, or roll. People often set up booths or tents, and the event has a similar feel to a block party. Since
2011, Shasta Living Streets has hosted Open Street Events in the City of Redding. Shasta Living Streets
markets the event as a “free-form parade” and encourages people to walk, bike, and explore their city and
learn about local businesses and attractions.

Community Bike Rides

Community bike rides are another way to encourage people to ride their bicycles. Community rides can be
organized by advocacy organizations, businesses such as bike shops, municipalities, or other groups.
During community bike rides, participants ride along a pre-determined route, and these rides can be
geared towards children, adults, or both. The purpose of the rides can be purely recreational and social, or
they could also contain a feedback element where participants analyze the existing network with the aim
of recommending improvements.

Incorporating Active Transportation into Existing Events

Events aimed at encouraging people of all ages to walk, run, and bike for recreation and transportation
can be included in new and existing events. For example, providing information about ways to walk, bike,
or ride transit to a community events can be a great encourage people to try new modes. These events
also support local businesses, provide a fun way to collect input on transportation needs and concerns,
and promotes physical activity.

Encouragement Through Policies

Bike Parking on Private Property

The Shasta County 2010 Bicycle Transportation Plan recognizes the importance of providing bicycle
parking and encourages employers to provide bicycle amenities, such as bicycle racks, showers, and
lockers, at worksites. The Plan also supports the placement of secure bicycle parking at/or near major
public transit stops.

10
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Resources

For assistance in developing bicycle parking policies, the Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle
Professionals (APBP) has developed the 2075 Essentials of Bike Parking: Selecting and Installing Bike
Parking that Works and the 20170 Bicycle Parking Guidelines that provide recommendations, best practices
and example policies. These resources can be found here: http://www.apbp.org/?page=publications

Section 5.106.4 of the California Green Building Standards Code includes the minimum requirements for
short- and long-term bicycle parking, and jurisdictions within the State of California must comply with
these requirements unless the jurisdiction has a stricter ordinance (i.e., higher bike parking minimums).

The Humboldt County Association of Governments’ 2075 Bike Parking Sourcebook also provides sample
policies, municipal codes, and programs. This resource can be found here:
http://hcaog.net/sites/default/files/bike_parking_sourcebook_final.pdf

Bike Parking on Public Property

Commute Seattle’s Inventory

In 2015, Commute Seattle conducted a bicycle amenity inventory of Seattle’s City Center. The report
assessed the existing public and private bicycle amenities to determine if the supply could meet current
and future demand.'® A bicycle parking inventory for the Shasta region could follow the Commute Seattle
example.

Land Use Policies

Access to Transit

Currently, the Redding Area Bus Authority (RABA) provides a fixed-route and demand responsive transit
service to the City of Redding and the broader urbanized area of Shasta County. RABA provides bike racks
on the front of all fixed-route buses which can accommodate up to three bikes. RABA is the only local
public transportation operator that originates in Shasta County; Modoc County’s Sage Stage and Trinity
County’s Trinity Transit also have routes to and from the City of Redding.

In the 2007 Shasta Coordinated Transportation Plan, concerns have been noted around accessibility
issues, lack of space for bicycles and luggage on transit, lack or absence of service in many areas,
inaccessible bus stops for older adults or those with a disability, and a desire for comfort and safety
improvements, lighting, protection from the weather, and seating, at existing transit stops.

Enforcement

Problematic Behaviors
Enforcement can aim to correct behaviors of both motorists and bicyclists. Problematic or dangerous
motorist behaviors may include:

e Failing to yield the right-of-way

e Speed

e Dangerous left turns and right turns in front of bicyclists
e Driving too closely to bicyclists

e Opening vehicle doors into bike lanes

10 https://commuteseattle.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Commute-Seattle-2015-Bike-Inventory-
Report-Updated.pdf
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e Parking in bike facilities
e Distracted driving
e Driving while under the influence of alcohol or drugs

Bicyclist behavior that can contribute to crashes may include:

e Wrong way riding

¢ Riding at night without bike lights

e Failure to comply with traffic laws

e Riding at high speeds or erratically on sidewalks

Drivers Failing to Yield the Right-of-Way

Motorists failing to yield to pedestrians and bicyclists can create a dangerous environment for walking
and biking and may result in serious crashes. Enforcement of the right-of-way at locations with high
volumes of pedestrians and bicyclists can improve safety and may increase the rate at which motorists
yield to pedestrians and bicyclists. Locations for targeted yielding enforcement may include: trail
crossings, schools, transit centers, commercial corridors, mid-block crossings, and other locations with
poor sightlines or high safety risks.

Enforcement efforts should be informed by data, and areas with high pedestrian and bicyclists injuries
and fatalities should be evaluated for design improvements. In addition, law enforcement officers should
regularly engage and partner with schools, businesses, and community organizations create a dialogue
around locations where additional enforcement may be needed.

St. Paul’s “Stop for Me” Campaign

St. Paul, Minnesota developed the “Stop for Me” campaign which is aimed at reducing pedestrian crashes
by issuing citations to motorists who fail to yield to pedestrians at marked and unmarked crosswalks.
During the campaign, volunteers attempted to cross at crosswalks throughout St. Paul; 34 crosswalks
were included in the campaign. If motorists did not stop within 193 feet, the required distance for
motorists to safely stop at 40 mph, the motorist was issued a ticket.

Speed

Vehicle speed is a contributing factor in nearly one-third of all fatal traffic-related crashes in the United
States. Speed reduction is especially important to pedestrian safety, since the risk of severe injury or
death to the pedestrian rises sharply as speeds increase, as shown in Figure 3.

12
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& Prevention. 50. 2013.

Figure C.2. Impact Speeds and Risk of Severe Injury or Death

Prioritizing speed enforcement in areas with high populations of vulnerable users (such as children and
seniors) or high-crash locations involving bicyclists or pedestrians can improve safety and comfort. To
address this issue, some communities are recalibrating traffic speeds on roadways in dense
neighborhoods or multi-modal areas.

Shasta County’s Smart Trailer

The Shasta County Sheriff's Office has a speed-monitoring awareness radar tool, called a “smart trailer,”
which is used to control chronic speeding problems without the need of a law enforcement officer to be
present. The smart trailer shows a motorist's speed on an oversized display and is placed at locations
with high rates of speed limit infractions, or upon request and availability.

Seattle’s Speed Limit Decrease

The City of Seattle found that approximately 25 percent of fatal crashes in Seattle result from speed. The
City recognized that action was needed to increase safety for all roadway users and address the City's
Vision Zero goal of ending traffic deaths and serious injuries on city streets by 2030. To meet these goals,
the City of Seattle decreased their speed limits on many arterial roadways from 30 mph to 25 mph, and on
neighborhood streets from 25 mph to 20 mph.

Traffic Control Compliance

In general, all road users, including pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists, commit traffic control
violations. Focusing enforcement of traffic compliance on areas with high bicyclist and pedestrian
volumes, such as schools, parks, commercial corridors, can lead to a safer environment for all users.

Examples
The Chicago Department of Transportation’s Bicycle Ambassadors work with the Police Department to
host enforcement campaigns at high-crash locations. The purpose of these campaigns is to target

13
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dangerous behaviors, often at intersections with stop signs or traffic signals. Warnings are issued to
bicyclists and motorists who fail to obey the traffic control devices.

In 2016, the Bicycle Ambassadors conducted 66 campaigns, issued 850 warnings to bicyclists, and 700
warnings to motorists. After the campaign, the Police Department continues to issue citations to those
who do not comply with traffic control regulations.

Also, the Injury Prevention Coalition of Shasta County is currently working with high schools to provide
events and education around discouraging distracted driving and driving under the influence.

Rewarding Good Behavior Examples

The Naperville, lllinois Police Department hosts an annual campaign during which police officers issue
“ice cream” citations to children who are demonstrating safe bicycle riding behaviors. These “ice cream”
citations are coupons that can be redeemed for a free ice cream cone from McDonald’s. From 2015 to
2017, Police Department has issued between 1,000 and 4,000 citations each year.

Similar “re-enforcement” campaigns were conducted by the Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT)
who partnered with volunteers from the Cascade Bicycle Club. At a new two-way protected bike lane in
downtown Seattle, SDOT staff and volunteers “issued” Starbucks’ gift cards to motorists and bicyclists
who obeyed the new bicycle traffic signals and who parked, loaded and unloaded goods correctly.

The County’s Safe Routes to School program is currently partnering with the City of Anderson Police
Department to provide “positive enforcement” rewards, such as reflective lights, to kids walking and
bicycling safety. The Injury Prevention Coalition has also partnered with several local law enforcement
departments to hand out ice cream certificates.

Enforcement Methods
The following are examples of enforcement methods.

Targeted Enforcement

Targeted enforcement, also called “High Visibility Enforcement,” can be used in areas where there are
high volumes of people walking and biking or locations with known safety concerns, such as speeding or
low traffic control compliance. Targeted enforcement can be both an enforcement method and a way to
educate people about traffic safety and the potential outcomes of failing to obey traffic laws.

Progressive Ticketing Method
A progressive ticketing method, described below, can be used during targeted enforcement campaigns.

The first step is educating the community that there is a problem and raising awareness of this problem.
The safety implications that result the problem and unsafe behaviors should be clearly stated and
supported with data.

The second step is announcing that there will be increased enforcement for these behaviors prior to
issuing citations. This can be done in the form of advertisements, newspaper stories, fliers, and official
warnings issued by the Police Department.

The third step is issuing citations after the warning period has expired. Hosting a press conference
announcing where and when targeted enforcement will occur can help to increase awareness on
dangerous locations and behaviors.

14
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Bike Patrols

A bike patrol, in which law enforcement officers conduct their patrols on a bicycle, may be another
effective policing effort. Bicycle patrol officers can be both a law enforcement officer and a bicycle
ambassador while on patrol. Bicycle patrol officers come into contact with nearly twice as many people
as an officer in a motor vehicle. This increases the opportunities for conversations to encourage safe
behaviors.

Safety Patrols on Trails Examples

Glendale’s Trail Safety Patrol

The City of Glendale, California has established a Trail Safety Patrol (TSP) through the Community
Services and Parks Department. The TSP provides safety services, reports trail maintenance issues, and
assists trail staff.’” The City has found that the TSP has increased comfort on the trails, improved the
behavior of trail users, and reduced crime.

Three Rivers Park’s Trail Patrol

In Three Rivers Park, Minnesota, a Trail Patrol was created by the Police Department after crashes
(between motorists and bicyclists/pedestrians, and between bicyclists and pedestrians) occurred at
many trail and roadway intersections throughout the trail system and a rise in petty crime had occurred.?

The Trail Patrol focuses on education and awareness campaigns and law enforcement. Two fulltime,
sworn officers and three non-sworn park service officers patrol the trails. The team attends bike and
pedestrian-related events to share information about their team and to and develop a relationship with the
community.

East Bay Regional Park District’s Volunteer Bicycle Patrol

The East Bay Regional Park District which serves Alameda and Contra Costa counties has created the
Volunteer Bicycle Patrol which seeks to protect the safety of all park and trail users; preserve the park’s
plants and wildlife; and promote an enjoyable experience for users. SRTA could explore and expand
options similar to the East Bay Regional Park District's program.

Evaluation

Non-Motorized Counts

Data on bicycle and pedestrian volumes can be collected manually or automatically. Volunteers can be
used to conduct manual counts at different locations. If data is being collected throughout a region, a
consistent data-collection methodology should be used between jurisdictions to maximize the utility of
the data being collected. If possible, recording additional details (such as direction, time of day in 15-
minute increments, gender, and other information) is also beneficial.

Additional project-specific counts and permanent counters can provide baseline data to evaluate growth
in pedestrian activity and/or bike ridership, development of seasonal adjustment factors, and an
understanding of how the local and regional pedestrian and bicycle network is being used. A combination

T http://www.glendaleca.gov/government/city-departments/community-services-parks/programs-
services/trail-safety-patrol

12 http://ipmba.org/blog/comments/trail-patrol-a-proactive-approach-to-public-safety
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of automated, permanent counters, and manual counts should be used to collect as much data as
possible without exhausting local resources (such as funding, labor/staff, and time).

The National Bicycle and Pedestrian Documentation Project coordinates a nationwide bicycle and
pedestrian count twice a year, in which the Shasta region could participate.’

Since 2008, Healthy Shasta has been conducting annual bicycle and pedestrian counts which provides
existing data and methodology for comparisons at key intersections, both for street and trailheads. The
counts currently occur one day a year during an hour and a half during the morning commute and two
hours during the afternoon commute. The data collected includes counts for bicyclists and pedestrians,
location, direction of travel and turn movements, weather, and gas prices. Some counts gather data on
helmet use and gender.

Counts have been taken at some locations consistently since 2008, while other locations have changed,
typically to account for infrastructure changes or a need to collect data for funding applications. Future
efforts could build off this program and compare trends over past years.

Additional data collection resources for non-motorized counts can be found at the following links:

e Guidebook on Pedestrian and Bicycle Volume Data Collection - NCHRP Report 797.
http://www.trb.org/Publications/Blurbs/171973.aspx

e Exploring Pedestrian Counting Procedures: A Review and Compilation of Existing Procedures, Good
Practices, and Recommendations — FHWA.
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/travel_monitoring/pubs/hpl16026/

e Travel Monitoring and Traffic Volume — FHWA.
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/tmguide/

e Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Data — Part 1: Programs, Data, and Metrics - Pedestrian and Bicycle
Information Center. http://www.pedbikeinfo.org/training/webinars_PBIC_LC_022117.cfm

Example

The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) has 12 permanent automated bicycle counters on
neighborhood greenways, multi-use trails, and several bridges. The counters provide data that are
compared to 2014 baseline counts to assess past performance and evaluate progress towards the City’s
goal of quadrupling ridership by 2030. Three of the counters automatically upload data once a day, and
updates SDOT's website display the results in daily, weekly, monthly, and annual totals. The other
counters upload data once a month.

13 http://bikepeddocumentation.org/
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Appendix D: Network Development and Prioritization

Network Development Methodology

The recommended bicycle and pedestrian network for the GoShasta ATP was developed through an
iterative process using a combination of GIS-based needs analysis, field assessments, and discussions
with the local jurisdictions. The network development process began with an assessment of current gaps
in the bikeway network in GIS by mapping the existing bikeway and pedestrian networks across the
region. Key gaps in the network were marked for bikeway recommendations. Additionally, based on field
and aerial reviews of the roadway network across the region, potential bikeway routes and pedestrian
focus areas were identified that connected between key destinations (e.g., schools, colleges, shopping
centers, rural communities, and employment centers) as well as evaluating bicycle- and pedestrian-
involved crashes to identify locations for recommended improvements to address safety concerns.

Following this initial layout of potential route locations, the type of recommended facility was determined
through a secondary analysis of the roadway. For bikeways, the results of the level of traffic stress
analysis and the posted speed along a roadway were used to recommend bikeway facilities that would
provide a lower-stress bicycling experience while recognizing existing right of way constraints. This
review also included recommending changes to the existing bikeway network to improve the bicycling
experience along those facilities. For pedestrian facilities, different pedestrian environments were
recommended based on the expected volume of pedestrian activity and the people that would likely be
using the facility (e.g., students or shoppers).

After laying out the initial bikeway and walking improvement recommendations, the network was
reviewed by each local jurisdiction to adjust the recommended network based on local knowledge and
the feasibility of implementing different facility recommendations. Based on these comments, the
network was revised. This revised network was then shared with the public as part of the community
outreach for the plan and additional changes were made to the network based on the public input
received after review by the local jurisdictions.

Prioritization Methodology

Implementation of the recommended bike and pedestrian projects included in this Plan will require
funding from multiple sources and coordination with various agencies. To facilitate this, this section
presents the method used to prioritize the GoShasta ATP recommended network. The prioritization
method uses GIS data and public input to score the recommended projects and can be rerun as newer
data becomes available. Scoring and measures for the prioritization criteria can be viewed in Table D.1.

After prioritization scores were ascribed to projects, local agencies were given the opportunity to
reprioritize projects based on qualitative data. The reorganized project list was used to conduct a cost
analysis and to determine the final regional constrained and unconstrained project lists.
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Table D.1: GoShasta ATP Prioritization Scoring

Factor Criteria Measure Points
Safety Total Points Possible 40
Crash analysis’ Tier 1 - High concentration 20
Tier 2 - Medium to high concentration 10
Tier 3 - Medium concentration 5
Level of Traffic Stress (LOS)? LTS 4 20
LTS3 10
Connectivity (bike projects only) Total Points Possible 30
Connects with existing bike Connects with 5 or more existing bike 15
facility facilities
Connects with any existing bike 10
facilities
Connects with 2 or more Connects with 2 or more GoShasta 5
proposed bike routes ATP bike routes
Closes a network gap Closes a gap between two existing 5
bike facilities on the same street
Existing Trunk Lines Directly connects to the Sacramento 5
River Trail and existing trunk lines
Distance to closest park, transit stop, Total Points 45
Demand or school Possible
Parks 1/2 mile 10
1 mile 5
Transit stops 1/4 mile from a transit center 10
1/4 mile from a bus stop 5
School 1/4 mile 10
1/4-1/2 mile 5
1/2-3/4 mile 2
Strategic Growth Area (SGA)  Within SGA 15
Equity Total Points Possible 20
Low Resource Communities®  Within a Low Resource Community 20
WikiMap Feedback Total Points Possible 10
Supporting comments Directly refers to a proposed project 10
GRAND TOTAL 145

T A kernel density analysis using a half-mile distance band was conducted for bicycle crashes and pedestrian crashes
that occurred between 2011 and 2015. Crashes were weighted based on the severity of the most severe injury
resulting from the crash. Fatal crashes receive 10 points, serious injuries receive 5 points, minor or possible injury
crashes receive 3 points, and no injuries or property damage only receive 1 point. Four tiers are classified using
natural breaks with the lowest tier being removed from the analysis.

2 A Level of Traffic Stress Analysis (See Appendix A) was conducted. Roads determined to have a level of traffic
stress of 3 or 4 are generally considered to be uncomfortable for less experienced bicyclists due to traffic speeds,
volumes and existing bicycle facilities (or lack of). These roads were included in the prioritization analysis because
they are good candidates for improvements that would make them more safe and comfortable for a larger segment
of the population.

3 A Low Resource Community is defined in SRTA's 2015 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Low Resource
Communities are identified in the Disadvantaged Communities Analysis that was conducted as part of the 2015 RTP.
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The first step in the prioritization method consists of generating bike and pedestrian GIS heatmaps using
the safety, demand, and equity factors. The heatmaps are developed by overlaying weighted buffers at
different distance bands for each prioritization criterion. The buffers are merged together and the
individual criterion scores were summed to create a subtotal prioritization score. This subtotal score is
applied to the individual segments of the regional recommended network. The individual project
segments are merged into larger project segments using the heatmap score, existing bikeway network,
roadway network, and the recommended bike facility types as breaks in the project network. The average
heatmap score is applied to each project segment during the merge creating a project subtotal. Public
input received during the WikiMap exercise is then incorporated into the prioritization scoring by
reviewing comments that support specific projects or routes. Projects were awarded points if they
received a supportive comment.

Bicycle recommendations are included in a connectivity analysis to award points to projects that improve
the bikeway network connectivity. The connectivity score is calculated using GIS to count the number of
existing bikeways and recommended bikeways that each project is connected to and applies the
corresponding connectivity criteria score. Projects that close a network gap between two existing bike
facilities on the same street were given an additional five points and projects that directly connect to the
Sacramento River Trail are given five points due to the trail's regional popularity.

A final prioritization score is calculated by summing the subtotal, WikiMap, and connectivity scores
(connectivity score is applied only to bike recommendations). Recommended pedestrian spot treatments
are prioritized using a similar methodology by taking the average pedestrian heatmap score within a 200-
foot buffer.

The result of the prioritization scoring for bicycle projects are illustrated on Figures D.1 to D.7, and the
result of the prioritization scoring for the pedestrian projects are illustrated on Figures D.8 to D.14. The
prioritized projects can be viewed in Tables D.[number]. Tables are forthcoming.

The analysis uses easy to follow socio-economic American Community Survey Census data at the Census Block
Group level (13 datasets/identifiers) to identify Low Resource Communities. Census Block Groups with 5 or more
identifiers are considered Low Resource Communities.
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GOSHASTA ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

GoShasta

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Prioritized Bike Projects - Palo Cedro
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GOSHASTA ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

GoShasta
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Prioritized Bike Projects - Shasta Lake
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GoShasta
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Prioritized Pedestrian Projects - Anderson
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GoShasta
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Prioritized Pedestrian Projects - Burney and Johnson Park Area*
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Prioritized Pedestrian Projects - Fall River Mills and McArthur Area *
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GOSHASTA ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

GoShasta
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Prioritized Pedestrian Projects - Happy Valley Area*
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Prioritized Pedestrian Projects - Palo Cedro
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GoShasta
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Prioritized Pedestrian Projects - Shasta Lake
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Appendix E: Comprehensive Active Transportation
Project List

Comprehensive Active Transportation Project List

Tables E.2 and E.3 present projects that comprise the GoShasta and City of Redding ATP recommended
networks as depicted on maps in Chapter 3 of the Plan. Active transportation projects from each
jurisdiction in the Shasta Region are represented in the following table, including projects listed in the city
of Redding’s Active Transportation Plan (ATP). More information on city of Redding projects, policies,
and programs can be found Redding’s ATP. The ATPs for the city and the region were developed
somewhat independently out of the same planning effort and will move forward together. As the city of
Redding updates the project list in its ATP, these changes will automatically be incorporated in the
GoShasta plan and the regional transportation plan.

Projects are broken into pedestrian, bicycle, and spot projects by local jurisdiction. Project extents have
been established based on a GIS analysis, logical breaks (e.g., major junctions, a change in roadway or
right-of-way width) and input from local agency partners and are subject to change based on local needs
and scoring criteria for grant funding sources that may be pursued. The Project prioritization scores were
established based on a quantitative analysis as described in Appendix D. The scoring rubric for
prioritizing projects is also provided below as Table E.1. These scores are general indicators of the
benefits a given project may provide (the higher the score, the higher the benefit), however there may be
additional benefits or opportunities derived by a particular project that have not been captured in the
quantitative analysis, which may override its score. Finally, planning-level cost estimates are included for
each project. These estimates include materials for implementing the given project plus other soft costs
such as the public/design process, maintenance of traffic (during installation), and contingencies. These
costs are intended for general planning and programming purposes only. More accurate projects costs
would be developed at the project development phase. A number of projects in the following project lists
are "subject to Caltrans process." Please refer to page 51 of the GoShasta Active Transportation Plan for

more information on Caltran's project development process.



Table E.1: GoShasta ATP Prioritization Scoring

Factor Criteria Measure Points
Safety Total Points Possible 40
Crash analysis’ Tier 1 - High concentration 20
Tier 2 - Medium to high concentration 10
Tier 3 - Medium concentration 5
Level of Traffic Stress (LOS)?2 LTS 4 20
LTS 3 10
Connectivity (bike projects only) Total Points Possible =
Connects with existing bike Connects with 5 or more existing bike 15
facility facilities
Connects with any existing bike facilities 10
Connects with 2 or more Connects with 2 or more GoShasta ATP
proposed bike routes bike routes
Closes a network gap Closes a gap between two existing bike 5
facilities on the same street
Existing Trunk Lines Directly connects to the Sacramento River 5
Trail and existing trunk lines
Distance to closest park, transit stop, or Total Points 45
Demand school Possible
Parks 1/2 mile 10
1 mile 5
Transit stops 1/4 mile from a transit center 10
1/4 mile from a bus stop 5
School 1/4 mile 10
1/4-1/2 mile 5
1/2-3/4 mile 2
Strategic Growth Area (SGA) Within SGA 15
Equity Total Points Possible A
Low Resource Communities® Within a Low Resource Community 20
WikiMap Feedback Total Points Possible i
Supporting comments Directly refers to a proposed project 10
GRAND TOTAL 145

T A kernel density analysis using a half-mile distance band was conducted for bicycle crashes and pedestrian crashes that occurred
between 2011 and 2015. Crashes were weighted based on the severity of the most severe injury resulting from the crash. Fatal
crashes receive 10 points, serious injuries receive 5 points, minor or possible injury crashes receive 3 points, and no injuries or
property damage only receive 1 point. Four tiers are classified using natural breaks with the lowest tier being removed from the
analysis.

2 A Level of Traffic Stress Analysis (See Appendix A) was conducted. Roads determined to have a level of traffic stress of 3 or 4 are
generally considered to be uncomfortable for less experienced bicyclists due to traffic speeds, volumes and existing bicycle
facilities (or lack of). These roads were included in the prioritization analysis because they are good candidates for improvements
that would make them more safe and comfortable for a larger segment of the population.

3 A Low Resource Community is defined in SRTA’s 2015 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Low Resource Communities are
identified in the Disadvantaged Communities Analysis that was conducted as part of the 2015 RTP. The analysis uses easy to follow
socio-economic American Comity Survey Cens data at e Census Block Group level (13 datasets/identifiers) to identify Low
Resource Communities. Census Block Groups with 5 or more identifiers are considered Low Resource Communities.



Table E.2 - GoShasta Project List

Anderson
Pedestrian
Demand
; . Length | Pedestrian . . . :
Street Name From Street Project Description ; Transit Strategic Disadvantaged Time Band
(Miles) | Crash Center | Parks [ School | BusStop f oo brRiea |~ Community
Density
NORTH ST 'DiNB ON/RIMEMURRAY 161 s ST Commercial/Civic Corridor 0.6 6.0 00 00 91 86 46 145 00 429 $966,500  2018-2025
STINGY LN BAY ST/RUPERT RD NORTH ST Egm;r:gr’]' Walking 0.8 19 00 00 9.0 73 0.0 17 00 298 $725500  2018-2025
DOWNING LN/ 15NB ON/R/ o

NORTH ST RIVERSIDE AVE \eMURRAY DR Commercial/Civic Corridor 0.8 0.0 00 00 57 7.4 0.0 107 00 238 $1,402,000 20182025

Shasta Lake

Pedestrian
Demand
; - Length | Pedestrian . . ; :
Street Name From Street Project Description ; Transit Strategic Disadvantaged . Time Band
Miles g g
( ) DCerr?ssi}t]y Center Parks | School | Bus Stop ey Community munity

MCCONNELL AVE SHASTA DAM BLVD MAIN ST Commercial/Civic Corridor 0.1 50 00 100 48 77 15.0 20.0 00 625 $170,546 20182025
Sf\fffcﬁggw CABELLO ST SHASTADAMBLVD  Safe Routes to School 05 0.0 00 79 8.3 25 8.8 200 3094000100  57.5 $906,389  2018-2025
ASHBY RD LOS GATOS AVE Ei?AN;L?/L/SHASTA Safe Routes to School 03 3.2 00 82 94 6.3 93 20.0 00 565 $495275  2018-2025

| SNBOFF/R/1S Community Walkin
CASCADE BLVD GRAND COULEEBLVD  SBON/R/SHASTA "y 9 0.6 0.0 00 00 37 6.5 127 10.8 00 337 $512,834  2018-2025

Connection

DAMBLVD
ASHBY RD PINE GROVE AVE LA MESA AVE Safe Routesto School 12 0.0 00 70 49 0.0 0.0 18.0 00 299 $2,049542  2018-2025
CASCADE BLVD PINE GROVE AVE GRAND COULEE BLVD Egnmnr:;’:gr‘]’ el 07 23 00 00 10 6.5 0.0 0.0 00 98 $609157  2018-2025
PINE GROVE AVE JORZACK WAY ASHBY RD gz:::;’::r’]' ki 14 0.0 00 00 13 13 0.0 50 00 75 $1,267255  2018-2025

Bicycle

Strategic| Disad- ) Time Band

Connects
Street Name FromStreet | ToStreet  |Project Description Length { Level of to Connects | Connects | .-+ Growth | vantaged

(Miles) | Traffic | Crash 4 | Network | to Existing Lk

Parks | School

Stress | Density F;ropqse Gap Facility | River Trail Center Stop Area | Community
acilities

Caltrans Project
SHASTADAMRD  ASHBYRD LAKEBLVD  DevelopmentProcess  1.88 1.0 8.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 59 71 9.3 20.0 0.0 62.6 $203,000 2018-2025

-Buffered Bike Lane
CHURN CREEK PINE GROVE
TRAIL-CONNEC-  OASISRD AVE Shared-Use Path 1.73 0.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 42 0.0 1.7 0.0 15.8 $1,407,500 2018-2025
TION

Redding
Bicycle
Project Length [ Level of | Bike | COnnects Connects | Connects | - ‘ Disad-
Street Name From Street To Street e : o .
Description [ (Miles) | Traffic | Crash Pro;gsed Network | to Existing| - : vantaged
Stress | Density Facilities Gap Facility Community
SUNDIALBRIDGE  Buffered Bike 2018-
BUTTEST CONTINENTALST o Lane 039 100 10.8 50 @ 0% 0 %00 77 62 15 50 31 00 742 2025
CONTINENTALST ~ BUTTEST TRINITY ST f:;’:’ated Bike 49 40 0 0.0 15.0 61 47 63 50 126 00 839 22%1285
OFF-STREET (TURTLE
BAYTODOWNTOWN ~ TURTLE BAY CONTINENTALST  Snared-Use 83 50 13 50 27 100 757 2018
Path 2025
TRAIL)
Share 2018-
PARKMARINADR  SUNDIALBRIDGEDR ECYPRESSAVE ot 0.0 78 47 00 49 00 100 689 2025
PARKMARINADR  SUNDIALBRIDGEDR PA ff:md 0.0 81 41 00 49 00 100 620 22%1285
SHASTAST; WILLIS
i S SOUTHST/SAN SHAS . 2018-
STPLEASANTST, o\ oooer Pl Bike Boulevard 6.6 10.0 69 88 56 46 173 100 795 2025
SOUTHST
HWY 44 WB .
SHASTAVEWDR  CASTLEWOODDR  OFF/R/Hwy4awp DufferedBike o) 0.5 50 0.0 71 29 100 36 180 00 691 2Ll
Lane 2025
ON/R
SHASTAVIEWDR ~ CASTLEWOODDR  HARTNELL AVE E:;f:red Blke 109 qp : 0.0 00 00 66 50 96 36 32 00 584 22%1;35
TRINITY ST CENTERST CONTINENTAL ST f:ﬁ:’a‘ed Bke 043 20 . 15.0 0.0 0.0 150 0.0 88 48 56 50 188 00 962 22%1285
VICTORAVE BRAMBLE PL E CYPRESS AVE ﬁ';;:'“’d'use 062 100 78 50 10.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 66 84 94 50 200 100 922 22%1;35
VICTOR AVE BRAMBLE PL OLD ALTURAS RD f:::’ed Bke 476 100 52 50 15.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 29 65 73 50 138 100 807 22%1285

Shasta County
Bicycle
j Length | Level of i nnectsto| Closes nects | Connects . Strategic Disad- 7
Street Name From Street TosStreet (Miles) | Traffic Proposed | Network | toExisting | toSac Transit f oo | school | BYS | Growth vantaged A Time Band
e i " .| Center Stop ;
ty | Facilities Gap Facility River Trail Area
MOUNTAIN
HUDSON ST VIEW RD/STATE CYPRESS AVE Bike Lane 0.44 4.2 1.2 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 4.1 0.0 15.0 18.5 0.0 52.9 $64,749 2018-2025
HWY 299 E
MUSKEGON ST/
:;AISUNTAIN Uia CARBERRY ST STATE HWY Bike Lane 0.39 4.4 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.2 10.0 1.6 8.4 18.8 0.0 50.9 $91,196 2018-2025
299E
MATTHEW CT/
RHONDA RD CREMIA PL ROBINSON Bike Route 0.53 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 15.0 20.0 0.0 50.5 $34,251 2018-2025
GLEN DR
E:FE{SKSAX\EQCY HUDSON ST BARTEL ST Bike Lane 0.89 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 2.8 0.0 15.0 20.0 0.0 40.3 $71,184 2018-2025
BOYLERD/OLD  LASSEN VIEW .
DESCHUTES RD DESCHUTESRD DR Bike Lane 0.95 0.0 7.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 27.6 $233,992 2018-2025
OAK ST/HAW- CLOVERDALE

THORNE AVE DIXIELAND LN RD Bike Lane 113 0.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.0 00 209 $187,314 2018-2025




Tables E.3 - Long-Term Project List

Anderson

Bicycle
Length | Level of Bike | Connectsto| Closes cts nnects ) Strategic Disad- :
Street Name From Street To Street (Miles) | Traffic Crash Proposed | Network Existing to Sac (T:r::tsel: Parks | Schi SBtl:)S Growth vantaged Co:iwtmu- Total Cost Time Band
Stress | Density | Facilities Gap cility | River Trail P Area Community y

SOUTH ST/FREE- . 2026-
MANST NORTH ST STATEHWY 273 BikeLane 0.01 0 0.0 0 00 35 94 97 18.8 00 747 $48,893 2040
FERRY ST CENTERST VERNON ST Bike Lane 0.49 8.6 14 50 0.0 10.0 0.0 00 50 100 71 6.4 200 00 736 $47,865 22%2460
CHURCHST NORTH ST SOUTHST 5::3 Boule- 447 50 38 50 0.0 10.0 0.0 00 63 100 69 0.0 200 00 669 $155,875 "’2%%460
SILVERST/FIRST  FAIRGROUNDS Bike Boule- 2026-
ST/BRIGGS ST oR SOUTHST oo 1,59 50 12 50 0.0 10.0 0.0 00 29 85 94 44 200 00 665 $533,769 2040
FERRY ST VENTURA ST CENTERST Bike Lane 2.05 72 22 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 89 72 15.0 200 00 656 $60,512 22%2460
BALLS FERRY RD/ 2026,
VENTURA ST/ NORTH ST GANYONDR Bike Lane 197 35 6.5 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 82 88 95 18.8 00 603 $104,762 2040
McMURRAY DR

15NBON/R/ Seprated Bike 2026-
NORTH ST MeMURRAYDR  STATEHWY273 P 0.36 6.7 6.9 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 88 87 45 13.0 00 537 $131,051 2040

Bike Boule- 2026-

NORTH ST SILVERST VERNON ST v 0.32 50 0.0 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 50 100 67 0.0 200 00 517 $131,051 2040
STINGY LN ggv SRS ggv STIRUPERT | pyye Lane 0.87 25 54 50 0.0 10.0 0.0 00 00 90 73 0.0 17 00 508 $128,395 22%2460

15NB ON/R/ . 2026-
MoMURRAYDR oo o GANYONDR Bike Lane 0.17 50 6.0 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 60 50 0.0 16.0 00 430 $31,052 2040
EASTST PORTOLAWAY  BALLSFERRYRD BikeLane 007 46 19 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 02 78 65 56 92 00 407 $189,785 22%%460
STINGY LN/
GANYON DR/ Bike Boule- 2026-
SANDSTONEDR,  RUPERTRD MCMURRAYDR 0.03 36 0.0 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 93 86 0.0 14.3 00 407 $342,576 2040
BAY ST
MARMAC RD RIVERSIDEDR  STINGYLN 5;':3 Boe- 96 00 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 17 92 25 0.0 200 00 367 $327134 22%%460
NORTH ST BRIARWOODDR  WENDYLN Bike Lane 0.30 13 78 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 50 70 0.0 12.2 00 333 $56,500 2018-2025
BALLSFERRYRD  REDBUDDR DESCHUTESRD  Bike Lane 0.01 0.6 91 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 09 45 00 0.0 118 00 318 $254944 2200%460

15NB ON/R/
RIVERSIDEAVE/ ) rYANDERAVE McMURRAYDR/ oraredUse 49 36 10.0 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 34 29 0.0 29 00 277 $902,636 2018-2025
DONALD LN Path
NORTH ST

FARIGROUNDSDR  FIRST ST THIRD ST Bike Lane 064 00 15 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 14 30 0.0 16.0 00 269 $85,720 22%%460

ALEXANDER 2026,
THIRD ST AVE/STATEHWY MISSOURILN  Bike Lane 0.66 0.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 75 0.0 8.3 00 221 $60,628 2040

273
RIVERSIDEAVE  AIRPORTRD NORTH ST Bike Lane 483 0.0 8.5 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 16 25 0.0 40 00 216 $126,423 22%%460
OFF-STREET RUPERTRD NA f,';fr:ed'use 0.31 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10,0 0.0 00 100 10 00 0.0 0.0 00 210 $78134 22%2460
DODSON LN RUPERT RD BALLSFERRYRD Bike Lane 1.64 07 29 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 21 37 00 0.0 8.6 00 180 $113,649 22%%460
RIVERSIDEAVE ~ DONALDLN ALEXANDERAVE ~ Bike Lane 0.36 0.0 10.0 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 00 0.0 0.0 00 150 $1,439 22%%460
ALEXANDER AVE/ . 2026-
LTTLEST RIVERSIDEAVE  STATEHWY273  Bike Route 1.48 0.0 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 44 0.0 0.0 00 94 $93,001 2040

Anderson Bicycle Subtotal $4,005,794

Pedestrian
Demand
; - Length | Pedestrian . . ; :
Street Name From Street Project Description ; Transit Strategic Disadvantaged , Time Band
Miles g g
( ) DCerr?sSi}t]y Center Parks | School | Bus Stop Growth Area Community Community

SOUTH ST/CENTERST NORTH ST DOUGLAS ST Commercial/Civic Corridor 0.3 153 00 32 97 9.0 12.5 183 00 681 $526,675 20182025
OB O Community Walkin
PINON AVE/ SPRUCE ST SPRUCEST Connecﬁor‘]’ 9 02 50 00 50 100 9.0 15.0 200 00 640 $180235 20182025
PONDEROSA WAY
VENTURA ST FERRY ST ARSI | Ty 03 50 00 00 90 9.0 15.0 200 00 580 $229306 20182025

SBON/R Connection
PLEASANT HILLS
DR/RHONDA RD/
FACTORY OUTLETS  STATEHWY 273 15SB OFF/R Commercial/Civic Corridor 0.6 38 00 00 838 56 15.0 200 00 531 $064,488  2018-2025
DR/FACTORY OUTLET
DR/ARBY WAY
BRUCEST/EMILYDR  STATEHWY 273 SOUTHST Safe Routes to School 05 57 00 100 71 36 43 200 00 507 $797510 20182025

NORTH VALLEY
OLINDARD/SOUTHST WEST ST CONTINUATION HiG  S2fe Routes to School 07 26 00 87 95 11 0.0 200 00 418 $1,260327 20182025
FERRY ST VERNON ST ANDERSON HIGH Safe Routes to School 02 38 00 56 100 13 0.0 200 00 406 $350,602 20182025
VENTURA ST NORTH ST FERRY ST gznmnl‘;':gr’]' Walking 01 05 00 00 50 10.0 9.0 16.0 00 405 $79,340  2018-2025
McMURRAY DR 15NB ON/R/NORTH ST z’;%FS;ERRY ROAIS  Gommercial/Civie Coridor 0.3 36 00 00 71 50 0.0 171 00 329 $577657 20182025
FIRSTST/ 100FT SOUTH OF BRIGGSST/CHURCH  Community Walking }
R B vl o o1 o 03 50 00 00 43 25 0.0 200 00 318 $281702  2026-2040
RIVERSIDE AVE I5NBON/R ORI SHAEALT [l L 0.6 0.0 00 00 18 28 0.0 44 00 90 $562,468  2026-2040

ST Connection

Anderson Pedestrian Subtotal $5,810,310

Spot Treatment

Location

STATE HIGHWAY 273 AND SOUTH ST

BALLS FERRY RD AND I-5 ON-RAMP

STATE HIGHWAY 273 AND FACTORY OUTLET DR

STATE HIGHWAY 273 AND NORTH ST

BALLS FERRY RD AND |-5 OFF-RAMP

NORTH STT AND I-5 OFF-RAMP

NORTH ST AND I-5 ON-RAMP

Project Description

Subject to Caltrans Process - Intersection
Improvement

Subject to Caltrans Process - Interchange
Improvement
Subject to Caltrans Process - Intersection
Improvement

Subject to Caltrans Process - Intersection
Improvement

Subject to Caltrans Process - Interchange
Improvement

Subject to Caltrans Process - Interchange
Improvement

Subject to Caltrans Process - Interchange
Improvement

Density
20.0

5.0
5.0
10.0
5.0
0.0

21

Transit
.

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

5.0

5.0

Bus
Stop

9.0
10.0
75
76
71
10.0

71

Strategic | Disadvantaged :

15.0

13.8

15.0

49

0.0

43

0.0

20.0

15.1

20.0

14.3

143

0.0 79.0
0.0 58.8
0.0 57.5
0.0 476
0.0 421
0.0 336
0.0 286

Anderson Spot Treatment Subtotal

Anderson Total

$94,927
$312,576
$94,927
$94,927
$312,576
$312,576

$312,576

$1,535,085
$11,351,085

Time Band

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040



Shasta Lake

Bicycle
Length [ Levelof | Bike | COMnects Connects | Connects . Disad- ;
Street Name From Street ; o Time Band
(Miles) [ Traffic | Crash Pro tgs od Network [toExisting| to Sac g:gtsg: Parks | School gtgs vantaged '
Stress | Density hOs Facility | River Trail P Community
Facilities
Caltrans Proj-
ect Develop- 2026-
SHASTADAMBLVD ASHBY RD CASCADEBLVD  ment Process 0.97 5.4 8.1 5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 8.6 7.0 9.0 15.0 16.8 0.0 849 $980,057 2040
- Separated
Bike Lane
Caltrans Proj-
ect Develop-
SHASTA DAM SHASTA DAM 2026-
FRONT ST BLVD (ASHBYRD) BLVD ment Process 2.32 5.0 7.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 7.2 9.8 15.0 20.0 0.0 789 $306,170 2040
-Separated
Bike Lane
CABELLO ST MEADE ST :E\//'\STA DAM Bike Lane 1.54 10.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 50 100 15.0 20.0 0.0 76.7 $11,363 22%%460
FRONT ST/SHAS- Shared-Use 2026-
ASHBY RD TA DAM BLVD WOODLEY AVE Path 1.24 2.8 9.1 5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 7.8 8.2 54 79 19.5 0.0 75.6 $1,232,232 2040
MCCONNELL AVE :E&STA DAM" " rroNTST Bike Lane 18 100 64 00 00 00 00 00 100 50 82 150 200 00 745 §5,747 22%%460
CABELLO ST FORT PECK ST MEADE ST Bike Lane 1.04 10.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 5.0 75 15.0 20.0 0.0 72.5 $11,083 22%2460
KENNETT ST/
SHASTA ST/WASH- GRAND COULEE ~ SHASTA DAM . 2026-
INGTON AVE BLVD BLVD/SHASTA Bike Boulevard 2.87 0.0 5.4 5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 73 8.1 15.0 18.5 0.0 719 $335,056 2040
WAY
MCCONNELLAVE ~ FRONT ST MAIN ST Bike Lane 5.96 9.1 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 47 73 15.0 20.0 0.0 711 $11,312 22%%460
FORT PECK ST/
OFF-STREET CABELLOST/  grpntoNaves  Shared-Use 557 100 0.0 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 100 50 50 150 20,0 00 700 735 0%
FORT PECK ST Path 2040
STANTON DR
MONTANA AVE VALLECITO ST RED BLUFF ST Bike Boulevard 213 3.9 0.8 5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 9.7 72 5.6 7.5 20.0 0.0 69.7 $430,255 22%2460
FORT PECK ST SHASTAST gf\;\é\m ol Bike Boulevard 0.60 29 29 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 6.4 71 15.0 20.0 0.0 69.3 $174,814 22%2460
CABELLO ST LA MESA AVE FORT PECK ST Bike Lane 0.27 6.7 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 6.7 5.0 15.0 20.0 0.0 68.3 $10,889 22%%460
HILL BLVD ROSE AVE PARK PL Bike Boulevard BI5] 0.0 6.7 5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 6.7 100 0.0 20.0 0.0 68.3 $30,684 22%%‘?0
CABELLO ST BONNEVILLEST  LAMESAAVE Bike Lane 4.68 5.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 75 10.0 5.0 15.0 20.0 0.0 67.5 $4,467 22%2460
HILL BLVD LAKE BLVD ROSE AVE Bike Boulevard 3.00 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 8.3 8.3 0.0 20.0 0.0 66.7 $16,089 22%%460
FORT PECK ST CABELLO ST MONTANAAVE  Bike Boulevard 1.38 6.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 7.0 5.0 12.0 20.0 0.0 65.0 $208,954 22002460
STANTON AVE/ . 2026-
FORT PECK ST DEER CREEK RD STANTONDR Bike Boulevard 1.78 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 15.0 20.0 0.0 65.0 $56,090 2040
SACRAMENTO ST/  SHASTADAM . 2026-
TOYON AVE BLVD LAKE BLVD Bike Boulevard 2.51 0.0 43 5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 71 79 0.0 20.0 0.0 64.3 $392,231 2040
Caltrans Proj-
ect Develop- 2026-
SHASTA DAM RD ASHBY RD LAKE BLVD ment Process 2.41 1.0 8.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 59 71 9.3 20.0 0.0 62.6 $203,161 2040
- Buffered Bike
Lane
CASCADE BLVD Ei LR3I e Bike Lane 0.34 0.0 9.1 5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 49 5.6 12.2 8.8 0.0 55.5 $137,682 A
BLVD RD 2040
CABELLO ST VALLECITO ST BONNEVILLEST  Bike Lane 0.43 3.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 1.0 6.0 20.0 0.0 55.0 $28,840 22%%460
HILL BLVD/PARK SACRAMENTO .
PL/ROSE AVE ST LAKE BLVD Bike Boulevard 0.78 0.0 2.3 5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 35 2.5 6.5 0.0 20.0 0.0 49.8 $638,683 2018-2025
SLE Y Shared-Use 2026-
OFF-STREET ST/SHASTADAM  PINE GROVE AVE 2.52 0.0 27 5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 6.6 39 2.0 0.0 19.1 0.0 49.3 $2,101,828
Path 2040
BLVD
S Y Shared-Use 2026-
OFF-STREET DEAD END ST/SHASTA DAM 0.08 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 6.9 2.8 0.0 20.0 0.0 46.3 $1,090,454
Path 2040
BLVD
GRAND COULEE
MUSSEL SHOALS BLVD/SHASTA DEAD END Bike Boulevard 0.26 42 31 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 73 4.2 46 6.9 31 0.0 434 $590,059 2026-
AVE 2040
DAM BLVD
VALLECITO ST MONTANA AVE XV\;\ESHINGTON Bike Boulevard 0.03 12 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 71 74 0.6 6.2 20.0 0.0 424 $484,966 22%2460
PINE GROVE AVE/ Shared-Use 2026-
WALKER MINE RD CASCADEBLVD  BELTLINERD Path 0.07 2.0 8.3 5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 09 6.9 0.0 8.0 0.0 41.0 $1,851,453 2040
TWIN VIEW BLVD OASISRD PINE GROVE AVE  Bike Route 3.32 3.2 10.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 0.0 14.5 0.0 39.5 $209,627 22%%460
RED BLUFF ST :\-\/I\;JESSEL Sl MONTANAAVE  Bike Boulevard 411 3.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.5 29 2.5 0.0 16.0 0.0 389 $439,258 22%%‘?0
SHASTA DAM
LAKE BLVD ACCESSRD/ gll:l\';\[JSTA Dl Bike Route 1.37 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 5.2 1.5 0.0 20.0 0.0 38.7 $279,891 22002460
STATEHWY 151
g CABELLO ST/ Seprated Bike 2026-
OFF-STREET VALLECITO ST PINE GROVE AVE lane 2.05 0.0 3.3 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 44 0.0 0.0 17.8 0.0 35.6 $644,033 2040
CASCADE BLVD/ GRAND COULEE ~ ARROWHEAD .
PINE GROVE AVE BLVD AVE Bike Lane 0.37 315 76 5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 6.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 335 $283,779 2018-2025
1500FT NW OF . 2026-
FLANAGAN RD LAKE BLVD BELT LINE RD Bike Route 0.02 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 26.7 $75,041 2040
BLACK CANYONRD RED BLUFF ST DED END Bike Lane 0.10 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 1.5 0.6 0.0 17.5 0.0 26.5 $147,640 22%2460
ARROWHEAD OASISRD/OLD . 2026-
CASCADE BLVD AVE 0ASISRD Bike Lane 111 0.0 10.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 $109,832 2040
AVINGTON WAY/ PROPOSED OFF-  Seprated Bike 2026-
STAFFORD DR PINE GROVE AVE STREETROUTE  lane 1.34 0.0 6.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 16.2 $896,696 2040
Seprated Bike 2026-
OFF-STREET DEAD END CASCADE BLVD lane 2.81 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 54 17 &3 4.4 0.0 16.0 $1,500,258 2040
CHURN CREEK Shared-Use 2026-
TRAIL - CONNEC- OASISRD PINE GROVE AVE 4.67 0.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 42 0.0 1.7 0.0 15.8 $1,407,338
TION Path 2040
PINE GROVE AVE/ 2026-
VIRGINIA AVE/ REDWING LN CASCADEBLVD  Bike Lane 2.83 1.9 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.2 $298,588
2040
AKRICH ST
TENNESSEE DR DEAD END OASISRD Bike Lane 1.88 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25 $32,585 22%%460
ISJEASTA SA2LLAS DEAD END ASHBY RD Bike Lane 0.72 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 $50,479 22%%‘?0

Shasta Lake Bicycle Subtotal $17,797,018



Shasta Lake

Pedestrian

Street Name

FRONT ST/FRONT ST TO/
FROM SHASTA DAM BLVD

MONTANA AVE

SHASTA DAM BLVD

LOCUST AVE

FRONT ST

MEDIAN AVE

GRAND RIVER AVE

WASHINGTON AVE

SHASTA DAM BLVD

MAIN ST

SHASTA DAM BLVD

HILL BLVD/LAKE BLVD
LAMESA AVE
SHASTA WAY

TWIN VIEW BLVD

PINE GROVE AVE

TRINITY ST

CASCADE BLVD

SMITH AVE/JORZACK WAY

From Street

FRONT ST TO/FROM
SHASTA DAM BLVD/
SHASTA DAMBLVD

SHASTA DAMBLVD

GRAND COULEE BLVD/
MUSSEL SHOALS AVE

SHASTA DAMBLVD

WASHINGTON AVE

SHASTA DAM BLVD

SHASTA DAM BLVD

SHASTADAMBLVD

ASHBY RD/FRONT ST

GRANRIVER AVE

CASCADEBLVD/I'5
NBOFF/R/I 5 SBON/R

SHASTA DAMBLVD

MONTANA AVE

KENNETT ST/SHASTA
DAM BLVD/SHASTA ST

CROOKED OAKLN

CASCADEBLVD

CASCADEBLVD

TRINITY ST

TRINITY ST

ASHBY RD/SHASTA
DAMBLVD

FRONT ST

ASHBY RD/FRONT ST

FRONT ST/LOCUST

FRONT ST TO/FROM
SHASTA DAM BLVD

MAIN ST

MAIN ST

FRONT ST

ROUGERD

MCCONELL AVE

GRAND COULEE BLVD/
MUSSEL SHOALS AVE

TOYON AVE
ASHBY RD
MOON SHADOW CT

POPPY LN

JORZACK WAY

BUTTERFLY LN

ARROWHEAD AVE

PINE GROVE AVE

Project Description

Subject to Caltrans
Process - Commercial/
Civic Corridor

Subject to Caltrans
Process - Commercial/
Civic Corridor

Subject to Caltrans
Process - Commercial/
Civic Corridor
Commercial/Civic
Corridor
Commercial/Civic
Corridor

Community Walking
Connection
Commercial/Civic
Corridor
Commercial/Civic
Corridor

Subject to Caltrans
Process - Community
Walking Connection
Community Walking
Connection

Subject to Caltrans
Process - Commercial/
Civic Corridor

Rural Community Main
Street

Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School

Community Walking
Connection
Community Walking
Connection
Community Walking
Connection
Community Walking
Connection

Community Walking
Connection

Spot Recommendations

Location

SHASTA DAM BLVD AND MONTANA AVE

FRONT AVE AND MONTANA AVE

SHASTA DAM BLVD AND CASCADE BLVD

SHASTA DAM BLVD BETWEEN NORTH BLVD AND LASSEN
AVE

SHASTA DAM BLVD AND SHASTA WAY

SHASTA DAMN BLVD AND LAKE BLVD

Redding

Bicycle

Street Name From Street

CALIFORNIA ST YUBAST PLACER ST
CALIFORNIA ST DIVISION ST YUBAST
SOUTH ST COURT ST EAST ST
PINEST SMARKET ST TRINITY ST
COURTST;NCOURT  COURT ST/SOUTH NCOoU /
ST ST BENTO
YUBAST COURT ST LIBERTY
ggll:llgg?NSI:/IiLKET SMARKET ST/W. CALIFORNIA ST/
ST ! CYPRESS AVE PLACERST
CENTERST; RIVER-

SIDE DR; DIVISION ST, ggﬁ;?.’;.?R/N PLACERST
CALIFORNIA ST

EASTST PLACER ST TRINITY ST
TEHAMA ST WEST ST CALIFORNIA ST
HARTNELL AVE CHURN CREEK RD VICTOR AVE
SMARKET ST SOUTH ST PLACER ST
HARTNELL AVE E CYPRESS AVE CHURN CREEKRD
BUTTEST,LIBERTY  LIBERTYST/YUBA  BUTTEST/CONTI-
ST ST NENTAL ST
EASTST PINE ST LOCUST ST
SOUTHST WEST ST COURT ST

Project Description

Subject to Caltrans Process - Intersection
Improvement

Subject to Caltrans Process - Intersection
Improvement

Subject to Caltrans Process - Interchange
Improvement

Subject to Caltrans Process - Intersection
Improvement

Subject to Caltrans Process - Intersection
Improvement

Subject to Caltrans Process - Intersection
Improvement

Traffic
Stress

Separated Bike

0.07 5.0
Lane
Separated Bike 027 6.0
Lane
Bike Lane 0.41 6.0
Subject to Cal-
trans Pro
fered B

ne .82 7.0
Bike Route 0.45
Buffered Bike
Lane 060 0 )
Separated Bike 0.42 40
Lane
Bike Lane 0.46 7.0
Bike Route 0.28 3.0
Buffered Bike 072 90
Lane
Bike Route 011 4.0
Buffered Bike 126 6.0
Lane
Bike Boulevard  0.14 5.0
Bike Lane 0.09 5.0
Bike Boulevard ~ 0.08 5.0

Length
(Miles)

0.4

0.0

0.7

0.0

0.4

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.6

0.2

0.4

0.4
0.2
0.3

0.7

0.3

0.4

0.7

0.4

18

16.3

20.0

14.4

20.0

20.0

12.5

Demand

Pedestrian :
ash '(I;r:r?tsel: Parks | School
Density

5.0 0.0 10.0 72
5.0 0.0 10.0 5.0
34 0.0 10.0 6.6
5.0 0.0 10.0 5.0
37 0.0 10.0 5.0
0.0 0.0 10.0 4.4
0.0 0.0 10.0 45
0.0 0.0 10.0 5.0
3.0 0.0 6.4 6.9
25 0.0 10.0 20
0.0 0.0 5.6 75
0.0 0.0 10.0 75
0.0 0.0 9.0 10.0
0.0 0.0 25 10.0
2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
39 0.0 0.0 13
2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.7 0.0 0.0 13

Bus
Stop
9.8 15.0
10.0 15.0
9.5 15.0
75 15.0
8.0 15.0
8.0 15.0
75 15.0
70 15.0
75 12.3
5.0 15.0
8.1 15.0
8.8 0.0
2.0 0.0
6.0 13.5
75 0.0
8.3 0.0
5.8 0.0
6.9 0.0
44 0.0

Disadvantaged
rea Community

20.0

20.0

189

20.0

20.0

20.0

20.0

20.0

20.0

20.0

10.0

20.0
20.0
2.0

14.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Community

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

67.0

65.0

63.4

62.5

61.7

57.4

57.0

57.0

56.1

54.5

46.3

46.3
41.0
34.0

235

13.6

8.3

75

74

Shasta Lake Pedestrian Subtotal

Pegfas;{]la Transit Parks | School Bus Strategic Disadvantaged
; Center Stop |Growth Area Community
Density
5.0 0.0 10.0 75 10.0 15.0 20.0 0.0 67.5
5.0 0.0 10.0 7.5 10.0 15.0 20.0 0.0 67.5
0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 15.0 10.0 0.0 45.0
0.0 0.0 5.0 54 8.5 15.0 20.0 0.0 53.8
0.0 0.0 21 10.0 8.6 15.0 5.7 0.0 41.4
0.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 50.0

Connects
o Existing
Facility

to
Propose!
Facilities

5.0 10.0
0.0

5.0 15.0
0 0.0
1 0.0

5.0 10.0
15.0 0.0
5.0 10.0 0.0
5.0 15.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 15.0 0.0
5.0 10.0 0.0
5.0 10.0 5.0
5.0 10.0 0.0

Connects
to Sac
River Trail

Transit
Center

0.0
0.0

0.0 15.0 5.0

33

0.0 15.0 0.0
0.0 133 78
0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 15.0 75
0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 15.0 0.0
0.0 15.0 0.0

0.0 131 0.0

79

83

9.6

8.7

87

72

75

10.0

6.8

6.9

10.0

8.8

Shasta Lake Spot Treatment Subtotal
Shasta Lake Total

Disad-
vantaged
Community

10.0 10.0 5.0 20.0
70 10.0 5.0 20.0
10.0 9.3 5.0 18.7
91 8.7 5.0 174
9.6 71 5.0 20.0
9.0 9.3 5.0 18.7
10.0 10.0 5.0 20.0
5.0 4.0 5.0 20.0
76 10.0 5.0 20.0
9.4 10.0 5.0 20.0
6.8 10.0 5.0 20.0
10.0 10.0 5.0 20.0
9.4 9.4 5.0 20.0
6.9 8.8 5.0 17.5
10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0
10.0 10.0 5.0 20.0

$588,124

$31,318

$1,211,724

$49,293
$705,411
$95939
$183,562

$85,076

$560,887

$159,983

$670,878

$644,760
$399,718
$481,701

$671,883
$238,590
$364,906
$616,913

$374,810
$8,135,476

$94,927
$94,927
$312,576
$94,927
$94,927

$94,927

$787,211
$26,719,705

100 1300
100 1280
00 1183
00 1180
00 1149
00 1147
00 1132
100 113.0
00 M28
00 1108
10.0 104.6
00 1015
10.0 1011
0.0 100.0
0.0 100.0
00 994

Time Band

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040
2026-2040
2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

Time Band

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040



Redding

Bicycle
Street Name

PLACER ST

COURT ST, SCHLEY
AVE

SMARKET ST
CHURN CREEKRD
W CYPRESS AVE
WEST ST

E CYPRESS AVE
CONTINENTAL ST
RAILROAD AVE

WEST ST, LOGAN ST

OFF-STREET
(DIESTELHORST TO
DOWNTOWN TRAIL-
OVER BENTON DR)

E CYPRESS AVE
BECHELLILN
HARTNELL AVE

WEST ST

WEST ST, GOLD ST;
AIRPARK DR

OFF-STREET
BENTON DR
CHURN CREEK RD
LAKEBLVD

NMARKET ST
EUREKA WAY

SOUTHST

HEMSTED DR

OFF-STREET (SUL-
PHUR CREEK RD)

LOCUST ST; CIVIC
CENTERDR

STATE HIGHWAY 44
CROSSING

CONSTITUTION WAY;
TWIN VIEW BLVD;
NORTHPOINT DR

OFF-STREET (ACID
CANAL TRAIL)

OFF-STREET (ACID
CANAL TRAIL)

WALNUT AVE

LOMAVISTADR

LOMAVISTADR;
REMILN; ETHAN LN;
MONTERRALN

OFF-STREET

(DIESTELHORST TO
DOWNTOWN TRAIL--
UNDER BENTON DR)

HILLTOP DR
LAKEBLVD

MARAGLIA ST

E CYPRESS AVE
(FUTURE)

HILLTOP DR

WRIGHT DR; ALDER
ST, MOUNTAIN
SHADOWS BLVD

SMARKET ST

BRANSTETTERLN;
TEXAS SPRINGS RD

CHURN CREEKRD
DOGWOOD LN; BUCK-
EYETER; CLAY ST

BOULDERDR

1-5 CROSSING

BROWNING ST

From Street

PLEASANT ST

SCHLEY AVE/
RAILROAD AVE

QUARTZHILLRD

E CYPRESS AVE

PINEST

EUREKA WAY

CHURN CREEKRD

SOUTH ST

BUENAVENTURA
BLVD

WEST ST/LINDEN
AVE

SOUTH OF DIESTEL-
HORST BRIDGE

VICTOR AVE

SBONNYVIEWRD

VICTOR AVE

7THST

WEST ST/EUREKA
WAY

100FT WEST OF
BENTON DR

N COURT ST/RIVER-
SIDEDR

HARTNELL AVE

OASISRD

SULPHUR CREEK RD

BUENAVENTURA
BLVD

EAST ST

BECHELLILN

DOGWOOD LN

LOCUST ST/EAST ST

PARK MARINA DR

CONSTITUTION
WAY/MOUNTAIN
VIEWDR

PARKVIEW AVE

PARK MARINA DR

EUREKA WAY

CHURN CREEKRD

CHURN CREEKRD

WEST OF DIESTEL-
HORST BRIDGE

SE OF LAKE BLVD/N

MARKET ST

NORTHERN CITY
LIMIT

CHURN CREEK RD

SHASTAVIEW DR

PALISADES AVE

WRIGHT DR/BIG
EAGLELN

BUENAVENTURA
BLVD

STATEHWY 273

E CYPRESS AVE

CLAY ST/LAKE BLVD

CAMPERS CT

BECHELLILN

OLD ALTURAS RD

COURT ST

COURT ST/SOUTH
ST

TRINITY ST
HARTNELL AVE
GRAPE AVE

N COURT ST

HARTNELL AVE/
HEMSTED DR

BUTTEST

SOUTH ST

LOGAN ST/RAIL-
ROAD AVE

BENTON DR/
RIVERSIDE DR

ALFREDA WAY
ECYPRESS AVE
SHASTAVIEW DR

EUREKA WAY

AIRPARK DR/
PLACER ST

CENTERST/
RIVERSIDE DR

NMARKET ST

SBONNYVIEWRD

100 FT WEST OF N
MARKET ST

BENTON DR

COURT ST

PARK MARINA DR

ECYPRESS AV
HARTNELL AVE

SULPHUR CREEK
RD/LOST RD

CIVIC CENTER
DR/W CYPRESS
AVE

WB STATE HIGH-
WAY 44 OFF- AND
ON-RAMPS

NORTHPOINT DR/
LAKEBLVD

NBONNYVIEW RD/
EASTSISDE RD

PARKVIEW AVE
SHASTA ST

EL PORTALDR

ROESNER AVE

RIVERSIDE DR

LAKEBLVD
OASISRD
HILLTOP DR

VICTOR AVE

SE OF LAKE
BLVD/N MARKET
ST

MOUNTAIN
SHADOWS BLVD/
LAKE BLVD

ANGELO AVE/
CALIFORNIA ST

WESTERN CITY
LIMIT

DANADR

DOGWOOD LN
(EASTERN END)

BLACK MARBLE
WAY

HILLTOP DR/
MISTLETOE LN

HILTOP DR

Buffered Bike
Lane

Buffered Bike
Lane

Bike Lane

Buffered Bike
Lane
Buffered Bike
Lane

Buffered Bike
Lane

Bike Lane

Bike Boulevard

Shared-Use
Path

Bike Route

Shared-Use
Path

Buffered Bike
Lane
Buffered Bike
Lane
Buffered Bike
Lane
Buffered Bike
Lane

Bike Boulevard

Shared-Use
Path

Bike Lane

Buffered Bike
Lane
Buffered Bike
Lane

Bike Lane

Subject to Cal-
trans Process
Bike Lane

Bike Bo

Bike Route

Subject to Cal-
trans Process
Shared-Use
Path

Bike Lane

Shared-Use
Path

Shared-Use
Path

Bike Boulevard

Bike Lane

Bike Boulevard

Shared-Use
Path

Bike Lane

Bike Lane

Buffered Bike
Lane
Shared-Use
Path

Buffered Bike
Lane

Bike Boulevard

Subject to Cal-
trans Process
Bike Lane

Bike Lane

Buffered Bike
Lane

Bike Boulevard

Subject to Cal-
trans Process
Shared-Use
Path

Subject to Cal-
trans Process
Shared-Use
Path

Buffered Bike
Lane

1.80

0.47

0.50

0.18

013

0.87

0.32

1.80

0.19

0.30

0.47

2.38

0.74

0.50

1.23

0.08

1.38

0.18

0.23

0.16

0.35

0.38

0.36

0.56

0.31

0.70

1.16

0.45

1.69

3.74

11

0.36

0.18

0.19

1.02

Traffic
Stress

8.0

10.0

9.0

70

6.0

9.0

20

8.0

5.0

20

10.0

8.0

9.0

6.0

3.0

3.0

5.0

10.0

70

20

5.0

5.0

8.0

5.0

20

10.0

9.0

4.0

3.0

10.0

4.0

10.0

10.0

70

3.0

10.0

6.0

8.0

Density

9.3

72

79

16.7

16.3

1.4

14.0

20.0

8.5

8.2

10.0

5.0

70

43

12.7

141

10.0

5.0

32

2.5

6.8

71

0.0

20.0

1.7

2.8

9.0

5.5

19

76

10.0

0.0

10.0

76

Connects

Proposed
Facilities

5.0

5.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

0.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

0.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

Connects

Network | to Existing

15.0

15.0

10.0

15.0

15.0

10.0

15.0

10.0

0.0

10.0

10.0

15.0

15.0

15.0

0.0

0.0

10.0,

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

0.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

15.0

15.0

0.0

15.0

15.0

10.0

0.0

15.0

15.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

15.0

Facility
5.0
0.0
5.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
5.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

5.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Connects
to Sac
River Trail

0.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Transit
Center

43

15.0

15.0

0.0

15.0

15.0

0.0

103

15.0

12.3

15.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

15.0

5.4

15.0

15.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

DEENT

Parks | School Bus

Stop
17 8.0 9.3 74 3.2
0.0 6.1 48 6.8 49
0.0 10.0 44 3.8 5.0
0.0 J725) 8.3 89 5.0
0.0 10.0 10.0 5.6 5.0
0.0 50 100 14 5.0
0.0 42 10.0 5.0 5.0
0.0 5.0 8.4 553 5.0
0.5 7.3 47 59 48
0.0 10.0 28 8.2 5.0
0.0 8.3 5.8 0.0 0.0
0.0 9.1 73 515 4.0
0.0 0.9 6.2 39 4.5
0.0 2.8 5.7 10.0 5.0
0.0 50 100 13 5.0
2.0 73 9.7 8.6 46
44
0 44
5.8 43
48 5.0
0.0 5.0
49 5.0
2.1 5.0
1.1 5.0
3 8.1 0.0 43
10.0 2.1 5.0
0.0 10.0 75 0.0 49
39 29 48 5.4 5.0
0.0 39 73 3.0 44
0.0 10.0 5.0 2.5 0.0
0.0 10.0 10.0 7.5 5.0
0.0 1.8 100 41 5.0
0.0 40 9.2 6.5 44
0.0 10.0 5.0 0.0 0.0
5.2 5.5 6.0 3.8 5.0
0.0 74 6.4 0.0 32
0.0 5.0 7.0 10.0 0.0
0.0 43 39 6.3 1.6
0.0 8.9 31 &3 5.0
0.0 0.0 3.8 8.0 47
0.0 6.7 42 2.8 4.5
0.0 0.0 45 0.0 2.5
14 24 73 6.8 5.0
33 0.3 6.0 13 47
0.0 5.0 3.0 10.0 5.0
0.0 77 5.0 09 5.0
1.0 6.9 6.9 6.6 5.0

Disad-
vantaged
Community

20.0

15.0

20.0

20.0

1.3

20.0

20.0

10.5

119

20.0

20.0

20.0

20.0

13.3

20.0

20.0

20.0

16.4

20.0

20.0

20.0

13.2

43

20.0

18.3

43

0.0

20.0

79

5.0

20.0

20.0

20.0

143

8.6

20.0

20.0

20.0

6.7

20.0

5.5

15.0

6.4

20.0

20.0

18.2

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

97.8

96.1

95.4

95.1

889

87.2

81.6

81.5

81.2

80.0

79.8

79.7

76.9

76.8

76.3

74.6

743

74.3

74.0

72.4

70.9

67.9

67.5

67.5

67.1

66.8

63.0

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026~
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040



Redding

Bicycle
Demand
Connects ]
Street Name From Street J Connects | Connects i Disad-
Traffic Pro tgs -~ Network | to Existing| to Sac I}r:rr:tsg: Parks | School gtlés vantaged
Stress | Density hOs Facility | River Trail P Community
Facilities
OFF-STREET (LOMA ETHANLN/LOMA  Shared-Use 2026-
TG SAFFRON WAY VISTADR oot 174 40 20 50 100 0.0 0.0 00 00 76 70 73 26 65 100 619 2040
HAWLEY RD NORTHERNEND  COLLYERDR f:;f:’ed Bke  0m 100 1.0 50 10.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 16 00 42 200 100 618 22%%46(;
DANADR CHURNCREEKRD  HILLTOPDR Bike Lane 036 80 100 0.0 100 50 50 00 54 19 50 62 46 00 00 610 22%22;
SBONNYVIEW RD/ . 2026-
CEDARSRD STATEHWY 273 ELRENOLN Bike Lane 153 90 50 50 15.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 63 00 47 152 00 602 2040
LOMA VISTADR CHURNCREEKRD  ELPORTALDR E:;f:’ed Bke 035 50 50 50 10.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0 100 00 50 200 00 600 22%2;’(;
8TH ST; MARY ST; OVERHILL DR/ . 2026-
OVERHILL DR 8THST/BTHST EUREKA WAY BikeBoulevard 075 20 54 50 0.0 0.0 50 63 00 50 100 08 17 183 00 595 2040
OFF-STREET (CHURN CHURN CREEKRD/  Shared-Use 2026-
e CYPRESS AVE e S 348 20 27 50 10.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 33 33 56 24 148 100 591 2000
KESWICKDAMRD ~ LAKEBLVD KY;SIIERN CITY ' BikeLane 083 100 0.0 50 15.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 18 05 25 200 00 581 22%%:’6
CHURNCREEKRD ~ BROWNING ST SLISTRLE fsbislEle | e | ogg 29 0.0 55 50 00 100 581 20
BLVD Lane 2040
BUENAVENTURA  Shared-Use 2026-
WESTSIDERD CANYON RD BLVD ot 355 90 15 50 00 44 60 100 575 2040
OFF-STREET (PLAC-  PLACERST (EAST- Shared-Use 2026-
B i PARKMARINADR o1 008 30 50 50 00 49 00 100 570 2000
HAWLEY RD;CHURN ~ HAWLEY RD/ CHURN CREEKRD/  Buffered Bike 2026-
CREEKRD COLLYERDR PALACIO DR Lane e 23 50 N e 2040
AIRPORT RD/OLD . 2026-
HARTNELL AVE OREGON TRL SHASTAVIEWDR  Bike Lane 0 76 18 03 00 558 2040
SBONNYVIEWRD  STATEHWY 273 BECHELLILN e 50 00 26 188 100 553 2026-
Path 2040
CARPENTERLN/ 2026-
MISTLETOE LN SHASTAPINESway CHUR 17 0. 56 50 89 00 551 2000
SBONNYVIEWRD ~ STATEHWY273  BE 31 0 00 00 72 100 551 22%%:’6
TWIN VIEW BLVD;
" TWINVIEWBLVD/  COLL . 2026-
MOUNTAIN VIEW DR; Bike Boulevard 1.6 0.0 2.5 20.0 0.0 55.0
COLLYERDR OASISRD HAWLEY RD 2040
EASTSIDERD NBONNYVIEWRD  SBONNYVIEWRD ﬁ';;:'“’d'use 50 54 00 29 200 00 545 zz%af’[;
QUARTZHILLRD TERRANOVADR ~ BENTONDR AEEEE | Gae | g 00 14 00 00 528 e
Lane 2040
OFF-STREET (LITTLE Shared-Use 2026-
B CHURN CREEK LAWRENCERD 1 077 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 53 58 71 13 188 100 523 2040
OFF-STREET (SUL- ARBORETUMPE-  Shared-Use 2026-
i — N MARKET ST iyl 033 40 0 50 100 0.0 50 00 00 100 50 00 00 80 00 520 2040
OFF-STREET 0ASISRD SEEET S e | g 52 50 15.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 03 75 97 00 00 00 517 2026-
LIMIT Lane 2040
PLACERST CONTINENTALST ~ TACERSTEAST oo povlevard 031 00 1356 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 55 00 68 10.0 18 50 36 00 514 2026-
ERN END) 2040
ALTAMESADR RANCHORD HARTNELLAVE  BikeBoulevard 200 8.0 13 50 10.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 56 64 95 42 14 00 513 22%%‘3;
8THST WEST ST 8THST/8THST  BikeLane 008 30 57 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 21 00 50 100 417 71 00 511 22%246(;
EBONNYVIEWRD;  EBONNYVIEWRD/S RADIOLN/EAST- 2026-
RADIOLN T B Bike Lane 158 100 09 50 10.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 88 00 50 113 00 509 2040
BRI oy e EUREKA WAY AHEEEE | e | g 0.0 50 15.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 64 20 43 50 29 00 506 e
BLVD Lane 2040
Subject to Cal-
SBONNYVIEWRD  BECHELLILN CHURNCREEKRD ~ TaMsProcess o404 40 50 10.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 08 00 00 200 00 498 vl
Buffered Bike 2040
Lane
BECHELLILN . 2026-
BECHELLILN SACRIVERTRAIL (oo eonENp)  BlkeLane 014 60 50 0.0 0.0 50 0.0 00 00 100 20 00 13 200 00 493 2040
Subject to Cal-
SBONNYVIEWRD  BECHELLIN CHURCH CREEKRD T2MSPocess —g40 445 38 50 10.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 05 00 00 200 00 493 2026-
Shared-Use 2040
Path
HWY 44 WB OFF/R/ Buffered Bike 2026-
SHASTAVIEWDR o o R COLLEGEVIEWDR % 312 100 23 50 15.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 25 39 56 40 00 00 484 2040
OFF-STREET PALISADESAVE  PRIVATEDR ﬁf;;:ed-Use 117 100 21 50 10.0 0.0 50 00 00 83 29 00 50 00 00 483 22%%‘3;
VENUSWAY;MERCU- VENUSWAY/SHAS-  VEGAST/VICTOR . 2026-
e TAVIEW DR AV BikeBoulevard 084 30 11 50 100 0.0 0.0 00 00 82 77 95 34 00 00 480 2040
HWY 44 WB OFF/R/ Shared-Use 2026-
SHASTA VIEW Hwyaawson  MARTNELLAVE D 074 60 08 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 50 18 100 40 154 00 480 2040
MISTLETOELN VICTORAVE SHADY LN Bike Lane 029 90 17 0.0 10.0 50 0.0 00 00 00 47 59 32 81 00 476 22002;
LAKESIDE DR;
FOOTHILL BLVD; LAS LAKESIDE DR/
ANIMAS DR; MONTE xfgéazgﬁ\*g#m BUENAVENTURA  BikeBoulevard 094 1.0 27 50 10.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 69 6.0 85 40 31 00 472 22%?0
BELLO DR; MANZANI- BLVD
TAHILLS AVE
COLLYERDR POISON OAK LN HAWLEY RD E:;f:’ed Blke 410 100 09 50 15.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 25 00 50 73 00 456 22%2466
AKRICHST/OLD  Buffered Bike 2026-
OASISRD LAKEBLVD OREGON TRL Lo 415 80 02 50 15.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 46 44 00 29 52 00 452 2040
SHASTAVIEWDR ~ RANCHORD CASTLEWOOD DR f:;f:md Bke 103 100 21 5.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 63 30 33 00 00 00 447 22%23;
AIRPORT RD STATEHWY 44 RANCHORD Bike Lane 184 100 0.0 50 15.0 50 0.0 00 00 21 26 06 00 35 00 438 22%%466
OFF-STREET (LINDEN BUENA VENTURA Shared-Use 2026-
o BLVD WEST ST ot 091 10 21 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16 00 84 23 42 39 200 00 436 2040
HILLTOP DR BROWNING ST PALISADES AVE E:;f:’ed Bike 31 9.0 2.8 50 10.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 50 67 00 50 00 00 434 22%?46(;
TIDMORELN COLLYERDR COLLEGE VIEW DR f,';ffd'”se 024 70 43 50 100 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 20 14 28 00 100 425 220025[;
BUENAVENTURA  <raTEMWY273  PLACERST RS | onn | g 0.0 50 15.0 0.0 0.0 06 00 31 15 04 25 37 00 418 e
BLVD Lane 2040
COLLEGEVIEWDR ~ OLDOREGONTRL  CHURN CREEKRD E:;f:’ed Blke 470 g0 22 50 15.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 45 06 43 00 00 407 22%2466
NB I-5 OFF-RAMP/
OFF-STREET(BOUL- ¢\ ;aNCREEKRD ~ STATEHWy299  Shored-Use 141 2.0 07 50 100 0.0 0.0 00 00 23 78 07 15 00 100 400 2026-
DER CREEK) Path 2040
(SEQUAD)
SBONNYVIEWRD ~ ALROSELN STATEHWY 273 f,';ffd'”se 118 100 15 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 61 00 26 40 100 392 220025[;
CHURN CREEKRD/S Buffered Bike 2026-
CHURNCREEKRD o v ™ RANCHORD Lo 080 80 0.0 50 15.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 26 00 15 00 67 00 388 2000
MADISON RIVER DR;
YELLOWSTONE DR;
“  BANJOLN/GOOD-  ELVISTAST/ . 2026-
WESTERNOAKDR; 1 cco o VICTOR AVE BikeBoulevard 160 50 02 50 100 0.0 0.0 00 00 76 36 52 21 00 00 387 2000

SARATOGA DR; EL
VISTAST



Redding

Bicycle
Street Name

CAPRICORN WAY
SHASTAVIEW DR

CHURN CREEK ROAD

SHASTAVIEW DR
(FUTURE)

RANCHO RD

OFF-STREET (SUL-
PHUR CREEK)

OFF-STREET (BOUL-
DER CREEK/CHURN
CREEK)

VICTOR AVE

AIRPORT RD

AIRPORT RD (FUTURE
FRONTAGE RD)

BUENAVENTURA
BLVD

OFF-STREET

BELTLINERD

VENTURE PKWY/
RANCHO RD

MISSION DE ORO DR;
MILL VALLEY PKWY

RANCHO RD

OFF-STREET (VIEW
TRAIL)

QUARTZ HILL RD

E BONNYVIEW RD
(FUTURE)

PALISADES AVE

CANYON RD

OFF-STREET (CHURN
CREEK)

OFF-STREET (CLO-
VER CREEK)

CASCADEBLVD

BUENAVENTURA
BLVD

EUREKA WAY

SHASTAVIEWDR
(FUTURE)

STARDR; SAC-
RAMENTO DR;
CREEKSIDE ST

OFF-STREET (CHURN
CREEK)

SHASTAVIEW DR
OLD OREGON TRL

AKRICH ST

OFF-STREET
(WRIGHT DR)

GIRVAN RD

CANYON DR

SHASTAVIEWDR
(FUTURE)

VICTOR AVE

OFF-STREET

SHASTAVIEWDR
(FUTURE)

BELT LINERD
BELTLINERD

OFF-STREET

CHURN CREEK TRAIL
-CONNECTION

From Street

CASTLEWOOD DR

HWY 44 WB OFF/R/
HWY 44 WB ON/R

CHURN CREEK/
BONNYVIEW RD

COLLEGE VIEWDR
CHURN CREEKRD

KESWICK DAM RD

CHURN CREEKRD

CHURN CREEKRD
HOLEIN ONEDR
RANCHO RD
PLACER ST
HILLTOP DR

OASISRD

RANCHO RD/
AIRPORT RD

MILL VALLEY PKWY
(NORTHERN END)

CHURN CREEK RD

MISSION DEL ORO
DR

WESTERN CITY
LIMIT

CREEKSIDE ST/
SACRAMENTO DR

(SOUTHERN END)
STATE HWY

OLD ALTURA

CLOVER CREE
PRESERVE

NORTHERN CITY
LIMIT

STATEHWY 273
LOWER SPRINGS RD
AIRPORT RD

CREEKSIDE ST/
ISLAND DR

CROOKED OAKLN

RANCHORD

NORTHEAST CITY
LIMIT

OASISRD/OLD
OREGON TRL

BELTLINERD
(SOUTHERN END)

CREEKSIDE ST/
ISLAND DR

STATEHWY 273
COLLEGE VIEWDR
CHURN CREEKRD
RIVERSIDE DR

AIRPORT RD

NORTHERN CITY
LIMIT (GOPHERLN)

CATERPILLARRD
CANYON CREEKRD

OASISRD

To Street

HARTNELL AVE

COLLEGE VIEWDR

RANCHO RD

NORTHERN CITY
LIMIT

AIRPORT RD

MARKET ST

OLD ALTURAS RD

ELVISTAST/PVT
ROAD

SHASTAVIEW DR

SHASTAVIEW DR

EUREKA WAY

PEPPERTREE
PARK

CATERPILLARRD

AIRPORT RD/FIG
TREELN

MISSION DE ORO
DR/TANGLEWOOD
DR

AIRPORT RD

BROWNING ST/
VIEW AVE

TERRANOVADR

SBONNYVIEWRD

HILLTOP DR

S WEST!
T IT

AVE

HARTNELL AVE
OASISRD

TETONDR

BUENAVENTURA
BLVD

RANCHO RD

STARDR/EAST-
SIDERD

HAWLEY LN

CASTLEWOOD DR

OASIS RD/OLD
OREGON

NORTHERN CITY
LIMIT

WRIGHT DR/BIG
EAGLELN

STATEHWY/
EASTSIDE RD

SOUTHWESTERN
CITYLIMIT

NORTHERN CITY
LIMIT

EL VISTAST/PVT
ROAD

BONNYVIEW BOAT
RAMP

RANCHO RD

OASISRD

BELTLINERD
(SOUTHERN END)

WEST OF CANYON
CREEKRD

PINE GROVE AVE

Project Length | Level of

Description | (Miles) | Traffic
Stress

Shared-Use

Path 1.09 6.0

Shared-Use

Path 3.10 5.0

Shared-Use

Path 0.79 8.0

Shared-Use

Path 314 8.0

Buffered Bike 173 9.0

Lane

Shared-Use

Path 2.84 2.0

Shared-Use

Path 1.62 2.0

Buffered Bike 0.70 9.0

Lane

Bike Lane 2.32 9.0

Buffered Bike 0.81 100

Lane

Shared-Use

Path 0.82 10.0

Shared-Use

Path 0.59 1.0

Bike Lane 0.56 10.0

Bike Lane 430 8.0

Bike Boulevard ~ 0.71 2.0

Shared-Use

Path 1.74 9.0
Shared-Use

Path 0.42 9.0
Buffered Bike

Lane

Buffered Bike
Lane

al se
h
al

ared-Use
Path

Shart
Path

Bike Lan

Shared-Us!
Path

Bike Lane

Buffered Bike
Lane

Bike Boulevard 1.74 2.0

Shared-Use

Path 2.55 3.0
Shared-Use

path 1.03 5.0
Buffered Bike 231 8.0
Lane

Bike Lane 1.06 5.0
Shared-Use

path 0.10 5.0
Bike Lane 0.77 10.0
Bike Lane 0.75 9.0
Buffered Bike 295 40
Lane

Shared-Use

Path 0.70 6.0
Shared-Use

Path 0.56 0.0
Shared-Use

Path 1.45 6.0
Bike Route 0.70 2.0

Bike Boulevard  0.36 4.0

Shared-Use
Path 0.30 5.0
Shared-Use
Path 0.66 40

Bike Connects

Density

Connects | Connects

to o

enaty | Proposed | NG| GEER | aver i
1.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
18 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7
0.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33
2.8 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 5.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6
19 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 38
24 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 55
0.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 54
14 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7
0.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.8
0.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5
0.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0

23 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0

21 0.0 0.0 5.0

0.0 0.0 0.0

.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0 6.7

15 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4

&l 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0

0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0 83

0. 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 28 0.0 1.6

.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0

5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.3 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 42
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17
13 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0
0.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
38 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.4
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 75
17 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33
0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Demand

Transit Bus
0.0 77 44

37

0.0

6.1

5.3

41

79

0.9

0.0

23

20

39

3.5

20

5.4

5.1

6.4

0.4

8.2

6.7

49

36

6.7

0.0

11

0.3

11

35

0.0

3.0

0.0

0.0

2.0

27

0.3

2.8

1.0

0.7

1.0

24

1.6

0.0

0.0

10.0

6.3

11

5.6

0.0

76

4.2

0.0

0.0

6.7

0.0

0.0

0.0

3.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

9.2

89

0.0

0.0

4.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

4.0

0.0

0.0

2.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Popu-

32

4.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.3

1.5

19

17

0.0

5.0

29

4.0

17

0.9

0.0

5.0

14

25

5.0

0.0

14

14

42

29

42

27

1.7

1.0

0.0

13

33

0.0

23

0.0

0.0

1.7

0.0

22

38

0.0

0.0

3.0

Disad-
vantaged
Community

0.0
10.4

0.0

20.0

0.0

0.0
89
8.6
0.0
25
0.0

6.7

0.0

0.0
0.0
12.0
20
0.0
0.0
56
22
0.0
0.0
0.0

27

0.0

20.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
5.0
0.0
8.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
24
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

38.5

37.8

374

373

372

292

284

278

27.5

233

21.4

18.1

16.8

16.2

123

11.6

1.5

10.6

10.0

70

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040



Redding

Spot Treatment

Population
Density

Pedestrian
Crash
Density

Location Project Description Sirategi Time Band

srowth Area

Disadvantaged
Community

CYPRESS AVE AND PINE ST Interchange Improvement 2026-2040

HARTNELL AVE AND CHURN CREEKRD Intersection Improvement 20.0 0.0 80.0 2026-2040
HARTNELL AVE AT YANA AVE Intersection Improvemen 20.0 0.0 69.4 2026-2040
EUREKA WAY AND WALNUT AVE 20.0 0.0 65.5 2026-2040
1-5 AND CYPRESS AVE 20.0 0.0 61.7 2026-2040
CYPRESS AVE AND CHURN CREEK RD 20.0 0.0 57.5 2026-2040
LAKE BLVD SOUITH OF CANADA DR 6.7 0.0 39.2 2026-2040
SUNDIAL BRIDGE DR AND STATE HWY 44 0.0 0.0 383 2026-2040
STATEHWY 273 AT ELRENO LN Interchange Improvement 13.3 0.0 38.3 2026-2040
GOODWATER AVE WEST OF SHASTA VIEW DR Intersection Improvement 0. 0.0 20.0 0.0 33.0 2026-2040
BROWNING ST AND LANCERS LN Intersection Improvement 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.0 2026-2040
DANADRAND HILLTOP DR Interchange Improvement 5.0 0.0, 0.0 0.0 25.0 2026-2040
EAST OF MONTERRA LN AND ROESNER AVE Intersection Improvement 0 10.0 0.0 235 2026-2040
I-5AND HILLTOP DR Interchange Improvement 3. 0.0 0.0 220 2026-2040
HILLTOP DR AND SANDPOINTE DR Intersection Improvement 0.0 2.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.0 2026-2040

Redding Spot Treatment Subtotal

Redding Total

Shasta County

Bicycle

Project Connects

Description

Length [ Level of
(Miles)

Disad-
vantaged
Community

Strategic
Growth
Area

Street Name From Street To Street Com- | Total

munity

Bus

Crash Stop

Density

Parks | School

Proposed
Facilities

FIRST ST

HURON AVE/ERIE ST

BRUSH ST

MARQUETTE ST

ASH AVE

STATEHWY 273

FIRST ST/MAIN
ST/SECOND ST/
THIRD ST/OLIVE ST/
FOURTH ST/FRONT
ST/HIGH ST

BAILEY AVE

GROVE ST

FOURTH ST/GAS
POINTRD

CURVEST

STATE HWY 299

STATEHWY 299

DESCHUTES RD

RHONDA RD

LOCUST ST/FIRST ST

TAMARACK AVE

STATEHWY 151

OLD OREGON TRL

KESWICK DAM RD

STATEHWY 299

CANYON DR

OFF-STREET

DESCHUTES RD

AIRPORT RD

RHONDA RD/PLEAS-
ANTHILLS DR

DESCHUTES RD

STATE HWY 299

MAIN ST

MOUNTAIN VIEW RD

FOURTH ST

HURON AVE

MARQUETTE ST

PLEASANT HILLS
DR

CATTLEMAN DR

100FT WEST
CARBERRY ST

BST

LOCUST RD/
LOCUST ST

DEAD END

LONG ST

COMMERCE WAY

LASSEN VIEW DR

MATTHEW CT/ROB-
INSON GLEN DR

FOURTH ST/
LOCUSTRD

STATEHWY 299 E

LAKEBLVD

COLLYER DR/SHAS-
TACOLLEGE DR

BUENAVENTURA
BLVD/MENLO WAY

ROCKY RIDGE RD

STATEHWY 273

NORTH ST

MAYNARD RD

RIVERSIDE AVE

STATEHWY 273

CHOLET WAY

GROVE ST

MAIN ST
HUDSON ST
FRONT ST
CYPRESS AVE

HUDSON ST

CITY OF REDDING
BOUNDARY

MUSKET WAY/
STOWA WAY

MARQUETTE ST
WALNUT ST
DELLALN

STATEHWY 299 E

GROVE ST

TAMARACK AVE

GRAND ESTATES
DR

GASPOINTRD
MEMORY LN

FIRST

SHASTA DAM RD

OLD ALTURASRD

BUENAVENTURA
BLVD/MENLO WAY

COMMERCE WAY

PALM AVE

CITY BOUNDARY
(NEARRIVERSIDE
DR)

GREENBROOK LN
FIGTREELN
CREMIA PL

LANCELOT LN

PITTVILLE RD

Bike Route
Bike Route
Bike Route
Bike Route

Bike Route

Caltrans
Project
Development
Process -
Separated
Bike Lane

Bike Lane

Bike Lane
Bike Route
Bike Lane

Bike Route

Caltrans
Project
Development
Process - Bike
Lane
Caltrans
Project
Development
Process -
Separated
Bike Lane

Bike Lane
Bike Lane
Bike Route

Bike Lane

Caltrans
Project
Development
Process - Bike
Route

Bike Lane

Bike Lane

Caltrans
Project
Development
Process - Bike
Lane
Buffered Bike
Lane

Shared-Use
Path

Bike Lane
Bike Lane
Bike Lane

Bike Lane

Caltrans
Project
Development
Process - Bike
Lane

314

1.42

0.88

0.20

1.95

.77

0.48

0.63

0.19

0.43

0.39

0.83

0.07

3.63

5.61

2.20

1.95

0.05

279

0.0

5.0

25

5.0

5.0

41

38

4.0

0.0

3.3

0.0

0.0

3.6

0.0

0.6

0.8

0.0

0.0

21

0.0

0.0

09

0.0

22

0.0

0.0

10.0

25

2.5

0.0

0.0

9.1

6.9

0.0

33

6.5

5.5

6.9

75

25

5.0

42

6.0

6.9

8.6

8.1

8.4

4.8

71

8.4

89

6.3

6.4

to ; Transit
River Trail Center

5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

5.0

75

5.0

8.0

75

29

10.0

8.3

73

8.8

5.2

34

4.0

6.3

6.5

0.0

4.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

43

10.0

8.3

10.0

70

6.3

5.5

5.5

8.0

10.0

73

10.0

5.5

73

8.8

2.4

8.0

10.0

5.7

35

0.0

3.1

26

0.9

6.0

0.6

2.2

44

5.9

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

6.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.5

29

0.0

2.0

0.0

0.0

0.5

1.8

6.1

0.0

15.0

15.0

15.0

15.0

15.0

5.0

14.4

15.0

15.0

12.8

15.0

13.6

15.0

8.8

15.0

12.0

12.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

71

0.0

8.6

121

13.0

20.0

20.0

10.2

5.6

17.5

10.0

16.7

0.0

15.7

14.4

10.3

15.7

15.0

11

15.8

42

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

65.0

63.3

60.0

60.0

58.8

58.6

58.4

57.0

56.7

55.0

55.0

54.8

54.4

49.6

493

473

433

42.2

39.3

38.6

38.3

383

38.1

378

372

36.0

$1,133
$45978
$62,958
$54,990

$26,281

$11,786,458

$304,836

$73,049
$50,149
$172,427

$41,614

$671,909

$1,534,767

$262,432
$99,915
$158,481

$52,056

$495,106

$414,899

$145,090

$467,487

$526,010

$6,218,215

$495,599
$269,260
$474,873

$548,752

$244,693

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2018-
2025
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040



Shasta County

Bicycle
Street Name

KESWICK DAM RD
DESCHUTES RD

HAPPY VALLEY RD
COLLYERDR

OAK ST/PALM AVE

STATEHWY 299

DESCHUTES RD

CLOVERDALERD

OLIVEST/SCOUT
AVE

DERSCH RD
OLD ALTURASRD
OLINDA RD

OLD 44DR

WILLIAMSON RD/
BELT LINE RD/
BELTLINERD

PLACERRD

OLD OREGON TRL/
OLD OREGON TRL

CLEAR CREEKRD/
HONEYBEE RD

LOWER SPRINGS RD
HAPPY VALLEY RD

AIRPORT RD
SWASEY DR
KESWICK DAM RD
PLACERRD
SWASEY DR
CHURN CREEK RD
OLD 44DR
SWEDE CREEK RD

MEADOW VIEW DR

PLACER RD/CLOVER-
DALERD

GAS POINT RD

OLD OREGON TRL

OLD OREGON TRL/
0P 687

UNION SCHOOL RD

OLD ALTURAS RD/
BOYLE RD/SWEDE
CREEKRD/OLD
DESCHUTESRD

PLACERRD

CHURN CREEK RD

SOUTH SHORE DR/
JUDGE FRANCIS
CARR POWERHOUSE
RD/JFK MEMORIAL
DR

TEXAS SPRINGS RD
IRON MOUNTAIN RD
OFF-STREET

PLACERRD

From Street

BUENAVENTURA
BLVD/MENLO WAY

DERSCH RD

OLINDA RD

OLD OREGON TRL/
SHASTA COLLEGE
DR

CLOVERDALE RD

LOWER SPRINGS RD

DREAM CATCHER
LN

OAKST

OAK ST

DESCHUTES RD

OLD OREGON TRL

SOUTH ST/WEST
ANDERSON DR
SILVER BRIDGE RD/
SWEDE CREEK RD

LAKEBLVD

SWASEY DR

AKRICH ST/0ASIS
RD

TEXAS SPRINGS RD

EUREKA WAY/
STATEHWY 299

STATEHWY 273

BILLY JEAN LN

LOWER SPRINGS RD

ROXANADR

PLACER ST/
THOMPSON LN

STATEHWY 299

WEEKS RD

VIALINDADR

BUCKBOARD TRL/
FRENCH CREEK RD

LOCKHEED DR

TEXAS SPRINGS RD

DELLALN

OLD ALTURASRD

TRANQUILO LN

OLD OREGON TRL

DESCHUTES RD

HORSELESS CAR-
RIAGEDR

RANCHO RD

STATE HWY 299

HONEYBEERD

HOMESTAKE RD

600FT EAST OF
CLEAR CREEKRD

DIGGINS WAY

ROXANADR

BALLS FERRY RD

GASPOINTRD

POISON OAKLN

HAPPY VALLEY RD

JFKMEMORIAL DR

DERSCH RD

MODESTA VIEW
CT

PALM AVE

AIRPORT RD/
CHURN CREEKRD

BROWNING ST

HAPPY VALLEY RD

VIALINDA DR

STATEHWY 151

HORSELESS
CARRIAGE DR

COLLYERDR/
SHASTA COLLEGE
DR

STATEHWY 273

SWASEY DR

CANYON DR/
MEEKS LANDING
LN

NORDONALN

PLACERRD

IRON MOUNTAIN
RD

SWASEY DR

LOWER SPRINGS
RD

KNIGHTON RD

OLD 44DR

OLD 44 DR/SILVER
BRIDGE RD

CHURN CREEK RD

MODESTA VIEW
CT

HAPPY VALLEY RD

DUFFYLN

WONDERLAND
BLVD

CASCADEBLVD

OLD OREGON TRL

TEXAS SPRINGS
RD

KNIGHTON RD/
PACHECO RD

STATE HWY 299

PLACERRD

KESWICK DAM RD

JEWELLLN

LEANING PINERD

Bike Route
Bike Lane
Bike Lane

Buffered Bike
Lane

Bike Lane

Caltrans
Project
Development
Process - Bike
Lane

Bike Lane
Bike Lane
Bike Route

Bike Lane

Buffered Bike
Lane

Bike Lane
Bike Lane

Shared-Use
Path

Bike Lane

Bike Lane

Bike Lane

Bike Route

Bike Lane

Buffered Bike
Lane

Bike Lane
Bike Route
Bike Lane
Bike Lane
Bike Route
Bike Lane
Bike Lane
Bike Route
Bike Lane

Bike Lane

Buffered Bike
Lane

Bike Lane

Bike Lane

Bike Lane

Bike Lane

Bike Lane

Bike Route

Bike Lane

Bike Route

Shared-Use
Path

Bike Lane

0.52

0.37

0.79

115

0.29

0.73

0.93

3.42

0.58

0.65

0.50

0.65

1.89

0.10

1.73

1.76

1.01

1.81

172

1.74

218

0.59

0.75

1.74

1.04

2.28

2.59

1.52

3.86

114

13.70

1.63

765

1.78

Length [ Level of
(Miles) | Traffic

Stress

3.2

0.0

0.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

2.3

0.0

0.7

0.0

0.0

0.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Bike
Crash
Density

10.0

5.8

24

6.4

6.1

9.4

6.3

29

10.0

5.0

9.2

56

5.3

1.5

5.0

6.3

8.8

10.0

8.3

10.0

2.7

8.6

71

42

8.8

8.2

10.0

10.0

2.7

74

83

9.2

70

6.7

5.0

6.6

6.7

2.5

5.5

5.0

Propose
Facilities

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

0.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

15.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Connects | Connects
o Existing
Facility

to Sac
River Trail

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Transit
Center

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Parks | School

1.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

22

6.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

4.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.8

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.9

23

5.6

5.3

2.8

0.0

6.0

0.0

23

33

39

4.4

10.0

3.1

37

0.0

0.6

4.0

49

0.0

22

33

43

0.0

22

4.2

44

0.6

4.6

39

43

0.0

0.0

0.0

4.6

0.0

Bus
Stop

0.0
0.0

0.0

3.6

0.0

22

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.5
0.0

0.0

4.0

0.0

0.8

22

0.0

5.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.8

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

Strategic
Growth
Area

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

6.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

1.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

Disad-
vantaged
Community

10.0
11

10.7

0.0

16.7

3.1

10.0

171

15.8
0.0
15.6

0.0

20.0

6.7

0.0

0.0

8.0

13.3

36
9.2
29
6.7
8.3
2.4
0.0

0.0

9.2
0.6
0.0
77

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
1.8
0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

35.0

339

33.8

338

32.8

31.3

31.0

30.0

299

291

276

26.7

26.7

26.7

25.6

249

24.0

234

22.6

21.8

21.4

21.0

208

19.4

19.3

19.3

191

191

19.0

18.8

187

18.3

15.5

143

75

75

5.0

Shasta County Bicycle Subtotal

$27,476
$383,556

$580,149

$70,332

$679,783

$771,807

$338,125
$600,395
$222,600
$461,724
$108,870
$919,933

$227,519

$2,283,925

$7799

$398,200

$797,726

$242,636

$352,840

$104,813
$321,954
$252,878
$433,381
$338,069
$438,170
$519,358
$325,920
$119,276
$926,678
$985,277
$192,559
$417,030

$291,574

$773,189

$226,347

$339,391

$1,509,025

$364,147
$249,824
$1,433,037

$11,753

$45,748,462

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2018-
2025

2026-
2040

2018-
2025

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2018-
2025
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040

2026-
2040

2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040
2026-
2040



Shasta County

Pedestrian

Street Name

ERIEST
QUEBEC ST

TORONTO AVE

TALLTIMBERST
MOUNTAIN VIEW RD

BAILEY AVE

MARQUETTE ST
MOUNTAIN VIEW RD

HUDSON ST

STATEHWY 299 E
TAMARACK AVE
STATEHWY 299 E

PARK AVE/CYPRESS AVE
STATEHWY 299 E

TAMARACK AVE

STATEHWY 299 E

BRUSH ST

MAIN ST/SECOND ST/
THIRD ST/OLIVE ST/
FOURTH ST/FRONT ST/
HIGH ST/FIRST ST

WILLOW ST
FOURTH ST

WILLOW ST
FRONT ST/WALNUT ST
WILLOW ST

FIRST ST

GAS POINT RD
FIRST ST
CURVEST

CURVE ST/BURNEY ST
MAIN ST
THIRD ST

STATEHWY 299 E
STATEHWY 299 E

GROVE ST

STATEHWY 299 E
STATEHWY 299 E

STATEHWY 299 E

PALM AVE
HAPPY VALLEY RD
OAKST

CLOVERDALERD

OLINDA RD
DESCHUTES RD

OLD 44DR
DESCHUTES RD
DESCHUTES RD
LASSEN VIEW DR
DERSCHRD

SHASTA COLLEGE DR
OLD OREGON TRL

SHASTA COLLEGE DR
STATEHWY 299 E

WHITMORE RD
MAIN ST
CASTELLALOOP

SWASEY DR
PLACERRD
MIDDLETOWN PARK DR

ATKINS RD
PLACERRD
STATEHWY 299 E

KNIGHTON RD/CLOVER RD/
PACHECO RD

OAKRUN TO FERN RD

ENGLISH WAY

PLACERRD

CHURN CREEKRD/
MEADOW VIEW DR/
PACHECO SCHOOL RD

MAIN ST

From Street

MOUNTAIN VIEW RD
MOUNTAIN VIEW RD

100FT EAST OF TALL
TIMBERST

MOUNTAIN VIEW RD
CARBERRY ST

100FT WEST OF
CARBERRY ST

STATEHWY 299E

CARBERRY ST

MOUNTAIN VIEW RD/
STATEHWY 299E

CORNAZDR

STATEHWY 299E

HUDSON ST/MOUNTAIN
VIEWRD

HUDSON ST

TAMARACK AVE

PARK AVE

ROCKY RIDGE RD

FOURTH ST

MUSKET WAY

FOURTH ST
WILLOW ST

THIRD ST
MAGNOLIA ST
SECOND ST

WILLOW ST

FOURTHST/I5
NBOFF/R/I 5 NBON/R

CITIZENSLN
BURNEY ST

THIRD ST
STATEHWY 299 E
BURNEY ST

MAIN ST

MAIN ST

BST

MECHANIC ST

TWOBILLLN

LEWISRD

HAPPY VALLEY RD
MARYANN LN
HAWTHORNE AVE

HAPPY VALLEY PRIMARY
SCHOOL

MAYBELLE WAY
OLD 44 DR
CEDROLN

GRAND ESTATES DR
WESLEY DR

ORIOLE LN
CLEARVIEW DR
SOUTHERN LIMIT
SHASTA COLLEGE DR
COLLYERDR/OLD
OREGON TRL

JACKSON LN

WHITMORE VILLAGE RD

MAIN ST/FRONTAGE RD

CASTELLALOOP/
fRONTAGE rD

NAUVOO TRL
CLOVERDALE RD
SWASEY DR

BOGGS LN
PLATEAU CIR

BISHOPS WHEEL DR

DANISH LN

ENGLISH WAY

OAKRUN TO FERN RD

SWASEY DR

GREEN HOLLOW LN

CLINE GULCHRD

TORONTO AVE
TORONTO AVE

ERIEST

TORONTO AVE
TALLTIMBERLN

MARQUETTE ST

BAILEY AVE
TALLTIMBERLN
TIMBERHILL DR

HUDSON ST/MOUNTAIN
VIEWRD

PARK AVE

TAMARACK AVE

TAMARACK AVE

TAMARACK AVE

STATEHWY 299 E

SONOMASST

FIRST ST

COTTONWOOD CREEK
CHARTER

THIRD ST

GASPOINTRD/I5
NBOFF/R/I 5NBON/R

SECOND ST
MAIN ST
FIRST ST

WILLOW ST

DELLALN
MEMORY LN
STATEHWY 299 E

THIRD ST
BRIDGE ST
STATEHWY 299 E

OAKST

BRIDGE ST/FORT CROOK
AVE/GLENBURN RD

WALNUT ST

MAIN ST

NA

MAIN ST

CURLEY LN
ARTICLN
CRAIGLN

MAGNUM DR

HAPPY VALLEY RD
GRAND ESTATES DR
VIALINDADR
HILLSIDEDR

OLD 44DR
DESCHUTES RD
DRAKE LN
NORTHERN LIMIT
COLLEGE VIEWDR

OLD OREGON TRL

BISHOPS WHEEL DR

ATKINSRD

CASTELLALOOP

CASTELLALOOP/
EASTSIDE ST

PLACERRD
1GO-ONO ELEMENTARY
GOLDSTONELN

WHITMORE RD
SWASEY DR

OLD BERTAGNA PL

CHURN CREEKRD

200FT WEST OF ENGLISH
WAY

RASPBERRY LN

RANCHLAND DR

ROBLES DR

FRENCH GULCH RD

Project Description

Safe Routes to School
Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School
Safe Routes to School

Community Walking
Connection

Community Walking
Connection

Safe Routes to School

Community Walking
Connection

Subject to Caltrans Process -
Rural Community Main Street

Community Walking
Connection

Subject to Caltrans Process -
Rural Community Main Street

Community Walking
Connection

Subject to Caltrans Process -
Rural Community Main Street

Community Walking
Connection

Subject to Caltrans Process
-Community Walking
Connection

Safe Routes to School

Rural Community Main Street

Safe Routes to School
Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School
Rural Community Main Street
Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School

Community Walking
Connection

Community Walking
Connection

Rural Community Main Street

Community Walking
Connection

Subject to Caltrans Process -
Rural Community Main Street

Subject to Caltrans Process
- Community Walking
Connection

Community Walking
Connection

Subject to Caltrans Process -
Rural Community Main Street

Subject to Caltrans Process
- Community Walking
Connection

Subject to Caltrans Process -
Rural Community Main Street

Safe Routes to School
Safe Routes to School
Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School
Rural Community Main Street
Rural Community Main Street
Rural Community Main Street
Safe Routes to School
Safe Routes to School
Safe Routes to School
Safe Routes to School
Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School
Subject to Caltrans Process -

Rural Community Main Street

Community Walking
Connection

Safe Routes to School
Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School
Rural Community Main Street
Safe Routes to School

Community Walking
Connection

Safe Routes to School

Subject to Caltrans Process -
Rural Community Main Street

Safe Routes to School

Community Walking
Connection

Community Walking
Connection
Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School

Rural Community Main Street

Length
(Miles)

0.1
0.1

0.3

0.1
0.3

0.4

0.2
0.3
0.6

0.8

0.4

0.5

0.7

0.6

0.3

0.8

0.3

0.1
0.3

0.1
0.2
0.1

0.5

0.5
0.4
0.1

0.0
0.2
0.1

0.2

0.4

0.4

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.2
0.9
0.5

0.7

0.6
1.0
0.6
0.6
0.9
0.5
0.9
0.6
0.7

0.1

0.2
0.5
0.7

0.5
0.4
0.5

0.0
0.6

0.3

0.0

0.1

0.5

0.5

Pedestrian
Crash
Density

10.0
10.0

8.3

5.0
8.0

3.0

10.0
27

4.0
5.2
0.0
4.6
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

3.8

32

5.0
1.7

3.3
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
10.0

10.0
10.0
10.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

42

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.5
0.0

0.0

0.0
23

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.0
10.0

10.0

10.0
10.0

10.0

8.0
6.5
43

44

0.0

19

0.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

5.0

0.0
42

0.0
33
0.0

71

9.6
10.0
10.0

10.0
10.0
75

10.0

9.0

8.3

5.0

0.0

5.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
43
6.7
0.0
27
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
10.0
8.8

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3.3

DL BN

Transit
.

10.0
10.0

10.0

10.0
10.0

8.0

10.0
10.0
38

6.9

10.0

5.8

43

9.0

5.8

0.0

10.0

8.6

10.0
8.3

10.0
10.0
10.0

79

6.5
9.0
10.0

10.0
8.3
10.0

10.0

6.0

10.0

8.3

0.0

72

10.0
6.5
8.3

8.3

23
8.7
8.3
72
77
74
70
10.0
6.8

72

10.0

10.0
8.3
8.8

8.6
8.0
8.3

75
6.1

6.3

6.9

10.0

10.0

6.3

4.0

27

Bus
Stop

0.0
0.0

0.0

2.5
1.0

0.0

0.0
19

0.0
4.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
5.0
5.4

2.8
10.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

6.3
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

Strategic
wth Area

15.0
15.0

15.0

15.0
15.0

15.0

15.0
6.9
15.0

14.0

12.5

15.0

10.0

15.0

7.5

0.0

15.0

13.6

15.0
15.0

15.0
15.0
15.0

15.0

1.5
9.0
15.0

15.0
15.0
15.0

15.0

15.0

15.0

15.0

15.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
11
10.0

0.0

38

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Disadvantaged | Commu-

Community nity
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
16.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
12.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
18.7 0.0
103 0.0
16.7 0.0
10.8 0.0
20.0 0.0
10.0 0.0
16.7 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
143 0.0

9.2 0.0
0.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
12.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
183 0.0
10.0 0.0
10.0 0.0
15.0 0.0
8.7 0.0
0.0 0.0
16.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
0.0 10.0
0.0 10.0
0.0 10.0
0.0 0.0
10.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
8.6 0.0
8.0 0.0
6.7 0.0
6.7 0.0
75 0.0
0.0 0.0
42 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
29 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0

65.0
65.0

63.3

62.5
60.0

56.0

55.0
481

458

45.6

39.2

36.0

34.0

30.0

20.0

53.8

50.5

50.0
49.2

483
483
45.0

443

36.9
28.0
65.0

65.0
63.3
62.5

55.0

55.0

53.3

35.0

347

30.0
24.8
18.3

18.3

17.3
328
25.0
23.2
14.1

74
28.0
25.0
221

20.0

20.0

20.0
18.3
17.5

171
16.0
15.0

14.2
13.6

12.5

17

10.0

10.0

9.1

6.3

6.0

Shasta County Pedestrian Subtotal

$168,725
$185,988

$445,400

$184,675
$465,316

$399,773

$189,625
$478,478

$503,168
$1,394,620
$320,973
$882,299
$625,252
$911,382

$258,067

$705,682

$429,386

$2,512,954

$182,628
$554,058

$122,821
$350,985
$122,360

$778,472

$931,561
$620,700
$129,056

$43,327
$253,995
$102,532

$409,877

$345,839

$353,987

$938,193

$533,153

$968,743

$424,770
$1,490,035
$832,845

$1,120,054

$979,015
$1,638,931
$1,024,563
$1,023,682
$1,587,213

$937,011
$1,509,123
$1,082,638
$1,247,227

$2,219,451
$91,052

$224,074
$778,673
$1,165,186

$798,386
$638,830
$782,139

$28,556
$1,049,481

$430,829
$2,122,246
$35,563

$67,445

$920,558
$2,777858

$838,543
$48,670,027

Time Band

2026-2040
2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040
2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040
2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040
2026-2040

2026-2040
2026-2040
2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040
2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040
2026-2040
2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040
2026-2040
2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040
2026-2040
2026-2040
2026-2040
2026-2040
2026-2040
2026-2040
2026-2040
2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040
2026-2040
2026-2040

2026-2040
2026-2040
2026-2040

2026-2040
2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040

2026-2040



Shasta County

Spot Treatments

Location

Demand

Project Description arks | School

Subject to Caltrans Process - Intersection

Bus Strategic Disadvantaged
Stop |Growth Area Community

Community

Time Band

STATE HWY 299 AND MAIN ST 10.0 00 100 100 0.0 15.0 20.0 00 650 $94927  2026-2040
Improvement

STATE HWY AND MECHANIC ST Subject to Caltrans Process - Gateway Treatment 10.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 15.0 20.0 0.0 65.0 $106,944 2026-2040

STATEHWY AND OAK ST Subject to Caltrans Process - Gateway Treatment 0.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 15.0 20.0 0.0 55.0 $106,944 2026-2040

STATE HWY 299 AND MARQUETTE ST Subject to Caltrans Process - Intersection 10,0 00 80 100 00 15.0 12,0 00 550 $94927  2026-2040
Improvement

STATE HWY 299 AND GROVE ST SR ol A i Sl 0.0 00 100 100 0.0 15.0 200 00 550 $04927  2026-2040
Improvement

MAIN ST AND FRIST ST Interchange Improvement 0.0 0.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 15.0 20.0 0.0 50.0 $94927  2026-2040

STATE HWY 299 AND ENTERPRISE DR S el B e T ol 20 00 50 50 100 15.0 12.0 0.0 490 $94927  2026-2040
Improvement

MAIN ST AND STOWAWAY Gateway Treatment 31 00 42 62 0.0 15.0 200 00 485 $106944  2026-2040

GAS POINT RD AND -5 ON-RAMP Subject to Caltrans Process - Interchange 00 00 60 70 00 15.0 20,0 00 480 $312576  2026-2040
Improvement

MAIN ST SOUTH OF FRONT ST Gateway Treatment 0.0 00 50 100 0.0 50 200 00 400 $106944  2026-2040

GAS POINT RD AND -5 OFF-RAMP Subject to Caltrans Process - Interchange 00 00 100 50 00 15.0 10.0 00 400 $312576  2026-2040
Improvement

DESCHUTES RD AND EB ON-RAMP SO Sl i SR 0.0 00 67 67 0.0 15.0 10.0 00 383 $312,576  2026-2040
Improvement

STATE HWY 299 AND EIGHTH ST Subject to Caltrans Process - Gateway Treatment 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 75 20.0 0.0 325 $106944 20262040

DESCHUTES RD AND OLD 44 DR Gateway Treatment 0.0 00 100 67 0.0 15.0 0.0 00 317 $106944  2026-2040

DESCHUTES RD AND WB OFF-RAMP B TR BT 00 00 100 50 00 15.0 00 00 300 $312576  2026-2040
Improvement

DESCHUTES RD AND HILLSIDE DR Gateway Treatment 0.0 00 00 100 0.0 41 145 00 286 $106944  2026-2040

STATE HWY 299 AND TAMARACK AVE Subject to Caltrans Process - Gateway Treatment 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 1.3 10.0 0.0 26.3 $106944 20262040

KNIGHTON RD AND I-5 ON-RAMP S Cel i SR T 00 00 00 50 00 00 20,0 00 250 $312576  2026-2040
Improvement

STATEHWY 299 AND CORNAZ DR Subject to Caltrans Process - Gateway Treatment 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 2.8 6.7 89 0.0 23.3 $106,944 2026-2040

CASTELLA LOOP BETWEEN EASTSIDE ST AND MAIN ST Interchange Improvement 0.0 00 100 75 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 175 $94927  2026-2040

KNIGHTON RD AND I-5 OFF-RAMP Subject to Caltrans Process - Interchange 00 00 00 79 00 00 00 00 79 §312576 20262040
Improvement

STATE HWY 299 AND LEWIS RD Subject to Caltrans Process - Gateway Treatment 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 $106,944 2026-2040

$11,398,187
$136,003,840
$147,402,027

GoShasta Projects Subtotal (Table E.2)

Long-Term Projects Subtotal (Table E.3)
Comprehensive Active Transportation Projects Total
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