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6 Introduction

Let’s  bike and walk!  Lake Tahoe’s  quiet forests ,  expansive mead-
ows and sunny beaches invite and attract all  types of outdoor en-
thusiasts .   Lake Tahoe is  a favorite playground for not only the 
54,000 Basin residents,  but also visitors from central California, 
Nevada and around the world.  The Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency (TRPA) and the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(TMPO) seek to improve bicycling and walking Region-wide in or-
der to protect this beautiful natural environment, provide multiple 
mobility options, and maintain healthy communities.  

Lake Tahoe communities have identified biking and walking opportunities as critical components 
of a well-rounded transportation system.  A strong bicycle and pedestrian network draws people 
out of their cars, boosting the economy, improving air quality, and creating  attractive, healthy 
communities.  Connected bicycle paths, sidewalks, and transit can provide the backbone of a 
people-oriented transportation system that supports neighborhoods, commercial districts, and 
recreation areas.  This connected transportation system that centers on non-motorized travel will 
also help Lake Tahoe meet TRPA environmental thresholds and greenhouse gas reduction targets.  

Ultimately, Lake Tahoe communities envision an efficient and attractive bicycle and pedestrian 
network that encircles the Lake, providing complete connections between people and places. 

seCTion i: inTroduCTion
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The Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (BPP) 
presents a guide for planning, constructing, and 
maintaining a regional bicycle and pedestrian 
network and support facilities and programs.  The 
network includes on-street bicycle lanes and bicycle 
routes, and off-street paths and sidewalks.  The BPP 
includes maps and prioritized project lists for the 
bicycle and pedestrian network, and lays out poli-
cies for local governing bodies and transportation 
agencies.  Finally, to help ensure implementation, 
the BPP identifies potential funding sources and 
specifies recommended designs to encourage consis-
tency and safety Region-wide.  

The BPP serves as the Bicycle and Pedestrian ele-
ment to both the TMPO Regional Transportation 
Plan (Mobility 2030), and the TRPA Transporta-
tion Plan (part of the TRPA Regional Plan).  The 
TMPO is the federally-designated metropolitan 
planning organization for the Tahoe Region, and is 
responsible for transportation planning and distri-
bution of federal transportation funding. 

Study AreA

The study area of the BPP includes the Lake Tahoe 
Basin, which straddles the California-Nevada border 
and lies between the Sierra Nevada Crest and the 
Carson Range (Figure 1, next page).  Approximately 
two-thirds of the Basin is in California and one-third 
is in Nevada.  In total, the Basin watershed contains 
501 square miles with the Lake representing almost 
200 square miles.  The Basin includes the incor-
porated area of the City of South Lake Tahoe, CA, 
portions of El Dorado and Placer Counties, CA, 
portions of Douglas and Washoe Counties, NV, and 
the rural area of Carson City, NV.  

 

Population and employment centers are clustered 
around the urbanized communities highlighted on 
Figure 1.  Other nearby areas with significant popu-
lations include the Carson Valley, NV (25 miles), 
Reno, NV (37 miles), and Truckee, CA (15 miles).  

Most of the area can be characterized as rolling to 
mountainous terrain with limited areas of level ter-
rain along the north and south shores of the Lake.  
Approximately 85% of land in the Basin is publicly 
owned and managed by the US Forest Service and 
other state agencies.
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Agency roleS And  
reSponSibilitieS

Implementation of the BPP is a multi-agency  
effort, and the BPP fulfills multiple agency 
requirements.  As a TMPO document, the BPP 
is incorporated by reference into the TMPO 
Regional Transportation Plan, Mobility 2030, 
and meets federal requirements for bicycle and 
pedestrian planning.  The BPP is also part of the 
TRPA Regional Plan.  Projects listed in the BPP 
are eligible for federal, state, and local grants.  To 
apply for these grants, in most cases local jurisdic-
tions will need to formally adopt the BPP.

The primary responsibility for construction and 
maintenance of the bicycle and pedestrian  
network lies with local jurisdictions, including 
counties, the City of South Lake Tahoe, public 
utility districts, state transportation agencies, 
regional transportation districts and public lands 
agencies.  Private developers also play an impor-
tant role in implementation of the network by 
constructing and maintaining segments that cross 
their property.  The Goals and Policies (page 60) 
and Prioritized Project List (page 77) are intended 
to assist and guide in project implementation.

The TRPA’s primary implementation role is in car-
rying out the Goals and Policies, including writing 
supportive code.  The TRPA will have an active role 
in the implementation of certain policies, such as 
working with project developers to accommodate 
bicyclists and pedestrians.  Other policies direct the 
TRPA to collaborate with local jurisdictions and 
agencies, for instance in identifying and obtaining 
funding for projects.  Finally, there are many in-
stances where the TRPA will have an advisory role, 
 

by encouraging local agencies to increase  
walkability and bikeability through better signage, 
increased maintenance, or public outreach.  

The BPP may be updated annually if there are suf-
ficient technical changes.

Photo: Tara Pielaet
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citizen And community input

The TRPA/TMPO held multiple meetings to solicit input on the BPP update.  At three prelimi-
nary meetings, local planners, advocates and agency staff identified additions to the BPP that 
would strengthen their ability to provide for biking and walking needs.  Staff also facilitated open 
houses with the public to review draft Goals and Policies, proposed project lists, and prioritization 
criteria. 

Jurisdictions and stakeholders suggested the following additions to the BPP: 

Prioritize projects Region-wide so that Basin agencies can work together to construct projects •	
that complement the existing network. 
Increase the focus on maintenance of existing facilities. •	
Highlight the benefits of biking and walking to the environment, economy, and public health.•	
Improve the TRPA’s ability to require concurrent construction of bicycle and pedestrian facili-•	
ties with new development, roadway and other capital projects. 
Provide consistent design guidance, particularly where there is flexibility in national or state •	
standards.
Update regularly the proposed project list and the status of high-priority projects.•	

The public indicated that bicycle and pedestrian planning should be  
prioritized as follows:

Path and lane construction and connectivity1. 
Path, lane and sidewalk maintenance2. 
Safety and education3. 
Programs and events4. 

 
They also indicated the following prioritization for project construction: 

Fixes gap in existing network1. 
Destination connectivity2. 
Safety3. 
Multi-modal connectivity4. 
Predicted use5. 
Environmental Impact6. 
Cost/Benefit7. 
Funding availability8. 
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The TRPA/TMPO meeting dates and locations were as follows:   
Jurisdiction and Stakeholder Meeting, Tahoe City, CA, October 2005•	
Jurisdiction Meeting, Incline Village, NV, November 2008•	
Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition (LTBC) Meeting, Stateline, NV, February 2009•	
South Shore Public Open House, South Lake Tahoe, CA, October 2009•	
North Shore Public Open House, Tahoe City, CA, October 2009•	
Jurisdiction and Stakeholder Meeting, Stateline, NV, February 2010•	

In addition, TRPA/TMPO staff attended the meetings of multiple local groups to request input on the BPP.  
The list of contacts and detailed input from the public and the local agencies are presented in Appendix H.  
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conSiStency with  
other plAnS
 
In order to ensure consistency with other plan-
ning efforts, a large number of documents 
were reviewed and incorporated into the BPP.   
A complete list is included in Appendix L, 
Consistency Review.  Several of particular note 
are summarized here.

The Tahoe Regional Planning Compact states 
that the goal of transportation planning shall 
be:

a) To reduce dependency on the automobile 
by making more effective use of existing 
transportation modes and of public transit 
to move people and goods within the region

b) To reduce to the extent feasible air pollu-
tion which is caused by motor vehicles

In addition, Article I(b) of the Compact 
established TRPA’s responsibility to set en-
vironmental threshold carrying capacities.  
The environmental thresholds were adopted 
in 1982, by TRPA Resolution 82-11.  The 
thresholds cover various environmental com-
ponents of the Tahoe Region, including air 
and water quality standards that are linked to 
transportation. 

The TRPA and the TMPO Regional Trans-
portation Plan, Mobility 2030 contain gen-
eral transportation goals and policies, many of 
which relate to biking and walking.  The goals 
and policies of Mobility 2030 serve as the basis 
for the goals and policies of the BPP.  The 
Goals, Policies, and Actions section of the BPP 
is also consistent with the Goals and Policies 
of the Regional Plan.

Lake Tahoe Community Plans are part of the 
TRPA Regional Plan and outline bicycle and 
pedestrian policies and projects for specific 
neighborhoods in the Tahoe Region. 

The California Bicycle Transportation Act 
(BTA).  As California’s Department of  
Transportation, Caltrans is the agency  
responsible for implementing bicycle and  
pedestrian facilities.  Caltrans funds local  
facilities through its Bicycle Transportation 
Account (BTA).  The BTA requires applicants 
to have adopted or updated a bicycle plan 
within the past five years.  The adopted bicycle 
plan must comply with CA Streets and  
Highways Code Section 891.2, and include 
the eleven elements listed below.  California 
cities and counties, with adoption of the BPP, 
will be eligible to receive BTA funding. 

elements for BTa eligibility:
Estimated number of existing and future •	
bicycle commuters;
Land use and settlement patterns;•	
Existing and proposed bikeways;•	
Existing and proposed bicycle parking •	
facilities;
Existing and proposed multi-modal con-•	
nections;
Existing and proposed facilities for chang-•	
ing and storing clothes and equipment;
Bicycle safety and education programs;•	
Citizen and community participation;•	
Consistency with transportation, air qual-•	
ity, and energy plans;
Project descriptions and priority listings; •	
Past expenditures and future financial •	
needs. 
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California Highway Design Manual, Chapter 
1000: Bikeway Planning and Design, Fifth Edi-
tion, California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans), July 1, 1995 and the American Associa-
tion of State Highway and Transportation Of-
ficials (AASHTO) Guides for the Development of 
Bicycle Facilities (1999) and Pedestrian Facilities 
(2004) identify specific design standards for bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodation, both off-street and 
on-street.  They also provide classification systems 
for different types of bikeways (see page 15).  Ap-
pendix A, Design and Maintenance Recommenda-
tions, is consistent with both Chapter 1000 and the 
AASHTO Guides.

The Nevada Department of Transportation 
(NDOT) plans for bicycling and walking in Ne-
vada.  NDOT’s Nevada Bicycle Transportation 
Plan (2005), recommends that local agencies 
adhere to the AASHTO bicycle facility design 
standards. 

The Federal Manual on Uniform Traffic Con-
trol Devices (MUTCD), 2009 Edition and the 
California MUTCD, 2010 Edition define the 
standards used by road managers to install and 
maintain traffic control devices on all public streets, 
highways, bikeways, and private roads open to 
public traffic. The Federal MUTCD is published by 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and 
the California MUTCD is published by Caltrans.  
Caltrans must officially adopt into the California 
MUTCD any new standards from updates to the 
Federal MUTCD.  The Federal MUTCD was 
updated in December 2009, and Caltrans has until 
January 15, 2012 to adopt the newest standards.  
Appendix A, Design and Maintenance Recommen-
dations  
 

is consistent with both the Federal MUTCD and 
the California MUTCD.  

Finally, Local Jurisdiction Plans and Local Agency 
Plans, including general plans and transportation 
plans, contain project lists and policies that relate 
to bicycle and pedestrian planning in specific com-
munities in the Basin.  While most Basin jurisdic-
tions refer to the BPP for their bicycle and pedes-
trian project lists, each has their own set of policies 
that relate to the promotion of bicycling and 
walking for transportation and recreation purposes.  
Some plans, such as the City of South Lake Tahoe 
General Plan or the North Lake Tahoe Resort  
Association Infrastructure and Transportation  
Integrated Work Plan include project lists or  
maps that have been incorporated into the BPP. 
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bikewAy clASSificAtionS

Caltrans Chapter 1000 and the AASHTO Guide 
for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (1999) 
provide for three distinct types of bikeway classifica-
tions as generally described below and depicted in 
Figure 2 on the following page. The Class I, Class II, 
and Class III types are unique to California, while 
the State of Nevada classifies bicycle facilities as 
Shared-Use Path, Bicycle Lane, and Signed Shared 
Roadway (previously Bike Route).  

Class III/Bike Route

Class II/Bike Route

Class I/Bike Route

For consistency with other regional  
documents and past practices, the BPP  
refers to facilities as follows:

Class I/Shared-Use Path - Provides a com-•	
pletely separated right-of-way for the ex-
clusive use of bicycles and pedestrians with 
cross-flow from vehicles minimized.   

Class II/Bike Lane - Provides a striped lane •	
for one-way bicycle travel on a street or 
highway. 
  
Class III/Bike Route - Provides for shared •	
use with bicycle or motor vehicle traffic, 
typically on lower volume roadways.
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Figure 2. Bikeway Classifications
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uSer groupS

One of the major challenges of planning bicycle and pedestrian facilities at Lake Tahoe is pro-
viding for the needs of different user groups.  The diverse population of visitors and residents 
at Lake Tahoe guarantees a wide variety of preferences for facility types, including bicycle lanes 
and shared use paths.  Both must be provided in order to meet the TRPA and TMPO goals of 
improving mobility and reducing environmental impacts. 

The following description of user groups is adapted from the SR-89 Cascade to Rubicon Bay 
Bikeway Study (2003).  These descriptions are generalizations, and the average user may have 
characteristics of more than one group.  Rollerbladers and skateboarders are not addressed 
explicitly but could fall into any of the categories described here.  The BPP does not address 
mountain bikers, hikers, and equestrians, who generally use the unpaved trail system, managed 
by the U.S. Forest Service.  More information on the unpaved trail system can be found on 
maps available through the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit and local outdoor retailers. 

Casual Users 
This group includes families with young children, tourists or 
others out for a recreational ride or stroll and seeking a relaxed 
trip with attractive scenery.  Casual cyclists generally prefer 
riding off-street on shared-use paths.  They are typically not 
comfortable riding in traffic, and will avoid riding on busy 
streets, riding on the sidewalk if necessary.  Tourists, often on 
rental bicycles, may ride more slowly than others due to their 
interest in the scenery and lack of familiarity with local routes.  
Tourists are not as adept as local riders at navigating confusing 
routes or traffic situations, thus clear signage is helpful.  Bike 
routes that extend through low-traffic residential streets are 

generally acceptable for casual cyclists, even if not the most direct route between destinations. 

Casual users may drive to a bike path, seeking designated parking areas or parking along the side 
of the road.  Recreational destinations are important attractions for casual users.

Commuter and Utilitarian  
Cyclists
Commuters and utilitarian cyclists are those who use their 
bicycles to ride to work or school or to complete small errands 
such as shopping or visiting friends.  They prefer on-road 
routes or separated shared-use paths, depending upon the age 
and ability of the rider.  These cyclists are usually looking for 
direct routes between their neighborhoods and shopping and 
employment areas, although they may deviate a significant 
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distance for a route that is perceived to be safer.  Commuter and utilitarian cyclists can often access their 
destinations along neighborhood streets, and designation of cross-town bicycle routes is a low-cost way to 
quickly provide good access for many riders.  A large portion of this group is made up of “choice” riders 
who will decide whether or not to ride based on the availability of safe routes.  The average cycling trip to 
work is 2.13 miles (National Household Travel Survey (NHTS) (2001-2002)). 

Commuter and Utilitarian  
Pedestrians
Similar to their cycling counterparts, commuting and utilitarian pedestri-
ans (this includes wheelchair users) are those who walk to work or school 
or errands.  This user group generally needs sidewalks and paths that are 
separated from traffic and cleared of snow in the winter.  They may also be 
comfortable walking on quiet, neighborhood streets.  Many pedestrians are 
accessing transit.  Paved, cleared continuous paths leading from neighbor-
hoods to transit stops are vital for encouraging transit use and for providing 
safety for passengers getting on and off buses.  Pedestrian commuting and 
walking trips generally range from about 0.25 miles to 1.5 miles in length 
(NHTS).     

Road Cyclists
Road cyclists are those who use bicycling for intensive recreational purposes 
or exercise.  Roadways are the type of facility that best accommodates their 
desire for higher speeds, longer distances, and fewer conflicts with other 
recreational users. Typical trip distances for the road cyclist can range from 
20 to over 100 miles.  While the average road cyclist would likely prefer to 
ride on roads with little or no traffic, they are generally comfortable riding 
in traffic if necessary.  To this end, a road cyclist will tend to  
ride in a manner similar to a motor vehicle (e.g. riding in the vehicle lane 
when approaching traffic signals or making left turns) and in those cases 
may be referred to as “vehicular cyclists.”  Many of the scenic roadways 
around and entering Lake Tahoe provide ideal terrain for road cyclists.  Im-
provements such as widening, adding bicycle lanes, and placing “Share the 
Road” signs can enhance the experience and encourage more riders to visit 
Lake Tahoe. 
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how to uSe thiS plAn

The BPP is a handbook for multiple  
stakeholders.  Various users will find different 
sections useful.  The following text clarifies  
terminology used throughout the document 
and highlights each section of the BPP. 

Terminology
Much of the text in this Plan refers to the 
bicycle and pedestrian “network” or bicycle and 
pedestrian “facilities.”  For the purposes of this 
document the “network” includes shared-use 
paths, bicycle lanes, bike routes, wide  
shoulders, and sidewalks.  “Facilities” includes 
the network as well as other support facilities 
such as bicycle storage racks, lockers, crossing 
treatments and street markings.  Shared-use 
paths may be referred to as “paths” or “trails.”  
For more details on terminology, see the  
Definitions and Acronyms section, page 90.    

Section 2.  Benefits of Bicycling 
and Walking 
Useful to those wishing to make the case for 
biking and walking in Lake Tahoe, whether to 
support a project, event, or overall culture shift.  

Section 3.  Benchmarks and  
Progress  
Highlights progress and accomplishments made 
since the 2003 plan and sets new benchmarks 
for the current BPP.  

Section 4.  Infrastructure and  
Programs 
Describes existing bicycle and pedestrian facili-
ties and programs, and highlights needed im-
provements to promote safe biking and walking.   

overview of plAn
 
Section 1: Introduction 

Section 2: Benefits of Bicycling and 
Walking

Section 3: Benchmarks and  
Progress

Section 4: Infrastructure and Programs

Section 5:   Analysis of Demand/ 
Bicycle Trail User Model

Section 6:  Goals, Policies, and  
Actions

Section 7:  Proposed Network

Section 8:  Cost and Funding Analysis

Section 9:  Implementation

Section 10:  Useful Links

Definitions and Acronyms

References

Appendix A, Design and  
Maintenance Recommendations

Appendix B, Maps and Project Lists

Other Appendices
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Section 5.  Analysis of Demand/Bicycle Trail User Model 
Estimates existing and future demand for the bicycle and pedestrian network using the Tahoe Bicycle Trail 
User Model.  The model, developed specifically for the Lake Tahoe Region, will be used to help estimate the 
impacts of biking and walking Region-wide for the Regional Plan update.  It can also be used to estimate 
biking and walking on individual path segments.  Jurisdictions, departments of transportation, funders, and 
other long-term bicycle planners will find the model useful for estimating potential use of planned paths.  

Section 6.  Goals, Policies, and Actions
Sets the policy framework for decisions relating to biking and walking in the Lake Tahoe Region, incorporat-
ing the recommendations in the Infrastructure and Programs section.  Local jurisdictions, departments of 
transportation, transit agencies, and TRPA environmental review staff will find Policies and Actions here that 
relate to their activities. This section also houses a Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation Policy (similar to 
“Complete Streets”).  

Section 7.  Proposed Network
Includes the complete list and map of the bicycle and pedestrian network proposed in the Region, which 
includes recommendations made in the Infrastructure and Programs section.  It also includes a shorter, pri-
oritized list of projects.  

Section 8.  Cost and Funding Analysis  
Includes a summary of costs and projected revenue sources for priority projects.  This section also lists poten-
tial grant sources for construction of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, maintenance, and outreach.   

Section 9.  Implementation
Graphically depicts who is responsible for bicycle paths that are on the ground and how bicycle paths prog-
ress from planning to implementation in the Tahoe Region.  It also depicts how projects are incorporated 
into the TMPO Regional Transportation Plan (Mobility 2030) and the Environmental Improvement Pro-
gram (EIP).  The multi-billion dollar EIP encompasses hundreds of projects designed to restore Lake Tahoe’s 
clarity and environment.  This section will be helpful for agencies who want to make sure that their projects 
are lined up for as much funding and support as possible. 

Section 10.  Useful Links
Highlights web links to other organizations and documents. 

Definitions and Acronyms 
Includes a list of definitions for transportation terms and acronyms.

References
Lists references cited throughout the BPP.
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Appendix A: Design and  
Maintenance Recommendations
Identifies preferred designs for best accom-
modating bicyclists and pedestrians in roadway 
projects, new and existing development, and on 
bicycle facilities.  This section will be especially 
useful to local jurisdictions, private developers 
building new commercial, multi-family, or tour-
ist accommodation projects, and TRPA project 
review staff.  All project implementers will want 
to refer to this section for consistency Region-
wide, and to provide the amenities and features 
most commonly requested by the public that are 
approved in federal and state design manuals.

Appendix B: Maps and Project 
Lists 
All maps and project lists are presented near the 
end of the document for easy reference and com-
parison. 

Other BPP Appendices: 
C. Utility Providers
D. Roadway Information for Nevada Facilities
E. Funding Memo
F. Bike Trail User Model
G. Environmental Findings

Web Appendices:  
www.tahoempo.org
H. Comments on Draft BPP
I. Maintenance Memo
J. Crosswalk Memo
K. Use Estimation
L. Consistency Review
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22	 Benefits	of	Bicycling	and	Walking

Bicycling and walking can provide multiple benefits  to Lake Tahoe 
communities,  including reducing air pollution, meeting greenhouse 
gas reduction targets,  improving the local economy, and improving 
public health.  Beyond the tangible benefits ,  biking and walking are 
pleasurable, relaxing outdoor activities that residents and visitors to 
Lake Tahoe seek out and enjoy.  Biking and walking are critical for 
meeting the TRPA Compact goals of attaining environmental thresh-
olds and reducing dependency on the private automobile. 

How do we quantify the benefits of bicycling and walking?  How do we evaluate the benefits versus 
the costs of building facilities?  To answer these questions at a general level, the TRPA/TMPO com-
piled data from Tahoe surveys and research from other areas.  Major findings include: 

The built-out bicycle and pedestrian network is estimated to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled •	
(VMT), a TRPA air quality threshold indicator, by 8,500 miles on a peak summer day. 

Overnight and day visitors who visit Lake Tahoe primarily for cycling purposes are estimated •	
to bring between $6 and $23 million in local direct expenditures annually to Lake Tahoe com-
munities. This compares favorably to an average of $3 million per year (over the last 10 years) 
spent on construction of the existing network. 

Neighborhood design, including the proximity of transportation systems, parks, and paths,  •	
is related to physical activity levels.  Changing the built environment, such as introducing 
traffic calming, paths, and bicycle infrastructure increases levels of physical activity in the  
community.  

The following pages describe in more detail the variety of benefits, as well as some of the costs  
associated with shared-use paths and bicycle and pedestrian-friendly communities.

seCTion 2: benefiTs of biCyCling and Walking
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environmentAl benefitS
Shared-use paths can have impacts on multiple 
environmental threshold areas, including air qual-
ity, water quality, soils, wildlife, and recreation.  The 
overall impact appears to be either positive or neutral 
on each of these threshold areas. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is a TRPA air quality 
threshold indicator.  VMT is linked to emission of 
nitrogen oxides, particulate matter, hydrocarbons, 
and greenhouse gas.  Shared-use paths can both re-
duce VMT (as people shift from their cars to biking 
and walking) and contribute to VMT (as some may 
elect to drive to a path as a recreation amenity).  To 
quantify potential impacts, LSC Consultants, with 
assistance from Alta Planning and Design, developed 
a Tahoe Bicycle Trail User Model that accounts for 
both the vehicle trip generation and reduction attrib-
utable to bicycle facilities.  Estimates from the model 
indicate that if the full network were constructed, 
biking and walking trips would reduce VMT by ap-
proximately 8,500 miles on a peak summer day.  This 
translates into a reduction of approximately 1,400 
metric tons per year of carbon dioxide, a key green-
house gas (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency).  
Lake Tahoe paths with greater proximity to popula-
tion centers and popular destinations have the great-
est potential to reduce VMT.   Scenic paths far from 
population centers with unlimited parking are less 
likely to reduce vehicle trips, and in some cases may 
increase them (TMPO).  

The Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL), a program of research dedicated to iden-
tifying the primary sources of water quality degra-
dation in Lake Tahoe, did not find that shared-use 
paths have a significant positive or negative impact 
on water quality.  While paths in sensitive areas can 
impact stream environment zones (SEZ), and must 
be mitigated to allow ecosystem function to continue, 
these paths are not associated with the same runoff 
impacts as roadways due to the lack of road sanding 

or heavy vehicle use.  While shared-use paths can 
reduce VMT and hence atmospheric deposition, the 
primary strategies of the TMDL are currently focused 
on treatment of roadway runoff, advanced vacuum 
sweeping techniques and application of alternative 
roadway abrasives.  The strategies do not focus on 
construction of paths.  Over time, shared-use paths 
and bicycle lanes may positively affect water quality 
by reducing the need for impervious surfaces such as 
additional vehicle lanes or parking spaces.         

Shared-use paths have a positive impact on the TRPA 
recreation threshold.  Paths often provide excellent 
non-auto access to Lake Tahoe’s recreation destina-
tions, in addition to serving as recreation attractions.  
Even though biking or walking on a path sometimes 
involves a car trip, biking or walking as a recreation 
activity is generally considered to impact  environ-
mental thresholds less than other recreation activities 
such as boating, jetskiing, driving around the Lake, 
or off-roading. 

Paths can have adverse impacts on wildlife and  
sensitive plant species, and are not permitted in 
wildlife protection areas or buffer zones, unless  
proven mitigation measures are implemented. 



24	 Benefits	of	Bicycling	and	Walking

economic impActS
Bicycle paths provide many economic benefits 
including increased property values, direct ex-
penditures at local businesses, employment op-
portunities, and personal savings from reduced 
vehicle use.  Bicycle paths can increase the draw 
of the Region, encouraging visitors to extend 
their stay and spend more money.  Surveys 
show that Lake Tahoe bicycle paths and bicy-
cling events, such as America’s Most Beautiful 
Bike Ride (AMBBR), an event with over 3,500 
registered riders, attract users with relatively 
high disposable income.  

specific survey findings from the Lake Tahoe 
Bicycle coalition and the TRPa indicate: 

Over 52 percent of Lake Tahoe path us-•	
ers have annual income levels of over 
$100,000, and 65 percent have a college 
degree or higher.  

Fifty-six percent of AMBBR survey respon-•	
dents have incomes over $100,000, and 75 
percent have at least a college degree.  

Twenty-seven percent of AMBBR respon-•	
dents spent more than $2,500 on the 
purchase of their bicycle. 

Many areas have conducted studies to under-
stand the extent of direct expenditures related 
to bicycling on state and local economies.   In 
1999, the Maine Department of Transporta-
tion estimated that direct spending by bicycle 
tourists in Maine totaled $36.3 million.  The 
Colorado Department of Transportation found 
the total economic benefit from bicycling to 
the State of Colorado to exceed $1 billion 
annually.  The Mineral Wells to Weatherford 
Rail-Trail near Dallas, Texas, was estimated to 
generate local revenues of $2 million annually 
in 1999 (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy). 

Lake Tahoe visitor direct expenditures related 
to bicycle paths can be calculated from local 
data.  Tahoe-specific studies show the average 
daily expenditure for visitors is approximately 

Photo: Ty Polastri
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$124 per day (TMPO; Lake Tahoe Visitors Author-
ity (LTVA); North Lake Tahoe Resort Association 
(NLTRA); TRPA/Tahoe Coalition of Recreation 
Providers (TCORP)).  This is probably a high 
estimate, as it is not broken down by visitor activity 
while in the Region.  For a low estimate, the research 
in Maine, which has many similar characteristics to 
Lake Tahoe, found an average daily expenditure of 
approximately $30 for visitors who participated in 
partial day bicycle trips.  Tahoe bike path surveys 
show that approximately 30 percent of path users 
come to Lake Tahoe primarily for cycling purposes, 
or approximately 188,800 people annually (TRPA/
TCORP; TMPO).  Multiplying these by the esti-
mated expenditure yields a low estimate of $6 mil-
lion per year and a high estimate of $23 million per 
year directly related to bicycling and bicycle paths in 
Lake Tahoe.  

Visitors are attracted to regions that offer a variety 
of activities, and the opportunity to bicycle or walk 
can play an important role in enticing visitors.  A 
study conducted by the LTVA in 2008 stated that 
length of stay is “probably the most important fac-
tor to influence the economic impacts on the Tahoe 
Region…”  Expanding bicycling and walking oppor-
tunities could encourage people to extend their stay.  

Approximately 13% of visitors surveyed in a North 
Carolina Northern Outer Banks study stated that 
their visit duration was longer by an average of three 
to four days due to the excellent bicycling opportu-
nities (Lawrie).  

Property value is another source of economic 
benefit to the Tahoe Region related to bicycle paths.  
Multiple studies show increases in property values 
based on proximity to a bicycle path or greenway.  A 
1998 study of property values along the Mountain 
Bay Trail in Brown County, Wisconsin showed that 
lots adjacent to the trail sold faster and for an average 
of  9 percent more than similar property not lo-
cated next to the trail (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy).  
Several other studies also show a range of increases 
in property values and faster sales times for houses 
in proximity to trails and greenways (Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority).  

There are other economic benefits of bicycling and 
walking that are not so easily quantified, such as job 
creation and savings from fuel consumption, car 
payments, car maintenance, and car storage.  Savings 
from these sources can free up discretionary income 
and allow both residents and visitors to spend more 
in Lake Tahoe communities. 

23 MILLION

6 MILLION

Bicycle Dollars Spent Annually in Lake Tahoe

The average daily expenditure for visitors to 
Lake Tahoe is between $30 and $124 per day.

Approximately 188,800 people come to Lake 
Tahoe annually primarily to bicycle.

{

Estimated direct expenditures range between $6 and $23 million per 
year directly related to bicycling and bicycle paths in Lake Tahoe.  
Source: TMPO

High Estimate

Low Estimate
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heAlth impActS

In recent years, public health professionals 
and urban planners have become increasingly 
aware that the impacts of motor vehicles on 
public health extend far beyond the negative 
effects of air pollution that include asthma 
and other respiratory diseases.  Reliance 
on the automobile has led to lack of physi-
cal activity, which in turn has been linked 
with cardiovascular disease, thromboembolic 
stroke, hypertension, type 2 diabetes, and 
osteoporosis (Haskell).  During the past 20 
years there has been a dramatic increase in 
obesity in California and Nevada as well 
as the United States as a whole.  In 2008, 
California’s obesity rate was approximately 22 
percent, compared to less than 10 percent in 
1990.  Nevada’s obesity rate was approximately 
27 percent in 2008 compared to approximately 
17 percent in 1999 (1990 data was not avail-
able for Nevada) (Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention (CDC)).   

The Centers for Disease Control/American 
College of Sports Medicine recommended in 
2007 that all healthy adults aged 18 to 65 years 
need moderate-intensity physical activity at 
least three days each week (CDC).  Community 
design, including the provision of bicycle paths, 
influences the ability of local residents to attain 
these levels of exercise through their daily activi-
ties, such as commuting to work or school, or 
taking a recreational walk.  

In addition to individual health benefits, physi-
cal activity provides fiscal savings by reducing 
health care costs and lost days of work.  

Annual per capita health cost savings from •	
physical activity have been found to vary 
between $19 and $1,175, with a median 
value of $128.  

Multiplying the $128 median value of an-•	
nual per capita health cost savings by the 
population of Lake Tahoe communities 
yields over $7 million of health care cost 
savings annually.
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28 Benchmarks and Progress

The 2003 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan was the launching 
point for major improvements to the bicycle and pedestrian net-
work, as well as the catalyst for strengthening policy language. The 
2003 Plan also set several ambitious benchmarks.  This section 
charts the Region’s progress toward those benchmarks and describes 
new strategies for meeting bicycle and pedestrian goals. 
 

seCTion 3: benChmarks and Progress
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new fAcilitieS 
The 2003 plan envisioned 60 additional miles of 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities by 2008, and 174 
additional miles of bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
by 2023.  As a measure of success, between 2003 
and 2010 approximately 13 miles of the proposed 
network were built (Table 1).  In addition, another 
19 miles, mostly of bicycle lanes, are currently in 
construction or scheduled to be within the year, 
bringing the total to 31 miles.  (See the “status” col-
umn in Table 18, Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Project List, Appendix B.) These miles of bikeway 
fill important gaps in the network.  

new policieS 
Since 2003, several new policies have been implement-
ed at TRPA to help facilitate concurrent construction 
of facilities in new and re-development and roadway 
projects.  In the past, although projects
were listed in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, they 

were sometimes overlooked by developers and project 
reviewers.  While many new projects did include the 
proposed bicycle and pedestrian components, such as 
the Sierra Shores development in South Lake Tahoe, 
and the Caltrans water quality improvements in the 
North Shore, a few projects invested significant capital 
into improvements without providing for the bicycle 
facilities called out in the BPP.    

Facilities Constructed since Adoption of 2003 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

Facility Name Responsible Agency Miles

Sawmill 1A Shared-Use Path (2007) El Dorado County 1.2

Sawmill 1B Shared-Use Path (2008) El Dorado County 0.3

15th Street Bike Path and Bridge (2003) City of South Lake Tahoe 0.3

15th Street Bike Lanes (2008) City of South Lake Tahoe 0.3

Lyons Avenue (2006) City of South Lake Tahoe 0.3

Ski Run Blvd Shared-Use Path - 2004 City of South Lake Tahoe 1

South Lake Tahoe Ballelds Shared-Use Path (2003) City of South Lake Tahoe 0.5   p     y  

(2007) City of South Lake Tahoe 0.3
Lakeside Trail Shared-Use Path - Phases IB, IIA, IIB, III, IV 

(2004-2007) TCPUD 0.4

SR 28 through Incline Sidewalk 2006 Washoe County/IVGID 2.1

Country Club Sidewalk (Incline Village) Washoe County/IVGID 0.5

Incline Way Sidewalk (Incline Village) Washoe County/IVGID 0.1

Tanager Sidewalks (Incline Village) Washoe County/IVGID 0.2

College Way Bike Lanes (Incline Village) Washoe County/IVGID 0.4

Kings Beach to North Stateline Bike Lanes (2009) Caltrans 0.9

SR 89 Emerald Bay Road Bicycle Route Caltrans 3.6

USFS Tallac Historic Site Trail USFS 0.6
Total 13

Table 1. Facilities constructed since adoption of 2003 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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To address this problem, TRPA staff incorporated a bicycle and pedestrian checklist into its proj-
ect application process, and created an interactive, online map: http://gis.trpa.org:82/BIKEMAP.  
By visiting this site, project applicants can determine the proximity of their project to proposed 
and existing facilities and include them into their plans at the earliest stage.  In addition, TRPA 
staff has held multiple meetings with Caltrans and NDOT planners, designers, and engineers 
to discuss the need for bicycle and pedestrian accommodation.  Building on this, the 2010 BPP 
includes policy language on accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians (“Complete Streets” 
language) that is anticipated to be adopted into the TRPA Code of Ordinances with the Regional 
Plan update.  On-going meetings with Caltrans and NDOT are also called for as part of this BPP. 

Completion of the first phases of the •	
Sawmill Bike Path in Meyers, which will 
eventually connect the existing Pat Lowe 
Memorial Trail to the South Tahoe “Y” 

Over three miles of new sidewalk in the •	
Incline Village Commercial Area  

New bicycle lanes in the Incline Village •	
and Kings Beach areas 

Shared-use paths on both sides of Ski •	
Run Boulevard in South Lake Tahoe 

Missing links on the Lakeside Bike Trail •	
in Tahoe City 

City of South Lake Tahoe allocation of •	
$25,000 towards community bicycle 
racks

Completion of the 15th Street Bike Trail •	
in the City of South Lake Tahoe 

Sixty thousand copies of the Lake Tahoe •	
Bicycle Trail Map distributed 

Bicycle and pedestrian checklists in TRPA  •	
project applications, plus on-line, interac-
tive map of proposed bicycle and pedes-
trian network

Recognition of the City of South Lake •	
Tahoe as a bronze-level League of Ameri-
can Bicyclists (LAB) Bicycle-Friendly 
Community 2006, 2008

Recognition of North Lake Tahoe-  •	
Truckee Resort Triangle with “Honorable 
Mention” by LAB Bicycle Friendly  
Community Program.

notable accomplishments in the period from 2003 to 2010 include:

http://www.tahoempo.org/documents/bpp/funding_sources_BPP_010205.xls
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cAScAde to  
rubicon bAy bikewAy 
Study

Another important plan published concurrently with 
the 2003 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan is the 
Caltrans State Route 89—Cascade to Rubicon Bay 
Bikeway Study.  This plan researched several ways to 
improve bicycle access along the severely constrained 
section of roadway around Emerald Bay.   
 
There were three major recommendations from 
this study: 

Widen the highway from 2 to 4 feet where •	
feasible.  Divert riders onto a combination of 
on-street neighborhood routes and new Class I/
Shared-Use Paths where topography allows.
Facilitate a bicycle ferry from Camp Richardson •	
to Meek’s Bay. 
Expand existing transit to better serve bicyclists •	
around the Emerald Bay Area.

Improvements to transit have occurred around the 
Emerald Bay Area, implementing some of the goals 
of the SR-89 study.  During the summer, there is 
now hourly service from both Tahoe City and South 
Lake Tahoe to Emerald Bay by trolley with bicycle 
racks.

While this section of roadway remains one of the most 
difficult sections of the round-the-lake bikeway to 
complete, feasible improvements have been identified 
and are included in the BPP.  Some lower cost improve-
ments, such as routing bicyclists through the Rubicon 
neighborhood on a Class III/Bike Route could happen 
in a short timeframe. 

Improvements to transit 
have occurred around the 
Emerald Bay area.
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benchmArkS And monitoring 
Setting benchmarks and monitoring progress helps track the effectiveness of plans, projects, and 
programs.  The TRPA runs a robust monitoring program to track progress toward the bench-
marks listed below. 

In 1999, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration established two goals pertaining to bicyclists and pedestrians:  1) to improve 
safety and 2) to increase use by the year 2022.  Specifically, the national goals were to reduce the 
number of bicycle and pedestrian injuries and fatalities by 10 percent and increase the number of 
trips made by biking and walking to 15 percent.  The goals of the 2010 BPP mirror the broader 
performance measures of the Federal Highway Administration, while establishing specific bench-
marks attainable for a 20-year horizon.

In order to track progress, the 2010 BPP sets the following performance benchmarks:
 

Section 6, Goals, Policies, and Actions on page 60 is the strategy to achieve these benchmarks.  
The actions specified in Section 6 are the new, near-term activities that will move the Region 
closer to meeting the benchmarks set here.   

The first two benchmarks address the percentage of trips made by biking and walking, which is 
a good measure of air quality improvement and the success of the BPP.  Almost all of the goals, 
policies, and actions in Section 6 relate to achieving these two benchmarks.  Benchmark 1 is 
measured through U.S. Census journey-to-work data, and will be evaluated when the next U.S. 
Census is available, anticipated near the end of 2010.  Although “journey-to-work” data only 

Benchmark 1:  Double the percentage of commuters who bicycle or walk to work from 3.8 
percent  of all employed residents to 7.6 percent of all employed  
residents per U.S. Census data by 2023.

Benchmark 2: Increase the percentage of residents and visitors who bicycle and walk to 
commercial and recreation destinations from 16 to 25 percent in the  
summer, and from 13 to 20 percent in the winter by 2023.  By 2030,  
increase to 30 percent in the summer and 25 percent in the winter.  

Benchmark 3:  Implement 20 percent (approximately 45 miles) of all  
recommended facility improvements within five years (by 2015).

Benchmark 4:  Implement 40 percent (approximately 90 miles) of all  
recommended facility improvements within ten years (by 2020). 

Benchmark 5:  Decrease the bicycle and pedestrian accident rate.
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captures resident trip patterns, it is an extremely 
useful measurement because it is easily comparable 
to other regions.  Current journey-to-work data are 
shown in Table 9 on page 54.

Since visitor travel is not captured by Census jour-
ney-to-work data, TRPA developed performance 
measures and associated monitoring protocols that 
capture the biking and walking rates of both resi-
dents and visitors.  These studies focused on travel 
to commercial and recreation destinations.  In the 
2006/2008 studies, the percentage of people who 
bicycled to commercial or recreation areas in the 
summertime was 4 percent, and the percentage who 
walked was 12 percent.  In the winter, the percentage 
who bicycled was 1 percent and the percentage who 
walked was 12 percent.  These surveys are conducted 
every four years.  Benchmark 2 is related to these 
performance measures.    

Completion of the pedestrian and bicycle network 
and improvement of pedestrian crossings, as called 
for in Goal 1 are crucial to achieving the non-auto 
mode shares specified in Benchmarks 1 and 2.  
Benchmarks 3 and 4 are direct measures of on-the-
ground network completion.

Benchmark 5 relates to pedestrian and bicyclist 
safety.  As with the goal of increasing the mileage 
of on-the-ground facilities, reducing the number of 
pedestrian and bicycle-related collisions also contrib-
utes to shifting more people out of their cars.  This 
benchmark should be tracked by comparing the rate 
of pedestrian and bicycle-related collisions in relation 
to overall collisions.  The rate of collisions was not 
tracked in past documents, so a comparison cannot 
be made at this time, however the current rate is 
about 1%. Goals 1 and 2 and associated policies help 
achieve Benchmark 5.

%
Biking
and 
Walking
in Tahoe

Current

2023 Benchmark

2030 Benchmark

Summer

16%

25%

30%

13%

20%

25%

Winter

Biking and Walking Rate Performance Benchmark

Goal 1: 
a complete bicycle and  
pedestrian network that  
provides convenient access to basin 
destinations and  
destinations outside the Basin.

Goal 2: 
To raise awareness of the bicycle 
and pedestrian network and encour-
age safe and increased bicycling and 
walking

Goal 3:  
To provide environmental, enconomic, 
and social benefits to the Region 
through increased  
bicycling and walking.

  BPP GOALS
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This section describes the status of bicycle and pedestrian facil-
ities in the Region as of 2010, as well as support facilities and 
programs.  The discussion focuses on connectivity and gaps in 
the network, safety issues,  and multi-modal connections, and 
includes recommendations for future improvements. 

 

seCTion 4: infrasTr uCTure and Programs
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Existing facilities include shared-use paths, bicycle 
lanes, bicycle routes, and sidewalks.  Table 2 (page 
36) breaks out the mileage of existing bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities by jurisdiction.  See Appendix 
B, Figure 8 for a map displaying the existing bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities within the Lake Tahoe Basin 
and Table 17, Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian  
Network, for a list of these projects.

bicycling

The infrastructure that supports bicycling in the 
Region includes shared-use paths, bicycle lanes and 
routes, and end-of-trip support facilities such as 
bicycle parking and showers.  

Shared-Use Paths

Existing shared-use paths are concentrated in the 
north shore communities of Tahoe City, CA and 
Incline Village, NV and the south shore community 
of South Lake Tahoe, CA. Over 13 miles of nearly 
continuous Class I/Shared-Use Path stretches from 
the mid-point of Tahoe’s west shore at Sugar Pine 
Point State Park through Tahoe City and north to 
Squaw Valley.  There are other segments of 1 to 5 
mile-long paths scattered throughout Stateline, NV, 
Meyers, CA, El Dorado County, CA, and Kings 
Beach, CA.  

Major gaps in the network are along the east shore 
of Lake Tahoe, around Emerald Bay and Home-
wood on the west shore, between Tahoe City and 
Kings Beach, Crystal Bay and Incline Village, and 
Meyers, CA and South Lake Tahoe, including con-
nections to both the South Tahoe “Y” and Stateline.  
There are also localized gaps.  There are two gaps in 
South Lake Tahoe’s otherwise continuous network.  
One is a section along the Lake from El Dorado 

Beach to Ski Run Blvd, and the other is a section 
along Harrison Avenue, a short street near U.S. 
Highway 50 fronting several blocks of businesses.  
(See Figure 8, Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian  
Network Map in Appendix B.)

There are also missing links in the Lakeside Trail in 
Tahoe City, and at Homewood, on the west shore.  
These gaps in otherwise continuous paths are the 
highest priority for completion.  Next in priority are 
extensions to existing paths that begin to complete 
the round-the-lake network, such as Phase 1 of the 
Nevada Stateline-to-Stateline Bikeway (see Chapter 
7, Proposed Network, page 74)

Bicycle Lanes and Bicycle Routes

South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County and Incline 
Village are the communities with significant bicycle 
lanes and routes.  South Lake Tahoe and Meyers 
have bicycle lanes on six of the eleven major  
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Table 2. Miles of existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities

connectors or arterials.  All of these bicycle 
lanes feed directly into cross-town corridors by 
connecting to either shared-use paths or signed, 
stenciled bicycle routes.  An 8-mile, continuous 
bicycle lane is located along Pioneer Trail in the 
South Shore.  Three and a half miles of contin-
uous bicycle lane along State Route 28 connect 
Incline Village from end to end.  Two bicycle 
lane and shoulder projects, on State Route 28 
from Dollar Hill to Kings Beach in the North 
Shore, and on State Route 89 from Meyers to 
the El Dorado/Alpine County line in the South 
Shore are under construction at the time of 
printing of the BPP. 

South Lake Tahoe uses bicycle routes as impor-
tant connections in cross-town corridors.  With 
the exception of  the two significant gaps men-
tioned on the previous page, a combined system 
of shared-use paths and bicycle routes connects 
the South Tahoe “Y” to Stateline on both the 
east and west sides of U.S. Highway 50.  South 
Lake Tahoe has recently undertaken an effort to 
add a “sharrow” stencil to its on-street routes.  
The on-street route system could be further 
enhanced by adding directional signage to U.S. 
Highway 50 alerting riders that an alternative 
route exists. 

Bicycle Parking and Showers
End-of-trip infrastructure such as bicycle racks, 
bicycle lockers and showers also promote bicy-

cling by increasing its security and convenience.  
In the Lake Tahoe Region, almost all schools, 
libraries, transit stations, and recreation centers 
have some form of bicycle rack.  Some govern-
ment buildings, office buildings, retail centers, 
public spaces and parks have designated bicycle 
parking.  “Bike to Work, School, Play” riders 
who participated in an end-of-event survey in 
2009 reported that 22 out of the 26 different 
work locations represented had adequate bicycle 
parking for employees. Thirteen out of the 26 
employers had showers available for employees.  

The City of South Lake Tahoe, working in 
collaboration with the Lake Tahoe Bicycle 
Coalition initiated a new program in 2010 
distributing bicycle racks to public centers and 
businesses. 

South Lake Tahoe “sharrow”

Jurisdiction Class I Path Class II Bike Lane (1) Class III Bike Route Sidewalk Total
El Dorado County, CA 9 7 4 0 20
City of South Lake Tahoe 8 8 9 4 29
Placer County, CA 14 2 2 1 19
Douglas County, NV 2 0.1 1 1 5
Washoe County, NV 10 4 7 6 26
Carson City, NV 0 0 0 0 0

Total 43 21 22 12 99

Miles of Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Note 1: Miles of roadway with Bike Lanes.  For maintenance purposes, this gure should be doubled since bicycle lanes are on both sides of the roadway.
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All commercial, tourist, recreation and residential 
centers should have short-term bicycle parking, such 
as inverted “U” racks.  Bicycle lockers should be 
considered in locations where bicyclists may need 
to leave their bicycle for several hours, such as at a 
transit center.  Until recently, TRPA only required 
the installation of secure bicycle parking for employ-
ers with more than 100 employees (TRPA Code of 
Ordinances, Chapter 97).  However, bicycle storage 
is now required as part of all new developments.  
Project applicants and TRPA project review staff 
should refer to Appendix A, Design and Mainte-
nance Recommendations for specifics on amount 
and type of bicycle storage required. 

wAlking

A safe and comfortable walking environment is vital 
to the success of tourist-centered communities.  At 
some point, virtually all travelers become pedestri-
ans, walking from their parked car to a storefront, 
stepping off a bus, or strolling from their accommo-
dations to the Lake.  Planning for pedestrian safety 
and convenience requires integrating pedestrian 
needs into street design and building design from the 
earliest stages.  In addition to sidewalks and paths,  
slow vehicle speeds, convenient and safe crossings, 
and mixed land-uses also support walking.  

Sidewalks
Pedestrians use both sidewalks and shared-use paths 
for walking.  The provision and maintenance of 
sidewalks is not consistent among the communities 
in Lake Tahoe.  Both Tahoe City and Incline Village 
have emphasized construction and maintenance of 
their sidewalk network in providing an attractive 
frontage and access to businesses and recreation areas 
along major travel routes.  Significant gaps in the 
sidewalk network are most noticeable in South Lake 

Tahoe and Kings Beach.  Both of these communities 
have high volumes of pedestrians, many of whom  
access transit along the main highway.  Most side-
walks along U.S. Highway 50 in South Lake Tahoe 
are planned to be constructed by 2012 through a 
Caltrans water quality project.  The sidewalks in 
Kings Beach are planned to be constructed through 
an upcoming commercial core improvement project. 

Crossing Protection
There are few marked crossings at unsignalized cross-
ing points in the Lake Tahoe Region, particularly 
along the state highways.  In recent years, the trend 
has been removal of marked crosswalks by roadway 
agencies due to concerns that traditional cross-
walk markings do not afford enough protection for 
pedestrians on busy roadways.  Exceptions include 
a flashing beacon on the West Shore Trail at the 
crossing of Sequoia Avenue and State Route 89 in 
Sunnyside, and crosswalks in the downtown areas of 
Tahoe City, Kings Beach, North Stateline and other 
limited locations. Crosswalks have been maintained 
on some residential streets and lower volume streets, 
particularly near schools.  

While the current high traffic volumes and speeds 
on most major roadways in the Lake Tahoe Region 
may mean that traditional crosswalks (two painted 

Inverted “U” bicycle parking at Heavenly Village in South 
Lake Tahoe.
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lines) are not appropriate, removing cross-
walks altogether discourages walking and bik-
ing and does not meet the goals of pedestrian 
and bicycle-friendly communities.  There are a 
variety of crossing treatments that can be consid-
ered during project design to enhance safety and 
walkability for pedestrians, depending on vehicle 
speeds and volumes.  

advance stop bars are placed 30 to 50 feet in 
front of the crosswalk and are generally accom-
panied by a “yield here to pedestrians” sign.  The 
main purpose of advance stop bars is to provide 
a better line of sight between the pedestrian 
and an approaching driver whose view may be 
partially blocked by another car that has already 
stopped at the crosswalk.   

in-roadway warning signs are placed in the 
roadway, between travel lanes to alert drivers 
to the presence of a crosswalk.  The purpose of 
these signs is to remind drivers of the state law 
to yield or stop for pedestrians in the crosswalk.  
These signs have been used successfully in Tahoe 
City during the summer. 

Finally, flash-
ing beacons 
may be used to 
alert drivers to 
crossing pedes-
trians.  Some 
flashing beacons 
are designed 
to flash only 
when activated 
by a pedestrian, 
while others 
flash constantly.  
Pedestrian-
activated flash-

ing beacons have 
a much higher vehicle compliance rate than 
constantly-flashing beacons.  The “Sequoia 

Crossing” of SR 89 by the West Shore Trail 
south of Tahoe City is a good example of a flash-
ing beacon activated by a pedestrian or cyclist.   
 
HAWK (High-intensity activated crosswalk) 
beacons are an innovative new form of pedes-
trian signal, which have been used extensively in 
Tucson, Arizona.  The HAWK signal displays a 
solid red phase to drivers while pedestrians see 
a “Walk” phase.  The signal then changes to a 
flashing “Don’t Walk” phase for pedestrians and 
a flashing red phase for vehicle traffic so that 
vehicles may proceed if the crosswalk is clear.  
Evaluations of HAWK beacons on both 4-lane 
and 6-lane roadways report a driver yielding 
rate exceeding 95 percent (Fitzpatrick).  HAWK 
signals are approved for use in Nevada but not 
yet in California.  

A detailed discussion of crossing treatments and 
some traffic calming measures appropriate for 
different locations in Lake Tahoe is included in 
Appendix A, Design and Maintenance Recom-
mendations. 

In addition to physical improvements, 
education can increase the effectiveness of  
existing crossings.  Some communities have 
undertaken crosswalk enforcement operations 
in coordination with local police departments 
to educate drivers on pedestrians’ right to cross 

 

The “HAWK” Pedestrian Crossing

In-roadway warning sign. 
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the road.  In Las Cruces, New Mexico, local police 
officers dressed as superheroes attempted to cross at 
marked crosswalks to draw attention to the need for 
vehicles to stop at crossswalks.   

Street Design

Other treatments can be applied to streets and high-
ways to increase walkability, particularly in urban 
centers or areas with high pedestrian volumes.  In 
some cases, treatments may physically slow traffic, 
for instance with speed humps.  In other cases, road 
design, including narrower roadways, street trees 
or pedestrian refuge islands naturally signals drivers 
to drive more slowly in order to safely navigate the 
roadway.  

Pedestrian refuge islands can be installed in the 
middle of multi-lane roadways at intersections or 
mid-block locations.  They reduce pedestrian  
exposure to motor vehicles, allow pedestrians to con-
sider traffic coming from one direction at a time and 
provide a place for slower pedestrians to rest or wait.  
These island can also include paver stones or  
vegetation to aesthetically break up large expanses  
of asphalt.

street trees and furniture can increase appeal for 
pedestrians as well as slowing vehicle speeds by  
effectively reducing driver sight-distance.   
Street trees and furniture also provide a buffer  
between vehicles and pedestrians by cutting down  
on noise and increasing the feeling of safety.  

Road diets are becoming popular in locations where 
roadways have been designed much wider than is 
necessary for existing or anticipated traffic.   
Particularly on 4-lane roadways without a center 
turn-lane, where average daily traffic is less than 
15,000 cars per day, there are opportunities for re-
design.  In such cases, incorporating a center turn-

lane, and converting width from an outside lane to 
wider sidewalks, pedestrian refuge islands, bicycle 
lanes, and other features increases safety and mobil-
ity for all users.  Placer County is planning this type 
of re-design in the community of Kings Beach.  
 

 

Street trees and furniture increase appeal.

Crosswalk enforcement operation in Las Cruces, New 

Mexico.  

Photo: Norm Dettlaff,  
Las Cruces Sun-News (N.M.).
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Land Use Design

Finally, land use design plays perhaps the 
most important role in creating walkable and 
bikeable communities.  A mix of residential, 
retail and other commercial uses increases the 
population living within walking distance of 
their destinations.  The opportunity to live and 
stay in downtown areas decreases the need for 
housing in outlying areas, and ultimately will 
be one of the greatest factors in reducing long-
distance commuting by vehicle.  

The preferred alternative proposed for the 
update of the 20-year TRPA Regional Plan 
envisions a shift of this type in the location 
and form of new and re-development.  This 
alternative proposes walkable, mixed-use nodal 
centers, with incentives to shift existing de-
velopment out of sensitive, outlying areas.  A 
focus on “Complete Streets” and safe access for 
users of all modes of transportation will pro-
vide a means for people to travel safely to their 
destinations without the need to rely on an 
automobile.  

regionAl And multi-
modAl connectionS
Full connectivity between populated areas and 
major attractions, both inside and outside the 
Region, is important if the bicycle and pedes-
trian network is to adequately serve residents 
and visitors.  Visitors who wish to enjoy Lake 
Tahoe by bicycle or foot may wish to arrive 
in the Region without their car.  Once here, 
in order to travel between communities at 
the Lake, they require good connections via 
regional bikeways and transit.  The extent of 

existing regional and multi-modal connections 
is discussed below, and a map of major trip 
attractors, generators and transit connections is 
shown in Figure 9 (Major Trip Attractors and 
Generators, Appendix B).

Regional Connections
Because Lake Tahoe communities are rela-
tively small, most of the existing bicycle and 
pedestrian network is focused on connecting 
communities to recreation areas and providing 
strong internal connections.  Some regional 
bicycle travel, however, occurs between com-
munities in the Lake Tahoe Region and areas 
outside the Region such as Truckee, CA, Reno, 
NV, Gardnerville/Minden, NV, and Carson 
City, NV.  California State Routes (SR) 89 and 
267 provide direct access to and from Truckee. 
There is a shared-use path along SR 89 from 
Tahoe City to Squaw Valley Ski Resort.  Bicycle 
lanes or wide shoulders are planned for the 
near future along both of these roadways, and a 
bicycle path paralleling SR 267 will eventually 
connect Kings Beach to Northstar Resort and 
the Martis Valley.  Placer County and the Town 
of Truckee have expressed interest in complet-
ing a shared-use path connecting Squaw Valley 
to the Truckee Legacy Trail Network, and are 
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also working with Caltrans on a bicycle and pe-
destrian tunnel in Truckee to improve connections 
between Tahoe City and Truckee.  

U.S. Highway 50 and Nevada State Routes 207 and 
431 provide connections to and from Carson City, 
Gardnerville/Minden, and Reno.  State Route 431 is 
currently signed as a bicycle route.  A possible future 
connection between Stateline, NV and the Gard-
nerville/Minden area could be made via an existing 
dirt trail along the old Pony Express trail in Douglas 
County to a planned paved, shared-use path on the 
Carson Valley side.  

Bicyclists were observed along each of the routes 
listed above during summer field visits, with the 
highest concentration of bicyclists on the shared-use 
path along SR 89 between Truckee and Tahoe City.  

Multi-Modal Connections
Multi-modal connections in the Region are im-
portant when barriers to continuous bicycle and 
pedestrian travel exist.  In the Lake Tahoe Region, 
these barriers include topography, distance or lack of 
continuous bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  Tran-
sit service is provided by several publicly-operated 
transit systems, tourist-oriented trolley services, and 
privately-operated shuttle systems and taxi ser-
vices.  On the South Shore, a consortium of public 
and private transit providers, including El Dorado 
County, the City of South Lake Tahoe, Douglas 
County, Heavenly Resort, and several casinos oper-
ate BlueGO, a coordinated transit system. Service on 
the north shore is operated by Placer County, with 
funding from Washoe County Regional Transporta-
tion Commission to serve the Nevada portion of the 
North Shore.  This service is known as the Tahoe 
Area Regional Transit (TART) system.  

In addition to fixed-route systems, BlueGO provides 
flex route and demand-response service to Douglas 
County and El Dorado County, including the City 
of South Lake Tahoe.  Specific transit stops and ser-
vice areas are displayed in Figure 9, Appendix B.  All 
BlueGO and TART buses are equipped with bicycle 
racks. 

Transit service to communities outside of the Region 
is relatively good, with service provided by BlueGO 
from the South Shore to Carson City and the Min-
den/Gardnerville area; South Tahoe Express between 
the South Shore and Reno, NV; North Lake Tahoe 
Express between North Shore, Truckee, and Reno; 
and by Amtrak to Sacramento and train connections 
to other major destinations throughout California.  
Both Amtrak and BlueGO provide carrying capacity 
for bicycles on these inter-regional connections.  
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SAfety And outreAch

Safety is a major concern for users of the 
bicycle and pedestrian network.  People 
often cite their perceptions about safety as 
the reason they do not bicycle or walk more 
often.  Given the potential for serious injuries 
involving accidents with motor vehicles, this 
concern is understood.  In addition to the 
physical improvements described on the pre-
vious pages, such as enhanced crossing treat-
ments and traffic calming, safety education 
for both children and adults is an important 
component of a comprehensive plan.  Exist-
ing bicycle and pedestrian safety programs in 
the Lake Tahoe Region are summarized in Table 
3 on the following page. 

As indicated in Table 3, law enforcement agen-
cies in the Region are actively involved with 
student education through bicycle rodeos or 
other events. These events are particularly useful 
in demonstrating how bicyclists and pedestrians 
are to use the roadway system safely.

Beyond safety education, outreach programs that 
encourage biking and walking are a vital part of 
Lake Tahoe’s planning effort.  Many individuals 
wish to ride or walk more often, but lack infor-
mation on bicycle routes, basic bicycle mainte-
nance, and ways to incorporate riding into their 
commute to work.  Outreach and events put on 

by local agencies and organizations can make 
bicycling and walking fun activities and can be 
useful ways to disseminate important tips. 

Local agencies and advocacy groups have put 
significant effort into providing a well-publicized 
and popular “Bike to Work, School, and Play 
Challenge” each year, attracting over 700 par-
ticipants in 2009, many of whom were students.  
Two schools in South Lake Tahoe have started 
bicycle clubs, and the South Lake Tahoe po-
lice, California Highway Patrol, and El Dorado 
County Sheriff’s departments continue to hold 
their “Bicycle Rodeo” event for kids annually.   
In addition, the Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition 
distributes a popular Lake Tahoe Bike Trail Map. 

Bike to Work, School, and Play Week attracted over 700 participants 
in 2009, many of whom were students. 
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Table 3. Bicycle and pedestrian safety and outreach program summary

Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety and Outreach Program Summary

Agency Contact Number Programs Offered

CHP - South Lake Tahoe Area (530) 577-1001

Bicycle Rodeos late May / early June

- Skills Instruction

- Free Bicycle Inspection and Repair 

- Helmet Program                                                                            

CHP - North Tahoe Area (530) 582-7570

Pedestrian Safety Education Program

"When in Doubt Don't Step Out"

Works in conjunction with schools to conduct bike safety programs

Nevada Highway Patrol (775) 684-4808 No programs currently offered

Placer County Sheriff - Kings Beach Area (530) 581-6369 No programs currently offered due to budget constraints

Placer County Sheriff - Tahoe City Area (530) 581-6300 No programs currently offered

Tahoe City Public Utility District (530) 583-3796
Annual Bike Derby at Rideout Community Center

North Tahoe/Truckee Bicycle Map

El Dorado County Sheriff - South Lake Tahoe 

Area
(530) 573-3000

Work in conjunction with CHP and Kiwanis to conduct bicycle 

education programs

Washoe County - Incline Village Constable's 

Ofce
(775) 832-4103

Annual Bicycle Rodeo (June)

 - Skills Instruction

 - Free Helmet Program

 - Challenge Course

Washoe County School District (775) 348-0200 Safe Routes to School Program

Douglas County Sheriff  (775) 586-7250 No programs currently offered in Lake Tahoe

City/County of Carson City (775) 887-2020 No programs currently offered in Lake Tahoe

South Lake Tahoe Police Department (530) 542-6100

South Tahoe Middle School Police Activities League (PAL) Bike Club

Work in conjunction with CHP and El Dorado County Sheriff's 

Department to conduct bicycle rodeos

Tahoe Truckee School District (530) 541-2850
No District program offered

 -Up to individual sites to coordinate programs

State of Nevada  (775) 888-RIDE

Bicycle and Pedestrian Program

 - Safe Routes to School Program

 - Safety Education

Ofce of Trafc Safety

-Ped/Bike education programs and grants

Lake Tahoe/Nevada State Park

-Mountain Bike Safety Patrol

Nevada Bicycle Advisory Board

-Education Outreach

Nevada Department of Transportation

-Bicycle/Pedestrian program and outreach

State of California (916) 653-2750

Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs

-Interactive videos to schools

-"From A to Z by Bike" book hand-outs      

Lake Tahoe Community College (530) 541-4660 Mountain biking and road riding courses

Lake Tahoe Unied School District (530) 541-2850

No District program offered                                                      

-PAL Bike Club at South Tahoe Middle School: Bike safety, bike 

maintenance, bike rides

-Bobcat Outdoor Club at Bijou Community School: Bike skills & 

safety, bike maintenance, bike rides

Douglas County School District (775) 782-5134
No District program offered

 - Up to individual sites to coordinate programs

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency www.tahoempo.org Lake Tahoe Bike Challenge

Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition www.tahoebike.org

Bike Week/Bike Month

Bike Film Fest

Bicycle Awards

Lake Tahoe Bike Trail Map
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mAintenAnce
Local agencies in the Tahoe Region have made a 
significant investment in the construction of pe-
destrian and bicycle facilities, providing valuable 
recreational and transportation benefits to local 
residents and visitors.  The TRPA/TMPO has 
found through public input and discussions with 
local agencies that Tahoe area shared-use paths 
and sidewalks are sometimes not maintained 
at a high enough standard to meet user needs.  
Major maintenance issues in Lake Tahoe include 
lack of consistent snow removal from sidewalks 
and paths during the winter months, forcing 
users into the street, and insufficient long-term 
sidewalk and bicycle facility maintenance, such 
as crack repair and re-striping.   

Basin agencies have successfully addressed facil-
ity maintenance in some locations, using a va-
riety of strategies.  The following highlights the 
obstacles agencies face, the costs of maintenance, 
and ideas from Lake Tahoe and other areas that 
could be considered when developing long-term 
maintenance strategies.  

Obstacles to Proper Maintenance
Based on input from Lake Tahoe public agen-
cies, there are three main obstacles to success-

ful shared-use path and sidewalk maintenance 
programs in the Lake Tahoe Region.  

Lack of dedicated funding•	
Lack of proper equipment•	
Confusion or conflicts regarding  •	
responsibilities

The first and most common issue is a lack of 
dedicated funding.  Grants are typically not 
available for maintenance activities, but are avail-
able for construction of new facilities. Second, 
proper equipment or appropriately trained 
personnel may not be available.  For example, 
shared-use paths require narrow snow-blowers 
for snow removal, but jurisdictions may not 
own these machines, or the machines may not 
be capable of removing the heavily-packed snow 
pushed on to paths by snow-plows.  Third, there 
may be confusion or conflicts between differ-
ent parties regarding whose responsibility it is 
to maintain sidewalks and shared-use paths.  In 
most cases in Lake Tahoe, where there is no 
business improvement district or other type of 
assessment district, maintenance of sidewalks 
falls to the private property owner.  Jurisdictions 
are responsible for enforcing this private main-
tenance role, but they may lack the funding or 
political will to effectively do so. 

Photo: Ty Polastri
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Costs of Maintaining Paths and Sidewalks in the Tahoe Region (2008 dollars)

Agency Costs Notes

City of South Lake Tahoe
$1,050 per mile per year for basic maintenance of 

Class I paths
No snow removal.

Ski Run BID (City of South Lake Tahoe)

$14,000 per mile per year to maintain 

landscaping and Class I path

$4,500 per mile for slurry seal

Includes snow removal.

Tahoe City Public Utility District
$11,000 per mile per year to maintain, repair, 

restripe and plow (once) paths

Annually,  $5,000 to $6,000 is spent for 

snow removal and $25,000 to $30,000 

for repairing cracks on the entire path 

system

North Tahoe Public Utility District
$8,000 per mile per year to maintain trail and 

blow snow

Table 4: Costs of maintaining paths and sidewalks in the Tahoe Region (2008)

Maintenance Costs
Costs for maintaining paths vary widely, based on the level of maintenance provided by an  
agency.  Annual per-mile costs of path maintenance range from a low of $1,050 for basic maintenance of a 
path in the City of South Lake Tahoe to a high of $14,000 per mile for landscaping, snow removal and path 
maintenance in the Ski Run Business Improvement District.  Table 4 summarizes the costs for maintaining 
facilities in selected areas of the Tahoe Region, based on conversations with members of each agency.
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Strategies for Improving Maintenance
Many formulas can work to improve sidewalk and path maintenance.  Successful models in Lake 
Tahoe and other regions seek to minimize costs overall, and to plan in a source of maintenance 
funding before paths are constructed.  Maintenance funding should cover short and long-term 
costs, including snow removal, crack repair, sweeping and striping, and maintenance of adjacent 
infiltration devices.   

minimize coStS by conSolidAting mAintenAnce reSponSibilitieS.
Private property owners and jurisdictions can reduce expenditures by entering into cooperative 
maintenance agreements.  Cooperative maintenance agreements allow for a single entity, such as 
the local public agency or a private contractor, to carry out snow removal and other maintenance.  
This can reduce the cost and time associated with individual property owners setting up separate 
maintenance contracts or doing the work themselves.  The agreements also ensure that an entity 
with adequate staff, equipment and experience carries out the work.  The Ski Run Business Im-
provement District in South Lake Tahoe is an example of this.  Another way to consolidate main-
tenance responsibility is for private property owners to have the option to transfer responsibility to 
the local public agency.  The City of Madison, WI, incentivizes this through a program whereby 
private property owners are charged only 50 percent of the cost to do repairs and snow removal if 
they allow the City to conduct the work.  In other communities, such as Mammoth Lakes, CA, 
Davis, CA and Vail, CO, the Public Works Department is responsible for maintaining sidewalks 
and paths. Jurisdictions can also pool funds to cost-share special equipment purchases.

purSue innovAtive funding SourceS for on-going And long-term  
mAintenAnce thAt iS linked to the mileAge of the fAcilitieS.
Maintenance of paths and sidewalks is one of many community needs that must compete for 
scarce funds.  Dedicated funding sources for maintenance can help address this.  South Shore’s 
Measure S--a property tax assessment passed in 2000 for construction and maintenance of recre-
ation facilities--set aside $5,000 per year per mile for maintenance of 25 miles of planned shared-
use paths in the City of South Lake Tahoe and El Dorado County.  The two jurisdictions are able 
to use this funding as a local match when pursuing grant funds for path construction.  Vail, CO, 
applies a 1 percent Real Estate Transfer tax to all real estate transactions, a portion of which is allo-
cated to path maintenance.  When establishing a funding mechanism to provide for sidewalk and 
path maintenance, it should be structured to reflect the average lifespan of sidewalks and paths, 
and allow for increases in inflation and the mileage of the facilities.  

Permitting and granting agencies such as the TRPA, the CTC, and the North Lake Tahoe Resort 
Association (NLTRA), can assist this process by being diligent in requiring projects to show ad-
equate maintenance funding as part of grant and permit applications and by assisting implement-
ers to identify additional sources of maintenance funding.  TRPA could also consider incentivizing 
maintenance of facilities by tying maintenance to its annual building allocation system. 

For additional details on existing maintenance challenges and recommendations, please see  
Appendix I (Maintenance Memo, www.tahoempo.org).
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colliSion AnAlySiS

Perceptions of safety directly influence the choice to bike 
or walk.  Poor sight distances, crime or threats from motor 
vehicles may cause people to switch away from biking or walk-
ing.  Overall, both accident and crime rates are low in Lake 
Tahoe compared to other areas.  However, hazards to bicyclists 
and pedestrians do exist.  Examples include: 

Areas where sidewalks are discontinuous or uncleared of •	
snow, forcing pedestrians and wheelchair users into the 
street

Where sight distances for crossing are poor, due to parked cars, signs, or roadway curvature •	

Areas where shared-use paths or sidewalks cross multiple driveways and sidestreets  •	

The BPP analyzes accident data and provides information on safety improvements. 
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Table 5. Lake Tahoe Region bicycle and pedestrian accident summary 2003-2007

Jurisdiction Total Accidents (1) Pedestrian Bicycle Fatal
El Dorado County, CA 19 7 12 1
City of South Lake Tahoe, CA 155 67 88 157 3
Placer County, CA 77 33 44 7
Carson City, NV 0 0 0 0
Douglas County, NV 5 5 0 0

Washoe County, NV 7 6 1 4

Total 263 118 145 15

Injury (2)
18

72
0

Note 1: Accident rates are not available at the time of printing the BPP, however in the future, accident rates, rather 

than total accidents, should be reported.  Accident rates take into account bicycle and pedestrian collisions in 

comparison to the amount of overall activity by bicyclists, pedestrians, and motor vehicles.

Source: Reported accidents according to the California Statewide Integrated Trafc Records System (SWITRS) and 

Nevada Highway Patrol.

2
0

249

Note 2: The sum of injuries and fatalities may be higher than total accidents because sometimes the number of people 

in the party was greater than 1.

Accident Data

LSC Transportation Consultants conducted an extensive analysis on pedestrian and bicycle col-
lisions with vehicles between 2003 to 2007.  A few improvements have been made since 2007, 
however the data from this period is still considered current.  Table 5 shows the total accidents by 
regional jurisdiction.  Table 6 on the following page shows accident rates at specific Basin  
locations.  The data only includes accidents involving a motor vehicle.
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Table 6. High accident locations in the Tahoe Region

Location (1) Bicycle Pedestrian Total

Annual Average 

Daily Trafc 

(AADT), 2002-

2007 (2)

Accident Rate per 

Average Daily Trafc
Pioneer Trail & Wildwood (unsignalized) 2 0 2 n/a n/a
SR 28 & Fox Street (unsignalized) 0 4 4 14883 0.027%
SR 28 & Grove Street (unsignalized) 2 1 3 11733 0.026%
US 50 & Friday Ave (new signal) 1 7 8 33667 0.024%
US 50 & Stateline (signal) 0 7 7 33667 0.021%
SR 28 & Bear Street (unsignalized) 0 3 3 14883 0.020%
SR 28 & Coon Street (signal) 1 2 3 14883 0.020%
SR 28 & SR 267 (signal) 2 1 3 18100 0.017%
US 50 & Park Avenue (signal) 4 1 5 33667 0.015%
US 50 & Pioneer Trail (East) (signal) 4 1 5 33667 0.015%
US 50 & Blue Lake (unsignalized) 1 4 5 33833 0.015%
SR 28 & Southwood Blvd (signal) 0 2 2 13758 0.015%
SR 89 & Fountain (unsignalized) 2 0 2 14767 0.014%
SR 28 & Beaver Street (unsignalized) 0 2 2 14883 0.013%
US 50 & Edgewood Circle (unsignalized) 3 0 3 32116 0.009%
US 50 & Glorene (unsignalized) 1 2 3 33583 0.009%
US 50 & Herbert (unsignalized) 3 0 3 33833 0.009%
US 50 & Sierra (signal) 2 1 3 33833 0.009%
US 50 & 4H Camp Road (unsignalized) 2 0 2 23317 0.009%
US 50 & Kingsbury Grade (signal) 0 2 2 23317 0.009%
US 50 & Lake Tahoe Blvd (signal) 1 1 2 33583 0.006%
US 50 & Midway (unsignalized) 2 0 2 33667 0.006%
US 50 & 3rd Street (signal) 1 1 2 33833 0.006%
US 50 & Al Tahoe Blvd (signal) 2 0 2 33833 0.006%
US 50 & Lyons (signal) 1 1 2 33833 0.006%
US 50 & Ski Run (signal) 1 1 2 33833 0.006%
US 50 & Tahoe Keys (signal) 1 1 2 33833 0.006%
US 50 & Tallac (signal) 0 2 2 33833 0.006%
US 50 & Truckee Drive (unsignalized) 1 1 2 33833 0.006%

Note1: Locations with more than one recorded bicycle or pedestrian accident, including accidents within 100 ftt of intersection

Relatively High Accident Locations in the Tahoe Region, 2002-2007

# Accidents

Note 2: Annual Average Daily Trafc Count taken from nearest intersection with available data.  See "August Trafc Volumes", 

www.tiims.org.

Source: California Statewide Integrated Trafc Records System, and NDOT

As Table 6 indicates, there were 29 locations with two or more accidents in the six year period.   The most 
significant “hot spot” was the U.S. 50/Friday Avenue intersection, which has since been improved with 
a full intersection signal. Other intersections with relatively high accident rates include SR 28 and Fox 
Street, Bear Street, Coon Street and Grove Street on the North Shore, and U.S. 50 and Stateline and Park 
Avenue on the South Shore.  It should also be noted that only one of the 29 high accident intersections is 
not on the state highway system.
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Other data of interest include the type of location where accidents happen. As shown in Table 
7, the majority of accidents occurred at unsignalized locations, or at mid-block crossings 
without a Class I/Shared-Use Path crossing.  Only 17 percent of total accidents occurred at 
signalized intersections.

Since this data was collected, two marked shared-use path crossings have not been re-painted 
along the SR 89 West Shore Trail due to safety concerns.  These locations could be good can-
didates for the installation of enhanced crossing treatments.  It will be important to note any 
change in collision rates at these locations in the next update of the BPP if these crossings are 
not re-marked or otherwise enhanced.  

Safety issues can be addressed in multiple ways.  Intersections can be improved through 
enhanced pedestrian treatments.  Another solution includes increasing driver, bicyclist and 
pedestrian awareness.   Several states have incorporated bicycle and pedestrian safety into 
their driving tests.  At Lake Tahoe, possible education activities, in addition to those shown in 
Table 3 on page 43 could include bicycle safety classes through Parks and Recreation De-
partments or Barton Health Extension.  Bicycle rental and retail shops can distribute safety 
information and maps and encourage safe riding.  In addition,  
police need to enforce traffic laws for drivers, bicyclists and pedestrians, creating a safe atmo 
sphere for all. 
 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

51 52% 64 46% 115 49%

16 16% 25 18% 41 17%

27 28% 49 35% 76 32%

1 1% 1 1% 2 1%

3 3% 0 0% 3 1%

98 100% 139 100% 237 100%

Source: California Statewide Integrated Trafc Records System, and NDOT

Public Street Intersection Unsignalized

Public Street Intersection Signalized

Midblock Location Without Class I/Shared-Use Path

Midblock Location With Class I/Shared-Use Path

Location Type

Total

Note: Intersection accidents include all accidents within 100 feet

Reported Bicycle and Pedestrian Accidents Locations in the Tahoe Region by Type of Location, 2002-2007

Pedestrian Bicycle Total

Public Street Intersection Signalized With Trail Crossing

Table 7. Accident location type



Lake Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan                   51

This page left intentionally blank



52 Analysis of Demand  / Bicycle Trail User Model

Actual use of the bicycle and pedestrian network is perhaps the 
most important indicator of the quality of the system, although 
biking and walking rates are also closely tied to land use,  
population density, and visitation.  A quality biking and walking 
network to support surrounding land uses is  critical to achieving 
increased biking and walking levels .   This section analyzes both  
existing use and future demand for the system. 

seCTion 5: analysis of demand / bike Trail user model
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populAtion And  
employment trendS

The following discussion contains estimates and fore-
casts of existing and future population and employ-
ment levels that can be used to determine trends and 
how they affect demand for bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities.

Existing Population and Employment

According to the 2000 census, the Region had an 
estimated total population of approximately 60,000 
and an estimated total employment level of about 
49,500.  Table 8 shows updated population  
estimates by County based on the Tahoe  
Transportation Model.  

Future Resident Population, Visitor 
Population, and Employment

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the resident 
population of the Region increased by approximately 
7,000 between 1990 and 2000.  While the 2010 cen-
sus data is not yet available, indicators such as school 
enrollment, gaming employment and traffic volumes 
indicate that population in the Tahoe Region has de-

clined since 2000 (Mobility 2030).  With the current 
recession (2009-2010) and a shift away from gaming 
as a primary economic driver, accurately estimating 
population and employment levels for the com-
ing decade is difficult.  A major focus of the TRPA 
Regional Plan Update, and of planning in general in 
Lake Tahoe, is on how to re-make the Region into a 
thriving residential and tourist attraction.  Improved 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities play a strong role in 
this shift.  “Smart growth” principles that support 
bikeable and walkable communities are central in 
this planning effort. 

As part of the TRPA Regional Plan Update, several 
alternative planning scenarios are under study.  The 
population, employment and travel estimates associ-
ated with these scenarios will be analyzed in 2010 
and 2011. 

Future growth and changes in population and  
employment are important to bicycle and pedestrian 
planning for two reasons.  First, new developments 
often require upgrades to existing roadways, which 
may create an opportunity to construct new bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities. Second, changes in land-use 
patterns can make bicycling or walking more  
convenient.

Jurisdiction Population Percent of Total
City of South Lake Tahoe 22854 42%

El Dorado County (Tahoe portion) 9484 17%

Placer County (Tahoe portion) 8874 16%

Washoe County (Tahoe portion) 7765 14%

Douglas County (Tahoe portion) 5370 10%
Total: 54347 100%
Note: From population synthesizer in the Tahoe Transportation model based on Census 2000 population

2008 Population Estimate

Table 8. Tahoe Region population, 2005 Census.
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bicycle And pedeStriAn 
trAvel demAnd

Bicycle and pedestrian trips are not easily mea-
sured or projected for an entire region without 
extensive data collection efforts.  While data is 
still somewhat limited, the TRPA has recently 
undertaken a monitoring program and devel-
opment of a Bicycle Trail User Model. Both of 
these efforts increase understanding of current 
use of the bicycle and pedestrian network, and 
also help project future use as more links are 
completed.  Available data includes the 2000 
Census, user surveys and user counts, and 
Basin-wide mode share surveys. 

Existing Demand

A common term used in describing demand for 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities is “mode share” 
or “mode split.”  Mode split refers to the per-
centage of people who choose to take different 
forms of transportation including walking,  
bicycling, public transit, or driving.  From the 
2000 Census, mode split information is avail-
able for the journey-to-work trip.  Table 9 
presents this information for the Lake Tahoe 
Region.  As shown in Table 9, bicycle and  
pedestrian trips represent approximately  
3 percent of home-based work trips for Lake 
Tahoe residents. These numbers are fairly con-
sistent with mode splits across California and 
Nevada.  However, many other tourist-based 
mountain resort areas have higher bicycle and 
walking rates, as shown in Figure 3 below.

Existing Journey-to-Work Data for Lake Tahoe

Mode Percent of Work Trips

Drive Alone 77%

Carpool 12%

Transit 2%

Bicycle or Walked 3%

Worked at Home 4%

Other 2%

Total 100%

Source: 2000 Census Journey-to-Work 

Table 9: Existing journey-to-work mode split summary 

for the Lake Tahoe Region
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As mentioned in the Benchmarks and Progress sec-
tion, journey-to-work data does not tell the whole 
story for Lake Tahoe.  According to local surveys, 
over 70 percent of visitors participate in walking 
activities while almost 40 percent bicycle on paved 
paths.  TRPA mode split surveys of both residents 
and visitors show overall biking and walking rates 
to recreation and commercial areas to be about 13 
percent in winter and 16 percent in summer. 

Another way of understanding existing usage is to 
review user counts.  While user counts can fluctuate 
annually based on external factors such as visitation, 
economy, or weather, they are still a useful tool for 
identifying popularity of the bicycle and pedestrian 
network.  Combined with written user surveys, the 
TRPA/TMPO has begun to establish a body of 
knowledge on how and why people use the bikeways 

and sidewalks in Lake Tahoe.   

Usage on the monitored facilities ranges from a low 
of around 200 passes per day on an on-street bi-
cycle route to over 1,000 passes per day on popular 
shared-use paths.  A sidewalk near Stateline, NV, 
attracts over 5,000 pedestrians on a busy summer 
day.  A sum of the existing usage on all monitored 
facilities yields over 16,000 users per day. 

Table 10 on the following page shows per day usage 
estimates by facility based on 2007 and 2009 TRPA/
TCORP surveys and counts.  Note that the totals are 
for Class I/Shared-Use Paths only.  The counts need 
to be repeated in the coming years as part of TRPA’s 
on-going monitoring effort.
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Future Demand/ 
Bicycle Trail User Model

Future bicycle and pedestrian trips will depend on a 
number of factors such as demographics,   
availability of well-connected facilities, and  
location, density, and type of future land develop-
ment.  For many years the TRPA has maintained a 
transportation model that estimates future vehicle 
trips based on different land use scenarios.  The 
model does not estimate changes in bicycling and 
walking, however.  Bicycling and walking are in-
creasingly part of the solution to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions, improve mobility, and create more 
community-oriented places.  The ability to estimate 
the number of trips that will occur via these modes 
is also becoming more important.  A few general 
models exist to predict bicycle path use, but most 
rely on journey-to-work data, and none are geared 
toward the unique tourist environment of Lake 
Tahoe.  To inform both the TRPA Regional Plan 
and the BPP, a simple model was created that can 
predict both regional bicycling and walking rates 
and expected use on individual facilities in the Lake 
Tahoe Region. 1   

Using the Tahoe Bicycle Trail User Model, TRPA/
TMPO estimated future daily and annual use for 
a complete regional network, assuming high qual-
ity, well-maintained Class I/Shared-Use Paths on all 
major corridors in the Tahoe Region (Figure 4, next 
page).  This yielded approximately 40,000 trips on 
the entire network on a peak summer day (2.5 per-
cent of all trips), and almost 6 million annual trips 
assuming no winter path maintenance.  The estimat-
ed 40,000 daily trips represent a four-fold increase 
over current bicycling and walking rates on Class I/
Shared-Use Paths.2  Assuming the same rates of  

 
 
commuting that were reported in the 2007 TRPA/
TCORP surveys, approximately 40 percent (16,000) 
of these daily trips would be for commute purposes. 

                                                  

1 For more details on how to use the Tahoe Bicycle Trail User Model, and for 
the interactive model itself, please see Appendix F.  You may link to the interac-
tive model documents from the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization 
website, http://www.tahoempo.org. 

2 Current rates are probably higher than the 9,000 mentioned in Table 10 on 
the previous page, since not all existing paths were monitored.
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The goals,  policies,  and actions of the BPP are intended to provide 

specific direction on how the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, 

the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization, and other local, 

state, regional, and federal agencies and organizations can im-

prove bicycling and walking in Lake Tahoe.

  

seCTion 6: goals, PoliCies and aCTions
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the goAlS, policieS, And ActionS in thiS bicycle And 
pedeStriAn plAn follow theSe guidelineS:
Goals are a statement of a target, an ambition, or an end state toward which the TRPA and other agen-
cies and organizations are working. 

Policies provide direction for the TRPA and other agencies on how to meet the goals.  The policies 
often describe critical activities in which local agencies are already engaged as part of their day-to-day 
work.     

Actions are specific tasks that TRPA or other agencies will or could do to implement the goals and 
policies in the BPP.  In some cases, actions refer to a one-time plan or project (such as the adoption of 
a change to the TRPA’s code); in others, the action is on-going and will occur over a period of years.  
The actions specified here are generally new actions that should be undertaken to meet the benchmarks 
specified in the BPP.   

Each goal is followed by several focused goals, which express various aspects of the goal in more detail.  Each 
focused goal is accompanied by policies.

THREE MAJOR GOALS OF THIS PLAN

Goal 1: Complete a bicycle and pedestrian network that provides conve-

nient access to Basin destinations and destinations outside the 

basin

Goal 2: Raise awareness of the bicycle and pedestrian network and en-

courage safe and increased bicycling and walking 

Goal 3: Provide environmental, economic, and social benefits to the Region 

through increased bicycling and walking.
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The goals of the Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan expand on the more general  
transportation goals of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact (Public Law 96-551), the TRPA 
Regional Plan, and the TMPO Regional Transportation Plan, Mobility 2030.  Mobility 2030 iden-
tifies the following overarching vision for the future of transportation in the Tahoe Region:

trAnSportAtion viSion
An innovative multi-modal transportation system is in place that gives priority to viable 
alternatives to the private automobile, appeals to users and serves mobility needs, while 
improving the environmental and socioeconomic health of the Basin.

The role of the BPP is to provide the goals, policies and actions necessary to support the  
bicycling and walking aspect of this Region-wide vision.  Several of the BPP goals,  
policies, or actions were derived from Mobility 2030, and these are indicated with “M2030.”

Once the BPP is approved by the TRPA, the policies in this section will become part of the  
Regional Plan.  These policies will be implemented through the Code of Ordinances.  

Several policies and actions refer to recommendations or requirements that may vary with circum-
stances.  An example is the amount of bicycle storage--such as racks or lockers--recommended 
with new development.  In these cases, readers are referred to another section or appendix (such as 
Appendix A, Design and Maintenance Recommendations).  

While many actions are currently underway or will be underway soon, not all actions are listed.  
The BPP highlights the highest priority actions.    

Finally, the goals, policies and actions listed on the following pages are intended to help the TRPA 
and other agencies address the 5 “E’s” promoted by the League of American Bicyclists in its “Bicy-
cle-Friendly Communities” initiative.    
The 5 “E’s” represent a comprehen-
sive approach to bicycle and pedes-
trian planning.  

Goal 1: Complete a bicycle and pedestrian 
network that provides convenient access to 
Basin destinations and destinations outside 
the Basin.

Goal 2: Raise awareness of the bicycle and 
pedestrian network and encourage safe 
and increased bicycling and walking

Goal 3: Provide environmental, economic, 
and social benefits to the Region through 
increased bicycling and walking.

Engineering

Encouragement
Education
Enforcement

Evaluation

The 5 E’s
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focuSed goAl:  A complete bicycle And pedeStriAn network

Construct, upgrade, and maintain a complete regional network of bicycle and pedestrian facilities that con-
nects communities and destinations.  (M2030) 

Policies

1.1 To the extent possible, accommodate all users, encompassing a wide range of abilities and travel ob-
jectives, by the bicycle and pedestrian network. 

1.2 Encourage the adoption of the Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan by local agencies and work 
collaboratively to achieve implementation. (M2030)

1.3 All hard-surface bicycle and pedestrian facilities should conform to the most recent design standards 
adopted by Caltrans and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), except where unique stan-
dards have been established by TRPA in consideration of environmental conditions and regional consistency.

1.4 Prioritize constructing pedestrian and bicycle facilities in urbanized areas of the Region, facilities that 
increase connectivity of the bicycle network, and facilities that can be constructed concurrently with other 
projects. (M2030) (See Table 19, Prioritization Criteria, in Appendix B.)

1.5 Projects should go forward, regardless of where they are on the priority list, when an opportunity or 
eminent loss of an opportunity makes implementation favorable or necessary. 

1.6 The bicycle and pedestrian network shall conform to the requirements of the Americans with  
Disabilities Act (ADA). 

goAl 1: complete A bicycle And pedeS-
triAn network thAt provideS convenient 
AcceSS to bASin deStinAtionS And  
deStinAtionS outSide the bASin 
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1.7 Design shared-use paths to support emergency vehicle access where possible. 

1.8 Actively pursue funding for priority projects and programs. 

1.9  To facilitate cost savings, coordinate project construction with the needs of utility provid-
ers, particularly water suppliers and communications providers. (Note: For a list of water suppliers, 
refer to Appendix C) 

1.10  Pursue “experimental status” for unique designs from the Federal Highway Administration 
where adherence to published standards is not feasible, or where different standards would provide 
safety, economic, environmental, or social benefits.

focuSed goAl:  bicycliSt And pedeStriAn AccommodAtion
Create and maintain bikeable, walkable communities through existing and new development. 
(M2030)

Policies

1.11 Include pedestrian and bicycle access equal to or greater than private vehicle access as a 
feature of new development and redevelopment projects proposed in proximity to major bicycle 
and pedestrian routes. (M2030)

1.12 Incorporate segments of the bicycle and pedestrian network into new and redeveloped 
commercial, tourist, multi-family, public service and recreation projects consistent with the Lake 
Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.  Implementation of the facilities will be through con-
struction, easements, or in-lieu fees as appropriate to the scale of development. (M2030)

1.13 Increase bicycle and pedestrian support facilities, such as sidewalks, bicycle racks, bicycle 
lockers, and bike-share programs at commercial and tourist centers, recreational areas, transit cen-
ters, lodging properties, and government buildings.  (M2030) (See the Design and Maintenance 
Recommendations)  

1.14  In addition to those bicycle and pedestrian facilities shown in the BPP, consider shared-use 
paths and sidewalks where a connection to the existing network is needed to provide improved 
safety or convenience.

1.15 Accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians as described in the Lake Tahoe Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan in all roadway improvement projects.  Include specialized pedestrian crossing 
treatments, traffic calming, and bicycle-activated signals as appropriate to the scale of the project. 
(M2030) (See the Design and Maintenance Recommendations)
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1.16 Construct, upgrade, and maintain pedestrian and Class II bicycle facilities (bike lanes) meeting 
AASHTO standards where feasible along major travel routes when the edge of roadway1 is altered or im-
proved.  Where bicycle lanes are not feasible due to environmental or land ownership constraints, provide as 
much shoulder area as possible for safe bicycle passage.
                        
1 curbline

1.17 Implement a “Lake Tahoe Scenic Bike Loop” with the widest possible shoulder on the Lake side of 
the highways circling Lake Tahoe where bicycle lanes are not feasible or have not yet been constructed.  (See 
the Design and Maintenance Recommendations)

1.18 Where shared-use paths intersect with driveways or roadways, give priority to bicyclists in accordance 
with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). (M2030)

1.19 Consider innovative shared roadway treatments (e.g. off-peak only parking/bike lanes that can be 
used for vehicles during peak flows, sharrows, etc.) in constrained areas where roadway is limited.  

focuSed goAl:  trAnSit integrAtion
Integrate the transit, bicycle and pedestrian networks to provide seamless transitions and stimulate both 
increased transit ridership and increased use of the bicycle and pedestrian network. (M2030)

Policies

1.20 Provide secure bicycle storage on all transit vehicles and at all major transit stops and stations.  

1.21 Maximize bicycle carrying capacity on new transit vehicles using best available technology. (M2030)

1.22 Prioritize sidewalk improvements that provide pedestrian access to transit stops  
(See Table 19, Prioritization Criteria, in Appendix B.)

Photo: Ty Polastri
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focuSed goAl:  mAintenAnce
Maintain the bicycle and pedestrian network to a high standard that encourages ridership and im-
proves the safety of all users.  (M2030) (See Design and Maintenance Recommendations section)

Policies
1.23 Where feasible, maintain the year-round use and condition of identified sidewalks and 
bike facilities. (M2030) (Note: See Figure 12, Shared-Use Path and Sidewalk Maintenance Map, 
in Appendix B).

1.24 Pursue innovative funding that covers the costs of on-going and long-term maintenance 
and that increases as the mileage of facilities to be maintained increases. (See Appendix I,  
Maintenance Memo) 

1.25 Require a maintenance plan before issuing a permit or funding for any bicycle and pedes-
trian facilities.  The maintenance plan shall specify a strategy for long and short-term funding for 
the life of the project.

1.26 Up to 25 percent of a Air Quality Mitigation Funds may be set aside for operations and 
maintenance of completed or future EIP projects, including EIP bicycle path projects.

1.27 Consider creative funding mechanisms for bicycle path and sidewalk maintenance.  Ex-
amples include, but are not limited to: non-profit maintenance partnerships, bicycle registration 
programs, renting conduit under shared-use paths to utility companies, or forming business im-
provement districts (See Appendix I, Maintenance Memo)

1.28 Encourage jurisdictions and private property owners to minimize maintenance costs by 
consolidating maintenance responsibilities.  (See Appendix I, Maintenance Memo)

1.29 Design and construct all portions of the bicycle and pedestrian network to reduce long-
term maintenance costs and encourage efficient operation. (see Design and Maintenance Recom-
mendations)

1.30 Maintain and upgrade infiltration devices along paths as appropriate over time.
 
1.31 Encourage jurisdictions and roadway agencies to snow-clear, sweep, and stripe bicycle 
routes where needed before major cycling events. 
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5-yeAr Supportive ActionS for  
goAl 1

The following actions should be pursued within a 
5-year time frame to support Goal 1.  The actions 
are organized by responsible party.

trpA/tmpo ActionS: 

Collaborate with local agencies and organiza-•	
tions to implement the BPP, focusing on high 
priority projects.  Facilitate workshops to high-
light new BPP elements.

Incorporate priority BPP projects into the •	
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the En-
vironmental Improvement Program (EIP), the 
TMPO Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP), and the Statewide Transportation Im-
provement Program (STIP). 

Update the TRPA Code of Ordinances to •	
provide detailed specifications on bicycle and 
pedestrian accommodation in new and  
re-development and roadway projects.  

Incorporate Appendix A, Design and Maintenance Recommendations, Appendix B, Maps and Project •	
Lists, and Goal 1 and associated policies into TRPA project review.

Conduct annual training with TRPA permit review staff and Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) •	
partners on how to incorporate the BPP into development project design.

Support research on the impact of raised boardwalks on vegetation and SEZ function, with a goal of re-•	
ducing coverage mitigation requirements for boardwalks if they are shown to have reduced impacts com-
pared to hard coverage. 

Meet with NDOT, Caltrans and local jurisdictions to develop plans to incorporate striping and regular •	
maintenance of bicycle lanes and wide shoulders into all roadway improvement projects, including routine 
maintenance. 
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StAte And locAl JuriSdiction ActionS
 
To meet Goal 1, state and local jurisdictions could consider undertaking the following actions:

Identify specific locations in need of pedestrian crossing improvements and determine appro-•	
priate crossing treatment.  Include specific crossing improvement locations as projects on the 
“proposed project list.” 

Maintain an up-to-date inventory of the condition of sidewalks and paths to facilitate budget-•	
ing for future repair work and to prioritize improvements.  (Local jurisdictions)

Consider ordinances that address snow storage on bicycle paths, such as specifying a “use •	
period” when bicycle paths must be cleared of snow.  (Local jurisdictions)

Work with property owners responsible for sidewalk maintenance to establish a plan of action •	
for restoration and on-going maintenance of sidewalks.  (Local jurisdictions)

Enforce sidewalk maintenance by responsible property owners. Where enforcement is not •	
possible, develop voluntary maintenance programs with positive publicity for participants.  
(Local jurisdictions)
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focuSed goAl: educAtion And outreAch 
Cultivate enthusiasm for bicycling and walking at Lake Tahoe and awareness of the bicycle and pedestrian 
network through education, outreach, and signage. (M2030)

Policies

2.1 Encourage and support all Basin communities to seek recognition as League of American Bicyclists’ 
“Bicycle Friendly Communities.” 

2.2 Provide clear and consistent signage to help bicyclists identify the best routes to reach their destination 
safely, quickly, and easily.

2.3 Use signage and traffic control devices consistent with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD) and those established by federal, state, and local standards to ensure a high level of safety for 
bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists.

2.4 Promote National “Bike to Work” and International “Walk to School” days and other events to encour-
age biking and walking. (TRPA, local jurisdictions, local advocacy groups)

 focuSed goAl: enforcement 
Encourage safe bicycling and walking through enforcement of traffic and parking violations.

Policies

2.5 Encourage all state and local law enforcement agencies to cite drivers, cyclists, and pedestrians who cre-
ate unsafe and unlawful cycling and walking conditions. 

2.6 Encourage all state and local law enforcement agencies to enforce parking restrictions at recreation desti-
nations, especially where nearby bicycle or pedestrian facilities provide a convenient alternative to driving.

goAl 2: rAiSe AwAreneSS  
of the bicycle And pedeStriAn  
network And encourAge SAfe  
And increASed bicycling And  
wAlking.
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 5-yeAr Supportive ActionS 
for focuSed goAl 2 
The following actions should be pursued 
within a 5-year time frame to support 
Goal 2.  The actions are organized by 
responsible party.

trpA/multiple entity Ac-
tionS:

Develop a Region-wide bike route •	
numbering or naming system consis-
tent with local wayfinding signage and 
the U.S. Bicycle Route System that 
directs cyclists onto the best possible 
route for bicycle travel to their destina-
tion.  Consider naming routes after 
historic Washoe Tribe routes where 
information is available. (TRPA, local 
jurisdictions)

Meet with local school officials to •	
develop safe routes to schools programs.  Help apply for funding where needed. (TRPA, TMPO, 
CA & NV Safe Routes to Schools Coordinators, LTBC, local jurisdictions, health departments, 
others) 

Convene a multi-agency group that meets with local law enforcement and district attorneys to •	
provide training updates on applicable bicycle and pedestrian laws, determine what enforce-
ment actions will be supported, and encourage increased enforcement that supports BPP goals. 
(TRPA) 

Develop employer incentive programs to encourage biking and walking to work. (TRPA)•	

Conduct public workshops on “Complete Streets” and new strategies for land use and transpor-•	
tation integration.
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Continue and expand the current bicycle education program for school children.  Coordinate efforts  •	
by the California Highway Patrol, Nevada Highway Patrol, the state DOTs and local law enforcement  
agencies with Safe Routes to School and Bike Week activites.  
(Local schools, law enforcement, DOTs, LTBC) 

Continue and expand adult bicycle education programs through the local colleges, parks and recreation •	
departments or other local agency departments that teach adults how to ride defensively. (Bicycle advo-
cacy groups, local parks and recreation departments, adult educational institutions) 

Include bicycle and pedestrian safety information as part of visitor packages offered through the visitor •	
centers, hotels, resorts, and bicycle rental shops.  (TRPA, LTBC, chambers of commerce)

Support distribution and updating of Lake Tahoe Bike Trail Maps. (TRPA, local jurisdictions)•	

Conduct outreach to minority and non-English speaking communities about safe bicycling and walking •	
practices.  (TRPA, local jurisdictions, LTBC)

locAl JuriSdiction ActionS

To meet Goal 2, local jurisdictions could consider undertaking the following action:

Integrate bicycle route numbering or naming system into wayfinding signage plans.•	
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focuSed goAl: reduced environmentAl impActS
Reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT), emissions, erosion, runoff, and other environmental  
impacts through careful implementation of the bicycle and pedestrian network.

Policies

3.1 Minimize roadway capacity or parking facilities where they can be effectively replaced by tran-
sit, bicycling and/or walking facilities. 

3.2 Seek partnerships and opportunities for environmental restoration in conjunction with BPP 
facility implementation.

3.3 Include design features, landscaping, signage, or barriers on shared-use paths through sensitive 
environmental areas to discourage pets and humans from leaving the path. 

3.4 Incorporate Best Management Practices (BMPs) into bicycle and pedestrian facility design to 
filter all sheet flow associated with project improvements.   

focuSed goAl: evAluAtion
Attain bicycle and pedestrian goals and environmental thresholds through performance measures 
consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan and the Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

3.5 Conduct biannual monitoring of the bicycle and pedestrian network to track use levels over 
time.  This data will be provided to local operational authorities to aid in prioritizing construction, 
maintenance and enforcement.

3.6 Develop measures for tracking bicycling and walking impacts on local economies. (M2030) 

3.7 Track bicycle and pedestrian accident rates and identify high-priority locations for safety im-
provements with each update of the BPP. 

goAl 3: provide environmentAl,  
economic, And SociAl benefitS to 
the region through increASed bi-
cycling And wAlking.
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5-yeAr Supportive ActionS for goAl 3
The following actions should be pursued within a 5-year time frame to support Goal 3.  The actions are 
organized by responsible party.

trpA/tmpo ActionS: 

Conduct non-auto mode share surveys every four years to determine the change in bicycling and walking •	
as a portion of total mode split Region-wide. (TRPA)

Report on the results of the monitoring program with every update of the BPP, and through the bian-•	
nual TMPO Transportation Monitoring Report. (TRPA)

Evaluate monitoring and act on results to further advance the policies contained herein, up to and in-•	
cluding amending the BPP, as appropriate. 

Update project maps and lists every 2 years.  Provide an annual progress report to interested groups, such •	
as the Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition or TRPA/TMPO Governing Board.

Update the entire BPP every 5 years, emphasizing improvements called for in survey/monitoring reports.•	

Assist employers in meeting requirements associated with TRPA Code Chapter 97 “Employer-Based Trip •	
Reduction Program.” 

locAl JuriSdiction ActionS (on-going)
To meet Goal 3, local jurisdictions could consider undertaking the following actions:

Provide plastic doggie-bags at strategic locations along popular paths to encourage path users to pick up •	
after their pets.

Provide for trash receptacles and associated trash collection along paths.•	
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This section describes the proposed bicycle and pedestrian  
network for the Region, including paths, lanes, routes and sidewalks.  
This network was developed based on previous planning efforts and 
direct input from the public and interested agencies and groups.  

All proposed alignments identified in the BPP are conceptual, with 
only the beginning and the end of the proposed path being project 
specific.   As projects go into detailed planning and design, more 
precise alignments will  be developed.  For more information on how 
projects progress from a line on the map to a constructed facility on 
the ground, see Section 9, Implementation, page 84.
 

seCTion 7: ProPosed neTWork
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propoSed ShAred-uSe pAthS, bicycle lAneS,  
bicycle routeS, And SidewAlkS

Recognizing the needs of different bicycling user groups, the proposed network focuses on provid-
ing both a strong off-street network of shared-use paths and sidewalks as well as on-street bicycle 
lanes on all major highways and collectors.  Where bicycle lanes cannot be constructed due to 
topographic constraints, shoulder widening and signage are called for.  

New signed bicycle routes are included on the project list, particularly in South Lake Tahoe.  Bi-
cycle routes can be implemented quickly and easily.  With good directional signage, these routes 
can provide an excellent network, particularly for bicycle commuters.  

New sidewalks are called for in all Lake Tahoe communities, but particularly in South Lake Tahoe 
and Kings Beach.  Figure 11, Existing and Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Network, in Appendix 
B shows proposed sidewalks where sidewalks are currently missing or in extremely poor condition.  
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mApS And proJect liStS
The combined existing and proposed bicycle and pedestrian network map is shown in Figure 11, in 
Appendix B.  Table 18, also in Appendix B, shows the full list of proposed projects, including project 
mileage and project costs. The proposed network includes a total of 162 miles of new bicycle and 
pedestrian shared-use paths, bicycle lanes, bicycle routes, and sidewalks, and 80 miles of non-standard 
facilities (Table 11).  A breakout of proposed mileage by jurisdiction is shown in Table 11, below.

To facilitate timely construction of the network, the complete project list and map show all currently 
planned projects.  While it is highly unlikely that these projects will all be constructed within the next 
twenty years, including them on the list highlights where important linkages are needed, and makes 
projects eligible for funding should an opportunity arise to construct.   The proposed network in-
cludes all Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) bicycle and pedestrian projects.  However, not 
all of the proposed projects in the BPP are EIP projects. 

All projects on the BPP proposed list underwent an initial screening process.  Projects that are includ-
ed on the proposed list are determined to be important links in the network and feasible to construct.  
See Table 12, below, for the screening criteria.  Projects that were proposed but that were screened out 
are listed on the “Proposed Projects, Screened Out” list (Table 21, Appendix B).  

Proposed Project List Criteria

Number Criteria Explanation

1

Needed because of high existing or predicted use 

and does not duplicate another route

Existing or predicted use to be veried using the TRPA 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Use Models.  The threshold for "high" 

use is 100 or more users on any day (roughly 8 users per 

hour).  Of the corridors monitored in the Tahoe Basin, the 

20% with the lowest usage had under 100 riders per day.  

2 Planning or design already started

3 Can be built concurrently with another project

4 Provides safe route to school

A safe route to school may be a route identied in a school's 

"Safe Routes to School" plan, or, in the absence of a plan, 

any route within a 1-mile radius of a school. 

5 Fills a gap in existing network

Does the project connect two facilities that were not linked 

before?  Does the project x a section that deterred 

pedestrians and bicyclists from using another, complete 

path, for example due to lack of maintenance?  Does the 

project upgrade a section that was not built to current 

design standards? 

6

There is reasonable belief that right-of-way 

(ROW) acquisition is possible

7 Environmental impacts can be mitigated

8

Design can meet Federal, State, and/or Tahoe-

specic design standards

As specied in the "Design Guidelines" section of the BPP, 

AASHTO, MUTCD, and the California Highway Design Manual.

And all of the following must be true: 

For a  project to be included in the "proposed project list" of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, at least one of the 

following must be true:

Table 12. Screening Criteria 

Miles of Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Jurisdiction Class I Path Class II Bike Lane Class III Bike Route Sidewalk Other (1) Total

El Dorado County, CA 22 9 14 0 39 84

City of South Lake Tahoe 8 10 8 7 0.1 33

Placer County, CA 16 15 1 4 28 62

Douglas County, NV 14 1 1 2 15 34

Washoe County, NV 12 12 0 6 10 40

Carson City, NV 4 0 0 0 5 9
Total 76 47 24 20 98 262

Note 1: Includes shoulder widening, path upgrades, and Bicycle Ferry

Table 11. Length of Proposed Network by Class
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prioritized proJect liSt

The BPP includes a limited prioritized project 
list, in addition to the full list of projects.  While 
the prioritized list is by no means cast in stone, it 
should serve as a general guide for local jurisdic-
tions, TRPA/TMPO staff, granting agencies, and 
local advocacy groups as to which projects best serve 
the stated needs of local communities.  Recognizing 
funding limitations, it is not mandated to build the 
paths in the BPP by a certain date, nor in the order 
in which they appear on the list.  In fact, there are 
certain instances when projects that are not high on 
the prioritized list should be constructed ahead of 
those that are: 

When an opportunity, such as a road widening •	
or re-paving, makes implementation favorable 

When an eminent loss of an opportunity, such as •	
the sale of a right-of-way, makes implementation 
necessary 

When resolution of a major obstacle, such as ac-•	
cess to flood channel right-of-way, makes imple-
mentation necessary

The prioritization process was developed over time 
with input from the local jurisdictions and the 
public.  TRPA/TMPO developed a set of prioritiza-
tion criteria and asked public workshop attendees 
to weight these criteria at two public workshops.  
These weights, with some adjustments, were applied 
to eight prioritization criteria for each individual 
project.  TRPA staff and the local jurisdictions then 
scored each project and sorted by highest score. 
The public’s weighting can be seen in Appendix H, 
Comments on Draft BPP, on the TMPO website at 
www.tahoempo.org.  

Since jurisdictions are likely to work simultaneously 
on projects that are at different stages of develop-
ment, the TRPA/TMPO split projects into two 
categories: 

“Planning-Level”--projects that have not under-•	
gone any level of planning to date

“Design-Level”--projects for which some level of •	
planning has already been started.  

The prioritized list includes the top six-eight proj-
ects from each of the jurisdictions around the Lake: 
Douglas County, South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado 
County, TCPUD, NTPUD, and Washoe County. 
Projects on the prioritized list are incorporated by 
reference into the RTP, which makes them eligible to 
move onto the annual Federal Transportation  
Improvement Program (FTIP) list. 

Criteria for prioritizing proposed projects:

c•	 losing gaps – Closing gaps between existing 
facilities improves functionality of the existing 
network. 

estimated Use and cost/Benefit •	 -- High-
priority bicycle and pedestrian facilities should 
reflect use levels that are commensurate with the 
level of investment required for construction and 
maintenance.  Predicted use levels were based on 
the Bicycle Trail User Model (Appendix F).  For 
a full explanation of how predicted use was de-
veloped for project prioritization, see Appendix 
K, Use Estimation (www.tahoempo.org).                         

improves network•	  – Proposed facilities should 
not closely parallel existing facilities, unless they 
are providing for a different user group.  
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Multi-modal connectivity •	 – New facilities should support transit and walking modes.  

safety•	  - The network should provide the highest level of safety possible while eliminating 
major safety concerns such as narrow roadways.  Projects that can address a location where ac-
cidents have occurred receive higher points.     

connectivity•	  - The network should provide connections to major activity centers, multi-
modal transfer locations, and to routes that provide access to neighboring counties.  This is 
captured through the “Estimated Use” criterion.   

environmental impact •	 – While environmental impacts must be mitigatable for projects to 
pass the initial screening, projects that are in more sensitive areas will face more challenges.  
Projects that cross more than 5 percent of stream environment zones, are within a wildlife 
habitat buffer, or have other known environmental issues receive negative points.  

Timeline (design-level projects only)•	  – Projects which are further along in the planning and 
design process receive higher scores, recognizing the investment in time and resources.  

Regional equality •	  – The network should provide balanced access from all portions of the 
Region’s population centers for both commuting and recreation routes.  

Table 19 in Appendix B shows the detailed prioritization criteria and weights. Table 20 in  
Appendix B shows the scored, prioritized project lists.

Photo: Ty Polastri
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Implementation of the proposed bicycle and  
pedestrian network will  require funding from local, state, 
and federal sources and coordination with multiple  
agencies.  To facilitate funding efforts,  this section  
presents conceptual construction cost estimates for the 
proposed network.

seCTion 8: CosT and funding analysis
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coSt eStimAteS
Table 14, below contains a unit cost summary 
for the construction of bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities in the Region.  These cost estimates are 
based on actual costs experienced in the Re-
gion and similar communities in California and 
Nevada.  However, they should be used only to 
develop conceptual construction cost estimates.  
More detailed estimates should be developed af-
ter preliminary engineering as individual projects 
advance to implementation.

The total cost of the network is higher than that 
expected for bicycle facilities in communities 
with level terrain.  Higher unit cost estimates 
were used given the unique topographic char-
acteristics and environmental constraints of the 
Region.  

A summary of the network costs by jurisdiction 
and type of facility is presented in Table 15 on 
the following page.  Conceptual construction 
cost estimates for individual routes are contained 
in Table 17, Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Project List in Appendix B.  Conceptual con-
struction costs for Lake Tahoe’s proposed net-
work were based on the highest unit costs for 
Class II/Bike Lane facilities, the moderate unit 
costs for Class I/Shared-Use Path, and the low 
unit costs for Class III/Bike Route facilities.  This 
approach results in unit costs for Class II/Bike 
Lanes that include some roadway widening.  Ad-
ditionally, certain unit costs were adjusted based 
on known project costs. 

Class III/Bike Route
signing only $5,000
signing plus minor road improvements $40,000
signing plus moderate roadway improvement $150,000
signing plus major roadway improvement $300,000

Class II/Bike Lane
signing and striping only $5,000
signing and striping plus minor roadway improvement $50,000
signing and striping plus moderate roadway improvement $300,000
signing and striping plus major roadway improvement $500,000

Class I/Shared Use Path
construct asphalt path on graded right of way with 

drainage and new sub-base $1,000,000

construct asphalt path on un-graded right of way with 

drainage and new sub-base $2,000,000
construct asphalt path with some boardwalking and/or 

bridges $4,000,000
Sidewalk

Five-foot wide sidewalk $1,000,000

Facility Type Estimated Cost per Mile

Table 14. Conceptual unit cost estimates for bikeway construction
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Total Cost of Proposed System by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction (Lake Tahoe portion) Class I/Shared Use Path Class II/Bike Lane Class III/Bike Route Sidewalk Other (1) Total
El Dorado County, CA $50,196,100 $6,098,109 $69,694 $0 $42,372,584 $98,736,487
City of South Lake Tahoe, CA $19,064,561 $35,898,343 $476,519 $38,344,179 $200,000 $93,983,601
Placer County, CA $36,186,317 $3,375,957 $4,201 $10,240,513 $16,734,677 $66,541,665
Douglas County, CA $50,038,538 $641,922 $3,240 $11,845,721 $15,604,125 $78,133,546
Washoe County, CA $43,600,894 $8,851,323 $0 $10,797,488 $5,966,526 $69,216,232
Carson City, NV $16,014,259 $0 $0 $0 $0 $16,014,259
Total $215,100,670 $54,865,653 $553,653 $71,227,902 $80,877,912 $422,625,790
Note 1: Includes shoulder widening, path upgrades, and Bicycle Ferry

Table 15 shows a total cost for constructing the proposed network of approximately  
$423 million.  This total consists of approximately $163 million for new facilities in Nevada and 
approximately $259 million for new facilities in California. 

The Tahoe Scenic Bike Loop was assigned the cost of a Class III/Bicycle Route in places where 
there is currently no facility.  This is most likely the first step in creation of the route.  In places 
where there is already a Class III/Bicycle Route, or where the responsible agency is already  
planning a Class II/Bike Lane, the bicycle lane cost was assigned. 

funding StrAtegy

Much of the existing bicycle and pedestrian network was constructed by local agencies.  With an 
approximate total length of 98 miles, the existing network represents a substantial investment.  
To add approximately 95 miles of high priority facilities to this network will require an invest-
ment close to $200 million, which equates to an annual cost of $10 million per year over 20 
years in constant 2009 dollars (Table 20, Prioritized Project List, in Appendix B).  

Although some of the proposed network will be constructed as part of future development and 
roadway projects, a substantial portion of the total cost will rely on public funding.  Descrip-
tions of and links to known available funding sources, including state bond funding, federal 
planning grants, and smaller grants such as the California Bicycle Transportation Account and 
the National Scenic Byways Program, are provided in Appendix E, Funding Memo.  

Reasonably foreseeable revenue sources are identified in Table 16, on the following page.  All 
priority projects which are to be carried over from the BPP to the RTP must have an identified 
reasonably foreseeable revenue source.  

 

Table 15. Total cost of proposed network by jurisdiction
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Table 16:  Bicycle and pedestrian facility funding sources for the Lake Tahoe Region

Local Sources Assumptions Type 2010-2012 2013-2017 2018-2022 2023-2030
North Lake Tahoe Resort Association Transient Occupancy Tax Approximately 1/3 of totaplanning, cons $3,000,000 $7,000,000 $7,000,000 $10,000,000
Tahoe-Douglas Transportation District Transient Occupancy Tax $30,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000
Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission $50K per year $150,000 $250,000 $250,000 $400,000

TRPA Air Quality Mitigation Fund

$250K per year during 

recession, increasing to 

$500K/year then to 

$750K/year in later years $750,000 $2,500,000 $3,750,000 $6,000,000

Placer County Development Fees

$50K per year during 

recession, increasing to 

$100K/year $150,000 $500,000 $500,000 $800,000

Other Local Sources $855K/year $2,565,000 $4,275,000 $4,275,000 $6,840,000

State Sources Assumptions 2010-2012 2013-2017 2018-2022 2023-2030
California Tahoe Conservancy planning, cons $3,227,000 $4,000,000 $4,000,000 $8,000,000
Nevada Bond Sales (Question 1) planning, cons $4,000,000
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 50% of allocation construction $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000
California Bicycle Transportation Account $250,000 $500,000 $500,000 $800,000
Recreational Trails Program $200,000 every two years $200,000 $400,000 $600,000 $400,000
Safe Routes to Schools $50,000 $150,000 $150,000 $200,000
Transportation Planning Grant program $200,000 every two years $200,000 $400,000 $400,000 $800,000
Other State Sources $500K/year $1,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $4,000,000

Federal Sources Assumptions 2010-2012 2013-2017 2018-2022 2023-2030
Federal Lands Highway Program (1/2 percent) $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (CMAQ) 60% for bike/ped $744,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000
Regional Surface Transportation Program 60% for bike/ped $650,000 $1,320,000 $1,320,000 $1,320,000
National Scenic Byways Program planning, cons $400,000 $1,000,000 $400,000 $1,000,000
Transportation, Community, and System Preservation (TCSP) $50,000 $100,000 $100,000 $200,000
Alternative Transportation in Parks and Public Lands (ATPPL) $0 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000
Transportation Enhancement (TE) $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
Other Federal Sources $500K/year $1,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $4,000,000

Private or Concurrent Sources
Caltrans $12,000,000 $12,000,000 $12,000,000 $12,000,000
Other Private or Concurrent Sources $550K/year $1,650,000 $2,750,000 $2,750,000 $4,400,000

Total $36,766,000 $47,645,000 $48,495,000 $66,660,000
Total to 2030 $199,566,000

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Revenue Forecasts

Note: Not all revenue sources can be used for all projects. 

The following options should be considered by the Region for fulfilling the funding commitment  
necessary to complete and maintain the proposed network:

Prepare joint applications with other local and regional agencies for competitive funding programs •	
at the state and federal levels 

Use existing funding sources as matching funds for state and federal funding •	

Include bicycle and pedestrian projects in local traffic impact/mitigation fee programs •	

Include proposed bikeways as part of roadway projects involving widening, overlays, or other im-•	
provements. 

Local jurisdictions should also take advantage of private contributions, if appropriate, in developing 
the proposed network.  This could include a variety of resources such as volunteer labor during con-
struction, or monetary donations towards specific improvements.  
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The previous sections have described the process for identifying need-
ed bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and have highlighted the 
conceptual alignments of new facilities.  Physical implementation of 
projects is  the next step, and can face significant obstacles.   These 
obstacles include securing funding and right-of-way, working with 
property owners to come to agreement on route alignment and prop-
erty acquisition, and meeting environmental standards and other 
permitting requirements.  In Lake Tahoe, the mountain topography 
and complicated regulatory environment can make implementation 
of projects difficult. 

The following pages describe the basic steps needed to implement 
projects in Lake Tahoe.  The other sections in the BPP offer some 
strategies for overcoming obstacles,  such as funding. 

seCTion 9: imPlemenTaTion
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proJect implementAtion
The primary responsible implementing entities 
for the bicycle and pedestrian facilities in Lake 
Tahoe are the local jurisdictions and other special 
districts.  This includes the City of South Lake 
Tahoe, El Dorado County, Placer County, Douglas 
County, Carson City, Washoe County, California 
State Parks, Nevada Division of State Parks, United 
States Forest Service, Tahoe City Public Utility 
District and North Tahoe Public Utility District.  
The California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC), while 
administering major funding sources, is not typi-
cally a project implementer.  In the case of the 
South Tahoe Greenway, however, the CTC is 
implementing planning, design, and environmen-
tal review.  Other project implementers include 
Caltrans, NDOT, and private developers, who may 
construct projects from the BPP concurrently with 
roadway improvements, new, or re-development. 

The flow-chart in Figure 5, below shows how 
bicycle and pedestrian projects are implemented.  
Project implementers usually start by pursuing 
planning funds for high priority projects listed 
in the BPP.  Next, they conduct initial feasibility, 

design, property acquisition (where needed) and 
environmental review of the project, including nec-
essary public outreach.  During this time they also 
pursue funding for the construction of the project.  
After these steps are complete, the implementer 
submits the project to TRPA and other local agen-
cies for the necessary permits.  Once construction 
funds are secured, construction begins.  After 
project completion, the implementing agency is 
responsible for maintaining the project over time, 
unless maintenance agreements have been made 
with other agencies.    

Funding for different stages of project planning, 
construction, and maintenance are available 
from different sources.  Planning funding is of-
ten available from federal and state sources, while 
construction funding is most often found from 
state sources, such as California and Nevada bond 
measures.  Maintenance funding is almost never 
available from state and federal sources, and must 
be obtained at the local level, through local sales 
taxes, assessment districts, or other local sources.  
For more details on funding sources, see Appendix 
E, Funding Memorandum.  

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

Implementer
maintains over 
time

Acronyms

PUDs = Public Utility Districts 

TRPA = Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

High Priority 
Project

30% Design, 
Environmental 
Analysis 
Acquisition

Implementer
requests planning 
funds from grantor 
Implementers:
Cities, Counties, 
PUDs, Private entities 

TRPA, Local 
Permit Review 

Implementer
requests
construction funds 
from grantor 

Construction 

Maintenance 
funding:  
-local general fund 
(local taxes);
-special fees  
-assessment
districts;

Figure 5.
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federAl funding proceSS

Most grant sources require that bicycle and pedestrian projects be listed in an approved bicycle or 
pedestrian plan before they can be eligible for funding.  This can be a stand-alone bicycle and  
pedestrian plan, or a bicycle and pedestrian element of a regional transportation plan.  Some  
funding sources, particularly federal sources, also require that projects be listed in other plans, 
such as the Lake Tahoe Environmental Improvement Program (EIP), and the TMPO Regional 
Transportation Plan (Mobility 2030).  The BPP priority project list will directly populate the RTP1 
and the EIP project lists.  Amendments to the BPP priority project list will trigger amendments to 
the corresponding documents for consistency.     

The RTP is a 20-year, financially-constrained document.  Therefore, the RTP must show  
reasonably projected revenues for all projects.  This rule of financial constraint helps planning and 
implementing agencies to be realistic about the sequencing and prioritization of projects, and can 
spur agencies to increase funding efforts.  The RTP is updated every four years, but can be  
amended as needed.   

Once a project has received federal funding, it is listed in the Federal Transportation Improve-
ment Program (FTIP).  This is the document that programs, or commits, specific funds to specific 
transportation projects.  This commitment is particularly important for flexible funding sources, 
which can be used for multiple projects.  The FTIP is the authorization to use federal funds, not 
to exceed the amount programmed.  A project cannot commence use of federal funds unless it is 
listed in the FTIP.  The FTIP is a four-year funding document, but it is updated every two years, 
and amended as needed.  Figure 6, below shows the federal funding process. 
                        

1Projects from the BPP priority list that can show reasonably forseeable funding will be transferred into the RTP.

FEDERAL FUNDING PROCESS 
Acronyms:
BPP – Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
EIP – Environmental Improvement Program 
RTP – TMPO/TRPA Regional Transportation Plan 
FTIP – Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
FHWA – Federal Highway Administration 
FTA – Federal Transit Administration 

BPP Priority 
Project List 
Approximately 
30 projects 

RTP Fiscally 
Constrained 20-
Year Project List 
Updated every 4 years 

Implementer
Commences
Project

Caltrans, NDOT 
FHWA/FTA
Approve FTIP  

FTIP 4-Year 
Funding
Commitments 
Updated every 2 years 
Amended as necessary  

EIP 5-Year Project List 
Projects on this list are eligible for 
Tahoe Restoration Act Funds 

Project
suggested by 
public or 
agency

Project goes 
through BPP 
screening
process

Figure 6.
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trpA proJect review 
proceSS

Part of the project implementation process includes  
project review for consistency with local and regional 
ordinances.  The TRPA is responsible for ensuring 
that projects are consistent with the Regional Plan 
by reviewing them and issuing permits for construc-
tion.   In addition, projects--particularly development 
projects--may need permits from local jurisdictions 
to ensure consistency with local policies and building 
codes.  

Depending on the scale of the project, implementers 
complete between 30 and 90 percent design and the 
necessary environmental review as required by TRPA, 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and 
the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA).  
Early coordination with permitting entities is recom-
mended to identify potential issues in the preliminary 
design phase, preventing costly changes later.  Figure 
7 below illustrates this process.  The process is similar 
for varying types of projects, including bicycle paths, 
new development, or roadway improvement proj-
ects.  Some projects are exempt from project review 
because the activity is routine or has a minor impact.  
Road overlays often fall into this category. 
Once TRPA has received the project application, staff 
reviews the project for consistency with the Regional 

Plan, including the BPP.  In the case of new, re-
development, or roadway improvement projects, staff 
reviews projects to ensure that they incorporate ele-
ments of the BPP, such as providing appropriate levels 
of bicycle parking, and constructing or maintaining 
proposed or existing facilities.  

Depending on the scale of the project, staff may 
either approve the project, or take it to the Hearings 
Officer or Governing Board for approval.  Require-
ments for when a project must go to the Hearings 
Officer or the Governing Board are explained in the 
TRPA Code of Ordinances, Chapter 4.  Projects 
that go to the Hearings Officer or Governing Board 
require a public notice that includes notification 
of property owners within 300 feet of the project, 
as well as notice in local newspapers.  Conditions 
may be imposed upon the project during the staff, 
Hearings Officer, or TRPA Governing Board review.  
Examples of these conditions include features to 
increase safety for bicyclists and pedestrians, or modi-
fications to bicycle paths to ensure protection of the 
surrounding environment.  

After approval of the project at the staff, Hearings Of-
ficer, or Governing Board level, a permit is issued and 
the project may begin construction.  A more detailed 
summary of the project review process can be found 
in the TRPA Code of Ordinances, Chapter 4, Project 
Review and Exempt Activities.  

TRPA PROJECT REVIEW PROCESS 
Depending on 
type of 
project, and 
scale of 
impacts

Acronyms:  
Hearings Officer (HO) 
TRPA Governing Board (GB) 
Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (BPP)

TRPA reviews for 
consistency with 
Regional Plan, 
including 
BPP 

Applicant submits 
project to TRPA 

Hearings Officer
(HO) Review 
Public notice

Governing Board 
(GB) Review  
Public notice

Staff Level 
Approval

No public notice 
Project files available 
for public review

Approval or Denial 

Staff, HO or GB can 
request changes to 
permit conditions. 

Construction 

Figure 7.
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There are many other agencies and organizations, both within and 
outside of the Lake Tahoe Region that provide valuable resources 
regarding biking and walking.  A few of them are listed here.

seCTion 10: useful links
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Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO)
www.tahoempo.org

The TMPO website provides links to the websites for current projects in the planning phases around 
Lake Tahoe, including the South Tahoe Greenway, the North Tahoe Bike Trail, and the Nevada 
Stateline to Stateline Bikeway.  There are also links to bicycle and pedestrian monitoring studies, as 
well as other transportation plans and studies.  The TMPO website includes a link to an interactive 
GIS map of the bicycle and pedestrian network. 

Lake Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
www.tahoempo.org/bikeplan_update.aspx?SelectedIndex=2

Link to the on-line version and see up-to-date project lists and project status.

Interactive Bicycle Map
gis.trpa.org:82/BIKEMAP

The direct link to the interactive GIS map of existing and proposed bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
in Lake Tahoe.

Lake Tahoe Bicycle Trail User Model
www.tahoempo.org/bike_trail_model.aspx?SelectedIndex=2

Download and use this model to estimate existing and future use of individual bicycle paths in Lake 
Tahoe, or the network as a whole.

Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition 
www.tahoebike.org

The Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition’s website provides links to a printable map of the Region’s bicycle 
network, local events, and ways to get involved in promoting bicycling in Lake Tahoe.

Tahoe Transportation District
www.tahoetransportation.org

The Tahoe Transportation District is the lead agency for several regional projects, including the  
Nevada Stateline to Stateline Bikeway, the U.S. Highway 50 Stateline Core Project, and the Lake 
Tahoe Waterborne Ferry. 

Lake Tahoe Water Trail
www.laketahoewatertrail.org

The Lake Tahoe Water Trail provides an opportunity to plan a custom paddle trip around the  
72-mile shoreline of Lake Tahoe.

US Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU
www.fs.fed.us/r5/ltbmu

The LTBMU manages over 450 miles of unpaved trails for hikers, mountain bikers, and equestrians.
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definitionS And AcronymS

aashTo – American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
ada – Americans with Disabilities Act
adT – Average Daily Traffic
aMBBR – America’s Most Beautiful Bike Ride

Bicycle and pedestrian network – shared-use paths, bicycle lanes, bicycle routes, wide shoul-
ders, and sidewalks.

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities – shared-use paths, bicycle lanes, bicycle routes, wide shoul-
ders, and sidewalks plus all other bicycle and pedestrian support facilities such as bicycle storage 
racks, lockers, crossing treatments and street markings.  

Bikeway – shared-use path, bicycle lane, bicycle route or wide shoulder.

Bicycle storage – bicycle racks, locker, or other location for safely and securely storing bicycles. 

Bid – Business Improvement District
BPMP – 2003 Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
BPP – 2010 Lake Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
BTa – California Bicycle Transportation Act, California Bicycle Transportation Account
ca MUTcd – California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
caltrans – California Department of Transportation
cdc – Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
ceQa – California Environmental Quality Act
cFds – Community Facilities Maintenance Districts
chP – California Highway Patrol

class i/shared-Use Path – Provides a completely separated right of way for the exclusive use of 
bicycles and pedestrians with cross-flow from vehicles minimized. 

class ii/Bike Lane – Provides a striped lane for one-way bicycle travel on a street or highway.

class iii/Bike Route – Provides for shared use with bicycle or motor vehicle traffic on streets 
and highways.
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cTc – California Tahoe Conservancy
eiP – Environmental Improvement Program
Facilities – shared-use paths, lanes, routes, sidewalks, bicycle storage, lockers, showers, 
crosswalks, street furniture, and other bicycle and pedestrian amenities. 

FhWa – Federal Highway Administration
FTiP – Federal Transportation Improvement Program
haWk – High-Intensity Activated Crosswalk

Jurisdictions – includes all agencies responsible for constructing and maintaining routes, 
including cities, counties, public utility districts, and the USDA Forest Service. 

LaB – League of American Bicyclists 
Lake Tahoe scenic Bike Loop – envisioned to provide bicycle lanes meeting AASHTO 
standards on the highways encircling Lake Tahoe.  Where lanes cannot be constructed, or 
until they can be constructed, the loop should provide 3-5 feet of shoulder on the lake side 
where possible. 

LTVa – Lake Tahoe Visitors Authority
LTBc – Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition
M2030 – Lake Tahoe Regional Transportation Plan, Mobility 2030 (TMPO Plan)

Measure s – a bond measure for the City of South Lake Tahoe and Lake Tahoe portion of 
El Dorado County that pays for a variety of maintenance activities, including maintenance 
of bike paths.

Mobility 2030 – Lake Tahoe Regional Transportation Plan (TMPO Plan)

Mode split or mode share -- percentage of people who choose to take different forms of 
transportation, such as walking, bicycling, transit, or driving.

MoU – Memorandum of Understanding
MUTcd – National Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
ndoT – Nevada Department of Transportation
nePa – National Environmental Policy Act
nhP – Nevada Highway Patrol
nhTs – National Household Travel Survey
nLTRa – North Lake Tahoe Resort Association
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nTPUd – North Tahoe Public Utility District
PaL – Police Activities League
PBid – Parcel and business improvement district
Pedestrian -- someone who travels by foot or by wheelchair
PPP – Public Participation Plan
PUds – Public Utility Districts
ReT – Real Estate Transfer Tax
Routes – shared-use paths, lanes, routes, and sidewalks. 
RTP – Lake Tahoe Regional Transportation Plan (Mobility 2030)
RTPa – Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
RTTPc – Resort Triangle Transportation Planning Coalition
saFeTea -LU – Safe Accountable Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (the Federal Transportation Bill)
seZ – Stream environment zone
sharrow – a street marking that can be used to indicate that bicyclists and vehicles share the 
road
sLT – South Lake Tahoe
snPLMa – Southern Nevada Public Lands Management Act
ssTMa – South Shore Transportation Management Association
sTiP – Statewide Transportation Improvement Program
sWiTRs – California Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System
Tac – Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Technical Advisory Committee
TaRT – Tahoe Area Regional Transit
TcoRP – Tahoe Coalition of Recreation Providers
TcPUd – Tahoe City Public Utility District
TiP – Transportation Improvement Program
TMPo – Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization
TnT-TMa - Truckee North Tahoe Transportation Management Association
ToT – Transient Occupancy Tax
TRPa – Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
TWsa – Tahoe Water Suppliers Association
VMT – Vehicle Miles Travelled



Lake Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan                  93

This page left intentionally blank



94 References

referenceS

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (August, 1991). Guide for the Development of 
Bicycle Facilities.

Bureau of Transportation Statistics, U.S. Department of Transportation. 1990 Census Transportation Planning 
Package.

California Department of Transportation (2001). Chapter 1000: Bikeway Planning and Design, Highway Design 
Manual. http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/hdm/pdf/chp1000.pdf. 

California Department of Transportation (2006).  California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. http://
www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/mutcdsupp/ca_mutcd.htm. 

California Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS).

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.  Overweight and Obesity>Data and Statistics>Trends by State, 1985-
2008.  http://www.cdc.gov/obesity/data/trends.html#State. 

City of South Lake Tahoe, California (2008).  Bicycle Friendly Communities Application to the League of American 
Bicyclists. 

Colorado Dept. of Transportation and the Center for Research in Economic and Social Policy at the Univ. Colorado – 
Denver (1999). The Economic Impact of Bicycling in Colorado. http://atfiles.org/files/pdf/CObikeEcon.pdf

Fitzpatrick, Kay, Shawn Turner, Marcus Brewer, Paul Carlson, Brooke Ullman, Nada Trout, Eun Sug Park, and 
Jeff Whitacre (2006). “Improving Pedestrian Safety at Unsignalized Crossings.” Transportation Research Board, 
Washington, D.C.

Frank, Andresen, and Schmid (2004). Obesity Relationships with Community Design, Physical Activity, and Time 
Spent in Cars. American Journal of Preventative Medicine, 2004;27(2).

Haskell, W. L., I. Lee, R. R. Pate, K. E. Powell, S. N. Blair, B. A. Franklin, C. A. Macera, G. W. Heath, P. D. 
Thompson and A. Bauman (2007). Physical Activity and Public Health: Updated Recommendation for Adults 
From the American College of Sports Medicine and the American Heart Association. Journal of the American Heart 
Association, 116, 1081-1093. http://circ.ahajournals.org/cgi/reprint/CIRCULATIONAHA.107.185649

Karadeniz, D. (2008). The Impact of the Little Miami Scenic Trail on Single Family Residential Property Values. 
Unpublished master’s thesis, University of Cincinnati. http://atfiles.org/files/pdf/LittleMiamiPropValue.pdf

Kerr, J. of Active Living Research (Spring 2008). Designing for Active Living Among Adults: Research Summary. 
http://www.activelivingresearch.org/files/Active_Adults.pdf

Krizek, El-Geneidy, and Thompson (2007). A detailed analysis of how an urban trail system affects cyclists’ travel. 
Transportation, September 2007. 

Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition (2009). Lake Tahoe Survey of Cycling Visitors.  
http://www.tahoebike.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=139&Itemid=238

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/hdm/pdf/chp1000.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/mutcdsupp/ca_mutcd.htm
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/mutcdsupp/ca_mutcd.htm
http://www.cdc.gov/obesity/data/trends.html#State


Lake Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan                  95

Lake Tahoe Visitors Authority (2008). Economic Impact Analysis of Tourism on the Lake Tahoe Region.  

Lawrie, J., J. Guenther, T. Cook, M. P. Meletiou, S. W. O’Brien (2004). The Economic Impact of Investments in Bicycle Facilities: 
A Case Study of the Northern Outer Banks.
Institute for Transportation Research and Education for the North Carolina Department of Transportation.

League of American Bicyclists. “Ride for the Environment” page. http://www.bikeleague.org/resources/why/environment.php.

Lindsey, G., J. Man, S. Payton, & K. Dickson (2004). Property Values, Recreation Values, and Urban Greenways. Journal of Park 
and Recreation Administration, 22(3), 69-90. http://www.sagamorepub.com/ebooks/jprabackissues/jpra223555/Article5.pdf

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (2007). Bicycle Paths: Safety Concerns and Property Values. 
http://www.greenway.org/pdf/la_bikepath_safety.pdf

Maine Department of Transportation (2001). Bicycle Tourism in Maine: Economic Impacts and Marketing. 

National Household Travel Survey (2009).  http://nhts.ornl.gov/tables09/fatcat/2009/aptl_TRPTRANS_WHYTRP1S.html. 

Nevada Department of Transportation Accident Database.

North Lake Tahoe Resort Association (2009). The Economic Significance of Travel to the North Lake Tahoe Area, 2003-2008p 
Detailed Visitor Impact Estimates. Dean Runyan Associates. August 2009.

Rails-to-Trails Conservancy (2004).  Economic Benefits of Trails and Greenways.  
http://www.railstotrails.org/resources/documents/resource_docs/tgc_economic.pdf

Roberts, Dave and Reuter (2001).  Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load Technical Report California and Nevada.  
September 2001.

South Lake Tahoe and North Lake Tahoe Bicycle Friendly Communities applications, 2008 and 2010

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (1987). Code of Ordinances, Chapter 97, Trip Reduction Ordinance. 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (1987). Regional Plan. 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (2001). Recreation User Preference Survey and Focus Group Research.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (2006). Summer 2006 Travel Mode Share Survey. http://www.tiims.org. 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (2007). August Traffic Volumes, 1974-2007. www.tiims.org.  

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (2008). Winter 2008 Travel Mode Share Survey. http://www.tiims.org. 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (2009). Bike to Work, School, Play post-event survey. 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (2009).  Environmental, Economic, and Public Health Impacts of Shared Use Paths in Lake 
Tahoe. http://tahoempo.org/documents.aspx?SelectedIndex=5.

http://www.bikeleague.org/resources/why/environment.php
http://nhts.ornl.gov/tables09/fatcat/2009/aptl_TRPTRANS_WHYTRP1S.html. Accessed December 23
http://www.tiims.org
http://www.tiims.org
http://www.tiims.org


96 References

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency/Tahoe Coalition of Recreation Providers (2008). Lake Tahoe Basin Bike Trail 
Survey: July 2007.  http://www.tiims.org. 

Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, Public Law 96-551.

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration (1994). The National Bicycling and Walking 
Study: Transportation Choices for a Changing America, Publication No. FHWA-PD-94-023.

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration (2009).  Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices. http://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (2010). Emission Facts: Greenhouse Gas Emissions from a Typical Passenger 
Vehicle. http://www.epa.gov/otaq/climate/420f05004.htm.

Williams, L.A. (April, 1994). Pedestrian Safety, Special Report, Technology Transfer Program, Institute of 
Transportation Studies, University of California.

http://www.tiims.org
http://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/climate/420f05004.htm


APPENDIX A
DESIGN AND MAINTENANCE  

Recommendations



CHAPTER 1   -  INTRODUCTION ..........................................................................................................3 
CHAPTER 2   -  BIKEWAY CLASSIFICATIONS ...................................................................................5 
2.1  Bikeway Classification Overview.............................................................................................5 
CHAPTER 3   -  SHARED USE PATHS .................................................................................................7 
3.1 PATHWAY DESIGN ................................................................................................................................7 
3.1.1  Pathway Design ......................................................................................................................8 
3.1.2  Boardwalks............................................................................................................................10 
3.1.3  Causeways............................................................................................................................12 
3.1.4  Lighting..................................................................................................................................14 
3.1.5  Bollards .................................................................................................................................15 
3.1.6  Recommended Yield Policies ...............................................................................................17 
3.1.7  Aggregate Surface Trails ......................................................................................................18 
3.1.8  Summary of Coverage Requirements...................................................................................19 
3.2 PATHWAY CROSSINGS........................................................................................................................20 
3.2.1  Path Crossing at Intersection ................................................................................................21 
3.2.2  Uncontrolled Mid-Block Crossing ..........................................................................................24 
3.2.3  Stop versus Yield Markings at Crossings..............................................................................26 
3.2.4  Crossing Beacons .................................................................................................................27 
3.2.5  Signalized Mid-Block Crossing..............................................................................................28 
3.2.6  Path Crossings at Roundabouts ...........................................................................................29 
CHAPTER 4   -  ON-STREET BICYCLE FACILITY DESIGN ..............................................................31 
4.1 BIKE LANES ....................................................................................................................................31 
GENERAL DESIGN GUIDANCE: ..................................................................................................................31 
4.1.1  Bike Lane with No On-Street Parking ...................................................................................32 
4.1.2  Bike Lane With On-Street Parallel Parking ...........................................................................33 
4.2 BIKE ROUTES/SHARED SIGNED ROADWAYS........................................................................................34 
GENERAL DESIGN GUIDANCE: ..................................................................................................................34 
4.2.1  Bike Route on Low Volume Street ........................................................................................35 
4.2.2  Shoulder Bike Route .............................................................................................................36 
4.2.3  Shared Lane Markings (SLM) ...............................................................................................37 
4.2.4  Lake Tahoe Scenic Bike Loop ..............................................................................................38 
4.2.5  Additional Bike Route Signage..............................................................................................40 
4.2.6  Manholes & Drainage Grates................................................................................................41 
4.2.7  Bicycle Access during Construction Activities.......................................................................42 
CHAPTER 5   -  BICYCLE INTERSECTION DESIGN .........................................................................43 
5.1.1  Bicycle Detection at Signalized Intersections........................................................................44 
5.1.2  Loop Detector Pavement Markings and Signage..................................................................46 
5.1.3  Bicycle Push Buttons ............................................................................................................47 
5.1.4  Bike Lane at Intersection with Right Turn Only Lane ............................................................48 
CHAPTER 6   -  PEDESTRIAN FACILITY DESIGN.............................................................................50 
6.1  Sidewalk Widths....................................................................................................................50 
6.2  Sidewalk Material ..................................................................................................................51 
6.3  Furnishings............................................................................................................................53 

A-1 



6.4  Curb Ramps ..........................................................................................................................54 
CHAPTER 7   -  PEDESTRIAN INTERSECTION DESIGN ..................................................................55 
7.1  Pedestrian Crosswalk Design ...............................................................................................56 
7.2  Mid Block Crosswalks ...........................................................................................................57 
7. 3  Pedestrian Refuge Islands ....................................................................................................58 
7.4  Guidelines for Signage..........................................................................................................59 
CHAPTER 8   -  DESIGN OF INTERPRETIVE AND WAYFINDING SIGNAGE ..................................60 
8.1  Interpretive Signage ..............................................................................................................60 
8.2  Wayfinding Signage - General ..............................................................................................61 
8.3  Wayfinding Signage – Local Guidelines................................................................................63 
CHAPTER 9   -  FACILITIES PROVIDED WITH NEW AND EXISTING DEVELOPMENT..................64 
9.1  Recommended Rates of Bicycle Parking..............................................................................65 
9.2  Bicycle Rack Design .............................................................................................................67 
9. 3  Bicycle Locker Design...........................................................................................................69 
9.4  Showers and Lockers............................................................................................................70 
CHAPTER 10   -  MAINTENANCE STANDARDS..................................................................................71 
10.1  Shared Use Path Maintenance Standards............................................................................72 
10.2  On-Street Facility Maintenance Standards ...........................................................................74 

A-2 



 

CHAPTER 1   -  Introduction 
This appendix presents an overview of bicycle and pedestrian facility designs, based on appropriate 
MUTCD and Highway Design Manuals, and as supplemented by AASHTO best practices and Tahoe-
specific design guidelines.  The purpose is to provide readers and project designers with an 
understanding of the facility types that are proposed in the Plan, and with specific treatments that are 
recommended or required basin-wide.  

Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Standards 
The Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Design and Maintenance Guidelines present standards 
and recommendations that specifically provide for consistency in the Lake Tahoe Region, or where 
details are needed beyond what is provided by state and federal design standards.  All projects must 
also meet state and federal design standards, as well as other TRPA design guidelines including scenic 
requirements and best management practices.  Therefore, in addition to these Lake Tahoe Design 
Guidelines, planners and designers should also refer to the following documents and their subsequent 
updates when planning and designing bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

The California portion of the Lake Tahoe region is governed by the California MUTCD and the Nevada 
portion is governed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) MUTCD.  As of January 21, 2010, 
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has revised the California MUTCD 2010 to 
include FHWA’s 2003 MUTCD Revision 2 dated December 21, 2007.  FHWA has released the new 
2009 MUTCD but it is not effective in California until Caltrans and the California Traffic Control Devices 
Committee (CTCDC) review it and incorporate the changes into California MUTCD through formal 
efforts. California has until January 15, 2012 to accomplish this task although it is anticipated that it will 
be done sooner. In the event that a specific treatment is in the California or Federal MUTCD, but not in 
the other, it may be necessary to go through experimental testing procedures.  Experimental testing is 
overseen by the CTCDC in California and the FHWA in Nevada. 

California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, 2010 Update 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/mutcdsupp/ca_mutcd2010.htm 
 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), Federal Highway Administration 
http://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/ 
 
Caltrans Policies and Directives 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/signdel/policy.htm 
 
including: 
Traffic Operations Policy Directive 09-06 “Provide Bicycle and Motorcycle Detection on all new and 
modified approaches to traffic-actuated signals in the state of California.” 
 
Caltrans Highway Design Manual 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/hdm/hdmtoc.htm 
 
Caltrans Design Information Bulletins 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/dib/dibprg.htm 
including: 
DIB 80-01 Roundabouts 
DIB 82-03 Design Information Bulletin 82-03 “Pedestrian Accessibility Guidelines for Highway Projects”  
 
Caltrans Standard Plans 
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http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/esc/oe/project_plans/HTM/06_plans_disclaim_US.htm 
 
ADA Accessibility Guidelines for Buildings and Facilities (ADAAG) 
http://www.access-board.gov/adaag/html/adaag.htm 
 
Revised Draft Guidelines for Accessible Public Rights-of-Way, Access Board 
http://www.access-board.gov/prowac/draft.htm 
 
Guidelines for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, AASHTO 
Guidelines for the Planning, Design, and Operations of Pedestrian Facilities, AASHTO 
https://bookstore.transportation.org/home.aspx 
 
A Policy on Geometric Designs of Highways, AASHTO 
https://bookstore.transportation.org/Item_details.aspx?id=110 
 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Code of Ordinances 
http://www.trpa.org/default.aspx?tabindex=2&tabid=172 
 
 
Disclaimer 
This appendix is not intended to replace existing state or national mandatory or advisory standards, nor 
the exercise of engineering judgment by licensed professionals.  The facts and circumstances of a 
specific project may warrant different designs or standards than are specified here.  
 
Cost estimates cited in the document reflect 2008 dollars and are included for reference only.  All costs 
are for equipment and materials, and do not include labor.  Actual costs to construct the facilities may 
vary depending on market fluctuations, design specifications, engineering requirements and availability 
of materials. 
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Appendix A - Design and Maintenance Recommendations 

CHAPTER 2   -   Bikeway Classifications 
 

2.1 Bikeway Classification Overview 

Discussion  Design Example 

Caltrans has defined three types of bikeways in Chapter 1000 
of the Highway Design Manual: Class I/Shared Use Path, 
Class II/Bike Lane, and Class III/Bike Route.  Nevada does 
not have similar class designations, but uses the AASHTO 
terms, which include “shared use path”, “bike lane” and 
“signed shared roadway”.  For consistency with other regional 
and prior plans, this document uses the generic terms 
“shared use path”, “bike lane” and “bike route”.  Both 
AASHTO and Caltrans have similar design standards for 
these facilities.  Facilities using federal or state funding will 
generally be required to meet the standards below.  TRPA 
recommends that all facilities, regardless of funding source, 
meet the standards below.    

Design Summary 

Path Width: 
8 feet is the minimum allowed for a two-way bicycle path and 
is only recommended for low traffic situations. 
10 feet is recommended in most situations and will be 
adequate for moderate to heavy use. 
12 feet is recommended for heavy use situations with high 
concentrations of multiple users such as joggers, bicyclists, 
rollerbladers and pedestrians. A separate track (5’ minimum) 
can be provided for pedestrian use. 
 
Bike Lane Width with Adjacent On-Street Parking: 
5’ minimum recommended when parking stalls are marked 
 
Bike Lane Width without Adjacent Parking:  
4’ minimum when no gutter is present (rural road sections) 
5’ minimum when adjacent to curb and gutter (3’ more than 
the gutter pan width if the gutter pan is greater than 2’) 
Recommended Width:  6’ where right-of-way allows 
 
Lane Width for Bicycle Route With Wide Outside Lane: 
Fourteen feet (14’) minimum is preferred. This can include a 
striped shoulder.  Fifteen feet (15’) should be considered if 
heavy truck or bus traffic is present. Bike lanes should be 
considered on roadways with outside lanes wider than 15 
feet. This treatment is found on all residential streets, 
collectors, and minor arterials. 

 
Figure 2-1: Shared Use Path 

 

 
Figure 2-2: Bike Lane 

 

 
Figure 2-3: Bike Route/Signed Shared Roadway 
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Recommended Design 

 

Guidance Cost 

• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000: Sections 
1003.1(1) and (2), 1003.2(1), 1003.3(1), and 1003.5 

• National MUTCD Chapter 9 
• California MUTCD Chapter 9  
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 

Chapter 2 

• Shared Use Path: $1,000,000 - $4,000,000 per mile 
• Bike Lane: $5,000 - $500,000 per mile 
• Bike Route: $1,000 - $300,000 per mile 
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CHAPTER 3   -    Shared Use Paths 

3.1 Pathway Design 
A shared use path allows for two-way, off-street bicycle use and also may be used by pedestrians, 
skaters, wheelchair users, joggers and other non-motorized users.  Within the Lake Tahoe Basin, 
shared use paths are often found in urbanized areas and connecting urbanized areas to popular 
recreation sites or other population centers.  Shared use paths can also include amenities such as 
lighting, signage, and fencing (where appropriate).  

General Design Practices: 
Shared use paths can provide a desirable facility for users of all skill levels preferring separation from 
traffic.  Some of the elements that enhance off-street path design include:  

 Frequent access points from the local road network;  
 Placing directional signs to direct users to and from the path;  
 Limiting the number of at-grade crossings with streets or driveways;  
 Identifying and addressing potential security problems up front; 
 Whenever possible, and especially where heavy use by bicycle users can be expected, 

separate pedestrian ways should be provided to reduce conflicts. 

Both the California Highway Design Manual Chapter 1000 and the AASHTO Guide for the 
Development of Bicycle Facilities generally recommend against the development of shared use paths 
directly adjacent to roadways, although at Lake Tahoe, due to geographical constraints, this is often 
necessary.  Also known as “sidepaths”, these facilities create a situation where a portion of the bicycle 
traffic rides against the normal flow of motor vehicle traffic.  This can result in an unsafe situation where 
motorists entering or crossing the roadway at intersections and driveways do not notice bicyclists 
coming from their right, as they are not expecting traffic coming from that direction.   

Shared use paths may be considered along roadways under the following conditions:  

 The path will generally be separated from all motor vehicle traffic.  
 Bicycle and pedestrian use is anticipated to be high.  
 In order to provide continuity with an existing path through a roadway corridor.  
 The path can be terminated at each end onto streets with good bicycle facilities, or onto 

another well-designed path.  
 The total cost of providing the proposed path is proportionate to the need.  

As bicyclists gain experience and realize some of the advantages of riding on the roadway, many stop 
riding on paths adjacent to roadways.  Bicyclists may also tend to prefer the roadway as pedestrian 
traffic on the bicycle path increases.  When designing a bikeway network, the presence of a nearby or 
parallel path should not be used as a reason to not provide adequate shoulder or bicycle lane width on 
the roadway, as the on-street bicycle facility will generally be superior to the “sidepath” for experienced 
bicyclists and those who are cycling for transportation purposes.  Bicycle lanes should be provided as 
an alternate (more transportation-oriented) facility whenever possible. 
 
Bicycle paths must also include the proper “Best Management Practices” (BMPs) for treating runoff 
from the facility.  These designs are not included here, but path designers can find more information on 
the TRPA’s BMP website at: http://www.tahoebmp.org.   
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3.1.1 Pathway Design 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Ten-foot wide paths are usually best for accommodating all 
uses, and better for long-term maintenance and emergency 
vehicle access.  When motor vehicles are driven on shared 
use paths, their wheels often will be at or very near the edges 
of the path. Since this can cause edge damage that, in turn, 
will reduce the effective operating width of the path, adequate 
edge support should be provided. Edge support can be either 
in the form of stabilized shoulders, a concrete “ribbon curb” 
along one or more edges of the path, or constructing 
additional pavement width or thickness. Constructing a typical 
pavement width of 10 feet, where right-of-way and other 
conditions permit, lessens the edge raveling problem. 

TRPA supports 8-foot wide paths where there is moderate 
anticipated usage or where it can reduce SEZ impacts.  
 
Facilities using federal or state funding will generally be 
required to meet the AASHTO and/or Caltrans standards.  
TRPA recommends that all facilities, regardless of funding 
source, meet the standards in this section.    
 
Surfacing and Path Construction 
Thicker surfacing and a well-prepared sub-grade will reduce 
deformation over time and reduce long-term maintenance 
costs.  At a minimum, off-street paths should be designed 
with sufficient surfacing structural depth for the sub-grade soil 
type to support maintenance and emergency vehicles.  

Asphalt and concrete are the most common surface 
treatment for multi-use paths, however the material 
composition and construction methods used can have a 
significant determination on the longevity of the pathway.  
Concrete is not as durable in cold climates and may not be 
suitable on a large scale for Lake Tahoe.  Alternative surface 
materials such as decomposed granite may be appropriate in 
some circumstances. Each jurisdiction needs to consider 
durability and snow removal needs (grooming vs. clearing) 
when selecting an alternative surface material such as 
decomposed granite. Surface selection should take place 
during the design process.  

The following pathway construction design is recommended 
for improved durability and low maintenance at Lake Tahoe: 

• Asphalt Option: 4 inches of type B asphalt over a 
minimum of 9 inches of 1.5 inch minus crushed gravel 
base material.  An asphalt path has the advantage of 
melting out more quickly after a snowfall under sunlight 
than a concrete path. 

If trees are adjacent to the path, a root barrier should be 
installed along the path to avoid root uplift. 
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Discussion (continued) Design Example 

Snow Removal/Grooming 
Multi-use paths can serve non-motorized uses year-round. In 
the winter months these paths can be cleared of snow for 
pedestrian and bicycle use, or groomed to serve as cross-
country ski routes. During these months it is important that 
snow removal and grooming equipment have ease of access 
to these paths. Any gates, bollards, or other access control 
measures that restrict access to the paths should be 
removable for winter maintenance equipment. Path access 
points and at-grade crossings should be kept clear of snow 
accumulations and burming from adjacent on-street snow 
removal operations. In times of heavy snow accumulations, 
snowblower vehicles should be employed to move the snow 
as far from the multi-use path as possible. Where large 
snowpack elevation differentials exist, effort should be made 
to provide a smooth transition. 

Design Summary   

Guidance 

• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000 Section 
1003.1(1) and (2), and 1003.5) 

• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 
Chapter 2 

• California MUTCD Chapter 9B. Signs Guidelines for 
Accessible Public Rights-of-Way 

Cost 

Width 
8 feet minimum paved path width (Caltrans).  AASHTO 
recommends a paved width of 10 feet. 

A 3-4 foot native surface path may be considered alongside 
shared-use paths for runners. 

Paving 
Hard, all-weather pavement surfaces are usually preferred 
over those of crushed aggregate, sand, clay or stabilized 
earth (AASHTO).   

Separation From Highway 
When two-way shared use paths are located adjacent to a 
roadway, wide separation between a shared use path and the 
adjacent highway is desirable.  Bike paths closer than 5 feet 
from the edge of the shoulder shall include a physical barrier 
to prevent bicyclists from encroaching onto the highway 
(Caltrans). Where used, the barrier should be a minimum of 
42 inches high (AASHTO). 
Snow Storage: If a facility is to be plowed or blown in the 
winter, shoulder width should be increased to provide 
adequate snow storage.  In constrained locations, snow 
many need to be trucked out instead of stored on-site.  As an 
alternative to snow clearance, a facility may be groomed to 
allow cross-country skiers and snowshoers to use it.  • Shared Use Path: $350,000 - $2,000,000 per mile (Note 

1: This assumes an asphalt or concrete path (not 
including boardwalks or bridges. Note 2: The concrete 
option is likely to cost 50 percent more than a standard 
asphalt pathway.) 
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3.1.2 Boardwalks  

Discussion  

Boardwalk construction may be used in sensitive areas such as stream environment zones and in areas of steep slopes. 
Boardwalk construction is typically much more expensive than standard paved paths. Cyclists may prefer paved paths over 
boardwalks because of the smoother surface and better traction typically associated with paved applications. Boardwalks 
should be considered in relation to environmental needs, budget, and potential use needs and management issues.    

 

Design Summary Design Example 

Design Criteria 
Design criteria for boardwalks must meet AASHTO design 
recommendations for paved shared-use paths. Paths should 
also be designed to structurally support the weight of a small 
truck or a light-weight maintenance vehicle. 

Width 
Path width should be a minimum of 10 feet when no rail is 
used. A 12 foot width is preferred in areas with high 
anticipated use and whenever rails are used.  AASHTO 
recommends carrying the clear area (or 2 foot space on 
either side of path) across the structure. This provides an 
appropriate horizontal shy distance from the railing and 
allows for maneuvering space to avoid conflicts with users 
stopped on the structure. A 10 foot width is recommended 
only for low-use areas. 

Height from Ground 
Path height should be set to allow for small animal movement 
under the structure, a minimum of 6” above grade. 

Railings 
Paths less than 30” above grade may not require a railing 
according to current building standards.  Six inch curb rails 
may be used. Paths higher than 30” above grade require a 
42” high rail. It should be noted that AASHTO recommends 
42” high railings on any structured path. 

 
 

 
Guidance Cost 

• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 
Chapter 2 

• ADAAG Sections 4 and 15 

Dependent on use of railings, materials, width, height, and 
anticipated loads.  Can vary between $2.25 and $4 million 
per mile for a 10 foot wide path. 
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Recommended Design 
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3.1.3 Causeways  

Discussion Design Example 

Causeways or “burm” type path construction may be used to 
minimize disturbance of water flow in stream environment 
zones. Paths are elevated above wet ground using a 
permeable fill material as a base. Path edges incorporate 
small boulders or a rock riprap to contain the permeable fill.  
Geotextile mats and other construction materials such as 
geocells can be incorporated to ensure a stable base on 
which asphalt or concrete paving may be applied. The path 
should be built up to an elevation no greater than 30 inches 
above natural grade.  

 

Design Summary  

Design Criteria 
Design criteria for causeways should meet AASHTO and 
Caltrans design recommendations for paved shared-use 
paths.  

Base 
Path construction and detailing depends on water table and 
surface flows through site. A stable base for paving must be 
established while allowing for water flow under path. Base 
materials should be designed so as not to be compromised 
by future water flows. Firm mineral soil, coarse-grained soils 
or granular material, or small, well-graded angular rocks are 
needed for fill. 

Guidance 

• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 
Chapter 2 

• Trail Construction and Maintenance Notebook. 2007ed 
USFS 

• Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Chapter 1000 

Cost 

Dependent on surface type. Native surface and 
decomposed granite surfaces are less expensive than 
paving. Paved applications would include the typical cost 
of a paved path plus the riprap edge support. 
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Recommended Design 
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3.1.4 Lighting 

Discussion Design Example 

Lighting improves the safety of the path user by increasing 
visibility during non-daylight hours.  The fixtures should be 
installed near benches, drinking fountains, bicycle racks, 
trailheads, and roadway and path crossings.  TRPA 
recommends lighting in urbanized areas only.  Lighting must 
be downcast to minimize light pollution and must follow the 
recommendations in the applicable Community Plan or 
successor document to the Community Plan.  

Design Summary  

Depending on the location, average maintained horizontal 
illumination levels of 5 lux to 22 lux should be considered 
(AASHTO).  Where special security problems exist, higher 
illumination levels may be considered.   

Guidance 

• Lake Tahoe Community Plans Standards and Guidelines 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 

Chapter 2 
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3.1.5 Bollards 

Discussion Recommended Design 

Minimize the use of bollards to avoid creating obstacles for 
bicyclists.  Bollards, particularly solid bollards, have caused 
serious injury to bicyclists.  The California MUTCD explains, 
“Such devices should be used only where extreme problems 
are encountered” (Section 9C.101).  Instead, design the path 
entry and use signage to alert drivers that motor vehicles are 
prohibited.   

Flexible bollards and posts are designed to give way on 
impact and can be used instead of steel or solid posts.  
These bollards are typically made of plastic that is bolted to 
the roadway and bend and return to their original position 
when hit.  They are intended to deter access, but allow 
vehicles through in an emergency. 

Bollards are typically installed using one of two methods: 1)
 The bollard is set into concrete footing in the ground; and 2) 
the bollard is attached to the surface by mechanical means 
(mechanical anchoring or chemical anchor). 

The TRPA recommends flexible bollards or no bollards as 
opposed to solid posts. 

Design Summary 

• Where removable bollards are used, the top of the mount 
point should be flush with the path’s surface so as not to 
create a hazard or potentially be damaged by snow 
removal devices when the bollard is not in place.  At the 
time of this publication, flexible bollards that do not leave 
an anchored mounting device on the path or roadway 
surface when removed are not commercially available. 
Posts shall be permanently reflectorized for nighttime 
visibility and painted a bright color for improved daytime 
visibility.   

• Striping an envelope around the post is recommended.   
• When more than one post is used, an odd number of 

posts at 1.5m (5-foot) spacing is desirable.  Wider spacing 
can allow entry by adult tricycles, wheelchair users and 
bicycles with trailers. 

Guidance 

• CA MUTCD 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

Chapter 2 

Cost 

• Bollard, fixed: $220 - $800 each 
• Bollard, removable: $680 - $940 each 

Barrier Post Striping 

 
Flexible Bollards 

 
Source: Lighthouse Bollards                 Source: Andian Sales 

 
Removable Bollards 

 
Source: Reliance Foundry Co. Ltd 
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Design Example 

 
Source: ferret.com.au  

Flexible Bollard 
 

 
Bollard Striping 

A-16 



Appendix A - Design and Maintenance Recommendations 
 

 

3.1.6 Recommended Yield Policies 

Discussion Recommended Design 

Custom signage may be installed to guide path users on 
proper etiquette (see graphic), especially in areas where 
conflicts are likely to occur.  Trail yield signage currently 
varies among Lake Tahoe communities.  Because 
pedestrians typically travel at slower speeds than bicyclists, 
TRPA recommends that any signage direct pedestrians to 
walk on the right, however in situations of extreme 
overcrowding it may be appropriate to direct pedestrians to 
keep left.  Signage similar to the examples to the right is 
recommended as ways to encourage path users to yield to 
each other and to keep the paths clear.  TRPA recommends 
signage to inform users of proper trail etiquette in areas of 
high use or where conflicts have occurred.  

A centerline marking is particularly beneficial in the following 
circumstances:  A) Where there is heavy use; B) On curves 
with restricted sight distance; and C) Where the path is 
unlighted and nighttime riding is expected. 

Design Summary 

Signage 
The Shared-Use Path Restriction (R9-7) sign may be 
installed on facilities that are to be shared by pedestrians and 
bicyclists.  MUTCD specifies that the symbols may be 
switched.   

 

User Etiquette Signs along Multi-Use Paths 

    
 
 

 
 
Guidance Cost 

• MUTCD, Sections 9B.12 and 9C.03 
• CA MUTCD 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 

Chapter 2 

• Signs, trail regulation: $150 each 
• Signs, trail wayfinding / information: $500 - $2,000 each  
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3.1.7 Aggregate Surface Trails  

Discussion  Design Example 

Aggregate surface trails are most applicable in non-urban 
environments and in multi-use areas where a variety of 
recreational use is anticipated. This includes hiking, biking, 
mountain biking, and equestrian use. Aggregate surface trails 
composed of crushed rock using pine tar or other trail 
stabilization techniques can fit in well with a natural setting 
and can cost less to construct than an asphalt trail.   

Sustainable design must consider these forces – compaction, 
displacement, and erosion – that are caused by water and 
trail use. Compaction will deepen the heavily traveled portion 
of the trail. Displacement deepens the tread and raises the 
untraveled edges. Erosion follows and further deepens the 
tread. Understanding the site soils, topography, water 
movement, and anticipated use patterns should be 
considered during the trail design. 

This type of trail may be considered for both permanent and 
temporary use. As a temporary facility, future phasing would 
then include returning to the site and paving the surface. This 
allows for major grading and stabilization to be completed 
during the first phase and paving completed during the 
second phase. 

 

Design Summary 

Width 
Trail widths vary depending upon anticipated type and 
volume of use.   

 

 
 

 

Guidance Cost 

• Trail Management Handbook FSH2309.18 
• Trail Planning, Design, and Development Guidelines. 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
• Trail Construction and Maintenance Notebook. 2007ed 

USFS 

$75,000 - $150,000 per mile 
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3.1.8 Summary of Coverage Requirements 

Discussion  Detailed Guidance 

Local jurisdictions have asked that all guidance related to 
coverage be summarized in the Lake Tahoe Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan.   Coverage is regulated in Chapter 20 of the 
TRPA Code of Ordinances. 

Summary 

In the Lake Tahoe region, due to the need to maintain the 
natural filtration function of soils to reduce runoff into the 
Lake, there are limits on the amounts of new pavement, or 
“coverage” that may be constructed.  Where the coverage 
limitation on a parcel or project area is exceeded, new 
coverage must be transferred in, and mitigated by removing 
other coverage within the same watershed, or by purchasing 
banked coverage.  Depending on the land capability of the 
project area, new coverage must be mitigated by removing 
other coverage at a ratio of 1:1 or 1.5:1.  

Since sidewalks, bicycle paths and bicycle lanes are public 
service facilities; there is generally no limit on the amount of 
coverage that may be transferred in, however coverage that 
exceeds the coverage limit of a parcel must still be mitigated.  

In certain situations, private property owners will donate or 
sell easements for implementation of a bicycle path or 
sidewalk.  In this case, any coverage used to construct the 
path within the easement does not count towards the 
property owner’s total allowable coverage, since the 
easement area is effectively part of a “project area” that is 
separate from the parcel.  However the property owner will 
experience a slight reduction in gross allowable coverage 
based on the fact that his parcel size has effectively been 
reduced.  

Guidance 

• TRPA Code of Ordinances, Chapter 20, Land Coverage 
Standards. 

TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 20.3.A.  Base Land 
Coverage Requirements 
This section describes the amount of allowable coverage for 
different land capability districts.  Lower land capability 
districts, such as wetlands or steep slopes, are allowed only 
1% of their area to be covered by impermeable surfaces.  
The highest land capability districts, where water filtration is 
the best, may have up to 30% of their area covered by 
impermeable surfaces.  

TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 20.3.B.  Transferred 
Land Coverage Requirements 
Subsection (4), Linear Public Service Facilities, establishes 
that this use is eligible for transferring coverage.  Bicycle 
paths, sidewalks, and bicycle lanes are linear public service 
facilities.   

TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 20.3.D(1).  
Determination of the Project Area 
Subsection (iv) describes how the project area may be 
determined for projects not consisting of a single parcel, 
which generally applies to bicycle paths.  

TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 20.4.  Prohibition of 
Additional Land Coverage in Land Capability Districts 1a, 
1c, 2 and 3 and 1b (Stream Environment Zones) 
Subsections 20.4.A(3) and 20.4.B(3) describe the conditions 
under which additional land coverage may be transferred into 
the most sensitive land capability districts for linear public 
service facility projects.   

TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 20.4.A(2)(e) 
This subsection describes the mitigation requirements for any 
additional coverage in land capability districts 1a, 1c, 2, 3, 
and 1b. 
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3.2 Pathway Crossings 
Shared use paths can intersect with roadways at midblock locations, or as part of a roadway-roadway 
intersection.  Common issues at intersections of shared use paths and roadways include: 
 

• Bicyclists entering or exiting the path may travel against motor vehicle traffic; 

• Motorists crossing the shared use path at driveways and intersections may not notice path 
users coming from their right; 

• Stopped motor vehicle traffic or vehicles exiting side streets or driveways may block the path; 
and 

• Motorists may not expect or be able to yield to fast-moving bicyclists at the intersection. 

Treatments 
Bicycle and pedestrian pathway designers and traffic engineers generally have four options for 
designing multi-use pathway crossings.  These include: 

Option 1 – Reroute to the nearest at-grade controlled intersection crossing; 

Option 2 – Create a new at-grade midblock crossing with traffic controls where the pathway 
intersects with the roadway; 

Option 3 – Create a new unprotected midblock crossing where the pathway intersects with the 
roadway; and 

Option 4 – Create a grade-separated undercrossing or overcrossing of the roadway where the 
pathway intersects the roadway.  

Given the use characteristics specific to the Tahoe area, it is likely that pathway users would either use 
the nearest at-grade controlled intersection crossing, a midblock crossing with traffic controls, or use an 
unprotected midblock crossing. This section addresses treatments at each of these three crossing 
types. 
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3.2.1 Path Crossing at Intersection 

Discussion  Design Summary 

The evaluation of a roadway crossing involves analysis of 
vehicular traffic and path user travel patterns, including 
speeds, street width, traffic volumes (average daily traffic, 
peak hour traffic), line of sight, and path user profile (age 
distribution and destinations). 

When engineering judgment determines that the visibility of 
the intersection is limited on the shared-use path approach, 
Intersection Warning signs should be used. 

 
 

A path should cross at a signalized intersection if there is a 
signalized intersection within 350 feet of the path and the 
crossroad is crossing a major arterial with a high ADT. 
 
Signage 
Intersection Warning (W2-1 through W2-5) signs may be 
used on a roadway, street, or shared-use path in advance of 
an intersection to indicate the presence of an intersection and 
the possibility of turning or entering traffic.  A path-sized stop 
sign (R1-1) should be placed about 5 feet before the 
intersection. 

Traffic Calming 
Reducing the speed of the conflicting motor vehicle traffic 
should be considered.  Options may include: transverse 
rumble strips approaching the path crossing; sinusoidal 
speed humps

1
 (compatible with slow speed snow removal 

operations). 

Crosswalk Markings 
Colored and/or high visibility crosswalks should be 
considered. 

Path Speed Control 
A chicane, or swerve in multi-use path approaching the 
crossing is recommended to slow bicyclist speed.  Path users 
traveling in different directions should be separated either 
with physical separation (bollard or raised median) or a 
centerline.  If a centerline is used, it should be striped for the 
last 100 feet of the approach. 

                                                 
1 Humps with a sinusoidal profile are similar to round-top humps but have a shallower initial rise (similar to a sine wave). They were developed 
to provide a more comfortable ride for cyclists in traffic calmed areas.  
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Recommended Design 

 
Recommended “Typical” At-Grade Crossing at an Intersection Where Path is Adjacent to a Road 

 Note: Clear sight lines should take precedence in determining path proximity to adjacent roadway. 
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Design Example Recommended Design (Continued) 

Guidance 

• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000 Section 
1003.1(4)) 

• CA MUTCD, Part 9 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

and “A Policy on the Geometric Design of Highways and 
Streets” 

• FHWA-RD-87-038 Investigation of Exposure-Based 
Pedestrian Accident Areas: Crosswalks, Sidewalks, Local 
Streets, and Major Arterials. 

Cost 

• Crosswalk2, Transverse (parallel) Lines: $320 - $550 each 
• Crosswalk, Thermoplastic: $6 per square foot 
• Stop bar: $210 each 
• Stop Limit Bars / Yield Teeth: $210 - $530 each 
• Stop Pavement Markings: $420 each 
• Curb Ramps, Retrofit (diagonal, per corner): $800 – 5,340 

each 
• Curb Ramps, Retrofit (perpendicular, per corner): $5,340 - 

$10,000 each 
• Signs, High-Visibility: $430 each 
• Bollard, fixed: $220 - $800 each 
• Bollard, removable: $680 - $940 each 

 
 

Recommended “Typical” At-Grade Crossing of a Major 
Arterial at an Intersection Where Path is Within 350 Feet 

of a Roadway Intersection 
 

 

                                                 
2 Crosswalk types are discussed in Section 7.1. 
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3.2.2 Uncontrolled Mid-Block Crossing 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

The National MUTCD requires yield lines and “Yield Here to 
Pedestrians” signs at all uncontrolled crossings of a multi-
lane roadway.  Yield lines are not required by the CA 
MUTCD.  The National MUTCD includes a path crossing 
sign, shown to the right on the next page (W11-15 and W11-
15P), which may be used where both bicyclists  and 
pedestrians might be crossing the roadway, such as at an 
intersection with a shared-use path. 

The table on the following page is a summary for 
implementing at-grade roadway crossings in the Tahoe area.  
The number one (1) indicates a ladder style crosswalk with 
appropriate signage is warranted.  (1/1+) indicates the 
crossing warrants enhanced treatments such as flashing 
beacons, or in-pavement flashers.  (1+/3) indicates 
Pedestrian Light Control Activated (Pelican), Puffin, or Hawk 
signals should be considered. 

Design Summary 

Placement 
Mid-block crosswalks should be installed where there is a 
significant demand for crossing and no nearby existing 
crosswalks. 
Yield Lines 
If yield lines are used for vehicles, they shall be placed 20 to 
50 feet in advance of the nearest crosswalk line to indicate 
the point at which the yield is intended or required to be made 
and ‘Yield Here to Pedestrians’ signs shall be placed 
adjacent to the yield line. Where traffic is not heavy, stop or 
yield signs for pedestrians and bicyclists may suffice.   

Warning Signs 
The Bicycle Warning (W11-1) sign alerts the road user to 
unexpected entries into the roadway by bicyclists, and other 
crossing activities that might cause conflicts.   

Pavement Markings 
A ladder crosswalk should be used.  Warning markings on 
the path and roadway should be installed. 

Other Treatments 

See table on the following page to determine if treatments 
such as raised median refuges, flashing beacons should be 
used. 

Beacons 
See Section 3.2.4 of this document 

 

 
 

Source: California MUTCD, Figure 3B-15 
Note that TRPA recommends ladder-style crosswalks. 
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Design Example Recommended Design (continued) 

    
National MUTCD 

Guidance  Cost 

• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000) 
• CA MUTCD Parts 2 and 9 
• MUTCD Chapter 2 and 9 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

• (See additional costing details in Section 3.2.1) 
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3.2.3 Stop versus Yield Markings at Crossings 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

   

Design Example 

Stop versus Yield for Path Users 
Where conditions require path users, but not roadway users, 
to stop or yield, the STOP sign or YIELD sign should be 
placed on the path.  When placement of STOP or YIELD 
signs is considered, priority at a shared-use path/roadway 
intersection should be assigned with consideration of the 
following: 

• Relative speeds of shared-use path and roadway users; 
• Relative volumes of shared-use path and roadway traffic; 

and 
• Relative importance of shared-use path and roadway. 

Speed should not be the sole factor used to determine 
priority, as it is sometimes appropriate to give priority to a 
high-volume shared-use path crossing a low-volume street, 
or to a regional shared-use path crossing a minor collector 
street.  In some cases it may be appropriate to control the 
roadway only, while not controlling the path.  The least 
restrictive appropriate controls should be used.  STOP signs 
should not be used where YIELD signs would be acceptable. 

Design Summary 

Path Crossing Signage 
STOP (R1-1) signs shall be installed on shared-use paths at 
points where bicyclists are required to stop.  YIELD (R1-2) 
signs shall be installed on shared-use paths at points where 
bicyclists have an adequate view of conflicting traffic as they 
approach the sign, and where bicyclists are required to yield 
the right-of-way to that conflicting traffic. 

Guidance Cost 
• CA MUTCD Parts 2, 3 and 9 
• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000) 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

• Stop limit bars/yield teeth: $200-$530 per set 
• Stop pavement markings:  $420 each 
• Pavement Markings (Thermoplastic): $3.39 per square 

foot 
• Signs, Path Crossing: $780 each 
• Signs, Path Stop/Path Yield: $520 each 

• Signs, Path Regulation: $150 each 
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3.2.4 Crossing Beacons 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

 
HAWK Crossing  

(This beacon type has not been approved for use in 
California) 

Design Summary 

Beacons are typically used to supplement advance warning 
signals or at midblock crosswalks.   

Types of Beacons 
MUTCD identifies the following types of flashing beacons 
relevant to shared use path - roadway intersections:  
• Intersection control beacon - a beacon used only at an 

intersection to control two or more directions of travel 
• Warning beacons - a beacon used only to supplement an 

appropriate warning or regulatory sign or marker 
• Stop beacons - a beacon used to supplement a STOP 

sign, a DO NOT ENTER sign, or a WRONG WAY sign 
Experimental Treatments 
There are other experimental pedestrian beacons that have 
been shown to have higher yielding rates than the standard 
flashing beacon.  These include: 
• The Rectangular-Shaped Rapid Flash LED Beacons, 

which have been shown to have an 80 to 90 percent 
compliance rate in the field; and 

• The Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon, or High-Intensity Actuated 
Crosswalk (HAWK), has been incorporated into the 
National MUTCD, but is still experimental in California.  
The HAWK has a driver yielding rate of 97 percent and 
reduces pedestrian-motor vehicle crashes by 58 percent. 

TRPA recommends pedestrian-actuated signals such as the 
HAWK where other methods are infeasible or ineffective.   

Any application of experimental treatments within Nevada 
should follow the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
approval process (see MUTCD Section 1A.10).  The 
application of experimental treatments within California 
should follow the California Traffic Control Devices 
Committee’s (CTCDC) approval process 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/newtech/).  
Jurisdictions within California can apply to the CTCDC for 
permission to use experimental treatments.  Note that the 
CTCDC has not approved the HAWK treatment to date. (See 
CTCDC’s October 11, 2007 agenda and meeting minutes 
available on the Committee’s website.) 

Traffic Control Signal Warrants 
MUTCD Section 4C.01 identifies the minimum use and 
spacing parameters that must be met in order to warrant 
installation of a beacon. 

Overhead flashing pedestrian beacons are governed under 
Section 4K.03 of the CA MUTCD and Section 4L of the 
National MUTCD. 

In California, CA MUTCD Section 4K.103 (CA) permits 
flashing beacons at school crosswalks. Section 4C.06 
describes warrants (i.e., minimum requirements) for 
installation of a signal on a route to school. 

Guidance Cost 

• MUTCD, Sections 4F and 4L 
• CA MUTCD Sections 4K and 4C 
• ITE – Alternative Treatments for At-Grade Pedestrian 

Crossings 

• Signs, Overhead Beacon: $15,000-$55,120 each 
• Detection, Automated Beacon: $800 each 
• Crossing, Hawk: $50,000 each 
• Actuated Pedestrian Crossing: $40,000 each 
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3.2.5 Signalized Mid-Block Crossing 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Warrants from the MUTCD combined with sound engineering 
judgment should be considered when determining the type of 
traffic control device to be installed at path-roadway 
intersections.  Traffic signals for path-roadway intersections 
are appropriate under certain circumstances. The MUTCD 
lists 11 warrants for traffic signals, and although path 
crossings are not addressed, bicycle traffic on the path may 
be functionally classified as vehicular traffic and the warrants 
applied accordingly.   

Pedestrian volumes can also be used for warrants. 

Experimental Treatment 

A Toucan crossing (derived from: “two can cross”) is used in 
higher traffic areas where pedestrians and bicyclists are 
crossing together. 

Design Summary  

Warrants 
Section 4C.05 in the MUTCD and CAMUTCD describes 
pedestrian volume minimum requirements (referred to as 
warrants) for a mid-block pedestrian-actuated signal. Note 
that California and Nevada have different warrants.  
  
Signage 
See Section 5.1.5 (Bicycle Signals) and Section 7.1.5 
(Signalized Pedestrian Crossing). 

Pavement Markings 
Stop lines at midblock signalized locations should be placed 
at least 40 feet in advance of the nearest signal indication  

Design Example Guidance 

• MUTCD, Sections 4C.05 and 4D 
• CA MUTCD, Chapters 3 and 9 and Section 4C.05 and 4D 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 

Chapter 2 

Cost 

  Toucan Crossing (This experimental treatment has not 
been approved for use in California or Nevada) 

• Crossing, Toucan: $90,000 each 
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3.2.6 Path Crossings at Roundabouts 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

The California MUTCD defines a roundabout as “a circular 
intersection with yield control of all entering traffic, 
channelized approaches, and appropriate geometric 
curvature, such that travel speeds on the circulatory roadway 
are typically less than 30 mph.”  
 
Roundabouts provide for higher motor vehicle capacity than a 
signalized intersection with the same number of approach 
lanes, and reduce the number of conflict points for motorists.  
Research has shown single-lane roundabouts to have safety 
benefits. However, multi-lane roundabouts may not provide 
the same benefits, and may even increase conflicts for 
bicyclists. 
 
Bicycle lanes should not be provided on the outside of the 
circulating roadway, as this increases conflicts between 
bicyclists and motorists.  Instead, roundabouts should be 
designed to encourage bicyclists riding on the roadway to 
control the lane as they travel through the roundabout.  Ways 
of doing this include limiting the number of lanes, narrowing 
travel and circulating lanes, and designing the roundabout to 
operate at speeds close to 20 to 15 miles per hour. 

Design Summary 

• Path users should be directed around the roundabout to 
cross at the crosswalks on the circulating legs. 

• Bicycle ramps may be provided between the approach 
and exit legs and the path to allow bicyclists on the street 
to use the path and pedestrian crossings to navigate 
through the roundabout. 

• Crosswalks shall be marked at roundabouts, including 
rural locations, on all legs where pedestrians will be 
crossing. (CA) 

• The preferred type of crosswalk markings at roundabouts 
on the State Highway system is the “ladder” type.  (CA) 

• Ramps should be provided on each end of the crosswalk 
to connect the crosswalk to other crosswalks around the 
roundabout and to the sidewalk network. 

 
 

Example of Markings for Approach and Circulatory 
Roadways at a Roundabout 

Source: MUTCD 2010 Figure 3C-1 

  
Two Options for Crossing Splitter Islands 

Adapted from: MUTCD 2010 Figure 3C-5 

 
Example of Regulatory and Warning Signs for a Two-

Lane Roundabout with Consecutive Double Lefts 
Adapted from: MUTCD 2010 Figure 2B-23 

 
 
Guidance 

• Caltrans Design Information Bulletin 80-01 
• CA MUTCD and MUTCD 
• FHWA  Roundabouts: An Informational Guide (2006) and forthcoming 2010 edition. 

Cost 

Not available.  
Path and crossings should be constructed as part of the roundabout. 

Recommended Design (Continued) 
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Cost 

Not available.  
Path and crossings should be constructed as part of the roundabout. 

Recommended Design (Continued) 

 
Bicycle Access Ramp to Shared Use Path 

Source: Caltrans Design Information Bulletin 80-01 Figure 4 
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CHAPTER 4   -    On-Street Bicycle Facility Design 

4.1 Bike Lanes 
Bike lanes or Class II bicycle facilities (Caltrans designation) are defined as a portion of the roadway 
that has been designated by striping, signage, and pavement markings for the preferential or exclusive 
use of bicyclists. Bike lanes are generally found on major arterial and collector roadways and are 4 to 7 
feet wide. Bike lanes can be found in a large variety of configurations, and can even incorporate special 
characteristics including coloring and placement, if beneficial. 

Bike lanes enable bicyclists to ride at their preferred speed without interference from prevailing traffic 
conditions and facilitate predictable behavior and movements between bicyclists and motorists. 
Bicyclists may leave the bike lane to pass other bicyclists, make left turns, avoid obstacles or debris, 
and to avoid other conflicts with other roadway users. 

General Design Guidance: 
Width: 
Varies depending on roadway configuration, see following pages for design examples. 

Striping: 
Line separating vehicle lane from bike lane (typically left sideline):  6 inches  

Line separating bike lane from parking lane (if applicable):   4 inches  

Dashed white stripe when:      

•  Vehicle merging area       Varies 
•  Delineate conflict area in intersections (optional)  Length of conflict area 

Signing: 
Use R3-17 (NV) or R-81 (CA) Bike Lane Sign at: 

• Beginning of Bike Lane 
• Far side of all intersection crossings 
• At approaches and at far side of all arterial crossings 
• At major changes in direction   R3-17                   R-81 Sign (CA) 

• At intervals not to exceed ½ mile  

Pavement Markings: 
There are four potential variations of pavement markings for bike lanes allowed between 
the National and the California MUTCD. Most cities nationwide are moving to use the 
graphic representation of cyclist with directional arrow (pictured right), and as such this 
stencil is recommended here. This stencil should be used at: 

• Beginning of Bike Lane 
• Far side of all shared use path crossings 
• At approaches and at far side of all arterial crossings 
• At major changes in direction 
• At intervals not to exceed ½ mile  

Recommended 
Bike Lane Stencil 

• At beginning and end of bike lane pockets at approach to intersection. 
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4.1.1 Bike Lane with No On-Street Parking 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Recommended bicycle lane width is 5 feet minimum when 
adjacent to curb and gutter.  Wider bicycle lanes are 
desirable in certain circumstances such as on higher speed 
arterials (45 mph+) where a wider bicycle lane can increase 
separation between passing vehicles and bicyclists. 
Appropriate signing and stenciling is important with wide 
bicycle lanes to ensure motorists do not mistake the lane for 
a vehicle lane or parking lane. Bicycle lanes wider than seven 
feet are not recommended. 

Design Summary  

Bike Lane Width:  

4’ minimum when no gutter is present (rural road sections) 
5’ minimum when adjacent to curb and gutter (3’ more than 
the gutter pan width if the gutter pan is greater than 2’) 
Recommended Width: 

6’ where right-of-way allows 

 

Design Example 

 

 

Guidance Cost 

• MUTCD 
• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000) 
• CA MUTCD 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

• Bike Lane: $5,000-$500,000 per mile   
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4.1.2 Bike Lane With On-Street Parallel Parking 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Bicycle lanes adjacent to on-street parallel parking are not 
common in Lake Tahoe, but could be considered in the near 
future in several locations on the North Shore. Bike lanes 
adjacent to parallel parking should be designed to be wide 
enough to allow bicyclists to ride outside of the “door zone”--
five feet minimum.  
 

Design Summary  

Bike Lane Width:  

5 feet minimum recommended when parking stalls are 
marked 

7 feet maximum (may encourage vehicle loading in bike lane) 

12 feet for a shared lane adjacent to a curb face (13 feet 
preferred where parking is substantial or turnover is high), or 
11’ minimum for a shared bike/parking lane on streets without 
curbs where parking is permitted. 

Guidance  Cost 

• MUTCD 
• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000) 
• CA MUTCD 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities  

• Bike Lane: $5,000-$500,000 per mile   
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4.2 Bike Routes/Signed Shared Roadways 
Bike Routes, known also as Signed Shared Roadways (AASHTO) or Class III bicycle facilities 
(Caltrans) are defined as facilities shared with motor vehicles. They are typically used on roads with low 
speeds and traffic volumes, however can be used on higher volume roads with wide outside lanes or 
with shoulders.  Bike routes can be established along through routes not served by shared use paths or 
bike lanes, or to connect discontinuous segments of bikeway.  A motor vehicle driver will usually have 
to cross over into the adjacent travel lane to pass a bicyclist, unless a wide outside lane or shoulder is 
provided. 

Bicycle Routes can employ a large variety of treatments from simple signage to complex treatments 
including various types of traffic calming and/or pavement stenciling. The level of treatment to be 
provided for a specific location or corridor depends on several factors. 

General Design Guidance: 
 

Signing: 
Use D11-1 Bicycle Route Sign at: 

• Beginning or end of Bicycle Route (with applicable M4 series sign 
below) 

• Entrance to shared use path - optional 
• At major changes in direction or at intersections with other bicycle 

routes (with applicable M7 series sign below) 
D11-1 Sign • At intervals along bicycle routes not to exceed ½ mile  

Pavement Markings: 
Shared Lane Markings may be applied to Bicycle Routes per Section 4.2.3. 
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4.2.1 Bike Route on Low Volume Street 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Bicycle routes on local streets should have vehicle traffic 
volumes under 1,000 vehicles per day. Traffic calming may 
be appropriate on streets that exceed this limit. 
Bicycle routes may be placed on streets with outside lane 
width of less than 15 feet if vehicle speeds and volumes are 
low. 

Design Summary  

Sign Placement:  

Bicycle Route signage should be applied at intervals frequent 
enough to keep bicyclists informed of changes in route 
direction and to remind motorists of the presence of bicyclists. 

Design Example 

 

Guidance 

• National MUTCD 
• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000) 
• CA MUTCD 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

Cost 

Bike Route: $1,000-$40,000 per mile (assumes no major 
renovation is required) 
$150,000 - $300,000 (assuming moderate to major 
roadway renovation)  
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4.2.2 Shoulder Bike Route  

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Bicycle routes on rural arterials and state highways can offer 
a functional option to the installation of bicycle lanes when 
bicycle lanes are not possible. Major intersections should still 
have bicycle pockets (if applicable) and other treatments to 
make bicycle travel safer and more visible. 

Design Summary  

Shoulder Width: 

Shoulder width should be 4 feet wide minimum to 
accommodate a shoulder bike route. If a rumble strip is 
present (such as on a state highway) it is recommended to 
include a skip (or gap) in the rumble strip to allow bicyclists to 
cross from the shoulder to the travel lane when encountering 
debris.  

Sign Placement:  

Bicycle Route signage should be applied at intervals frequent 
enough to keep bicyclists informed of changes in route 
direction and to remind motorists of the presence of 
bicyclists. 

Guidance 

• MUTCD 
• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000) 
• CA MUTCD 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

Cost 

• Bike Route with Shoulder Stripe: $20,000-60,000 per mile 
(assumes no major renovation is required) 

• Rumble Strip: $0.10 to $0.50 per linear foot 
 

 
Bike Route with Wide Shoulder and Bicycle Friendly 

Rumble Strip 

 
Bike Route with Shoulder Stripe 
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4.2.3 Shared Lane Markings (SLM) 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Recently, Shared Lane Marking stencils (also called 
“Sharrows”) have been introduced for use in California as an 
additional treatment for Bike Route facilities and are currently 
approved in conjunction with on-street parking.  The stencil 
can serve a number of purposes, such as making motorists 
aware of the need to share the road with bicyclists, showing 
bicyclists the direction of travel, and, with proper placement, 
reminding bicyclists to bike further from parked cars to 
prevent “dooring” collisions..  

The National and California MUTCD include guidance for 
placement of the SLM. The City of South Lake Tahoe has 
installed the SLM on most of its Bike Routes. 

Though not always possible, placing the SLM markings 
outside of vehicle tire tracks will increase the life of the 
markings and the long-term cost of the treatment. 

Design Summary  

Door Zone Width:  

The width of the door zone is generally assumed to be 2.5 
feet from the edge of the parking lane. 
Recommended SLM placement: 

Minimum of 11.5 feet from edge of curb where on-street 
parking is present. If parking lane is wider than 7.5 feet the 
SLM should be moved further out accordingly. 

 

Design Example Guidance 

• MUTCD, Section 9C.07 
• CA MUTCD 
• , Section 9C.103 

Cost 

 
Local Example, not incorporating width 

recommendations 

• Stencils only: $250 each 
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4.2.4 Lake Tahoe Scenic Bike Loop  

Recommended Design 

 

Design Summary  Discussion 
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The Lake Tahoe Scenic Bike Loop is envisioned to be a bi-
directional, AASHTO standard bicycle lane on the highways 
encircling Lake Tahoe.  For highway segments where bicycle 
lanes on both sides of the roadway are not planned for the 
near future, and in locations where the full AASHTO width 
(four feet) is extremely difficult to attain, the loop should 
provide 3-5 feet of striped shoulder on the lake side where 
possible, without compromising safety for riders using the 
mountain side.  Due to the wide variety of conditions found on 
the highways encircling the Lake, there are several guidelines 
that NDOT, Caltrans, TRPA, and local jurisdictions should 
work together to follow during routine maintenance of 
roadways and other, more intensive roadway improvement 
projects.  When following all of the guidelines below, 
designers must take into consideration that shoulder width 
may not always be moved from one side to the other based 
on sight distance, required turning radii, or other design and 
safety requirements.  

• In locations where shoulder width can be moved, 
preference should be given to moving shoulder width to 
the lake side, while not compromising the safety of users 
travelling on the mountain side.  For example, if only two 
feet of shoulder width is available, it should be split 
evenly between the two sides.  If three feet are available, 
two feet should go to the lake side and 1 foot to the 
mountain side.  If five feet are available, a minimum of 
three feet should go to the lake side.   

• On long, steep downgrades, where bicycle speeds 
greater than 30 mph are expected, bicycle lanes or a 
wide shoulder are not always advised.  In these 
locations, unless a swept shoulder width of greater than 
four feet can be provided on both sides, it is more 
important to provide shoulder width on the climbing side 
of the highway.  In addition, regardless of whether 
bicycle lanes are present, “Bikes can use full lane” 
signage is recommended on the downhill side.  

• Where shoulder widening is not possible or is minimal, 
use “sharrow” stencil.  

• Where possible, travel lanes should be narrowed to 
provide additional width for bicycles.  

Other treatments recommended in these design guidelines, 
such as “bicycles may use full lane” signage, or changeable 
traffic devices that indicate a cyclist is present, should be 
considered along very constrained roadway sections.   

On steep downgrades, bicycle speeds will increase, and the 
width of a bicycle lane does not provide enough sight 
distance and maneuverability, particularly where there may 
be debris in the road.   
Detailed descriptions of roadway conditions and the 
possibilities for widening between Cascade and Rubicon Bay 
on State Route 89 (south west shore of Lake Tahoe) are 
provided in the Caltrans report “SR-89 Cascade to Rubicon 
Bay Bikeway Study”. 
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4.2.5 Additional Bike Route Signage  

Discussion  Recommended Design 

‘Share the Road’ signs are intended to ‘reduce motor 
vehicle/bicyclist conflict’ and are appropriate to be placed on 
routes that lack paved shoulders or other bicycle facilities. 
They typically work best in rural situations, or when placed 
near activity centers such as schools, shopping centers and 
other destinations that attract bicycle traffic.  

In urban areas, many cities around the country have been 
experimenting with a new type of signage that encourages 
bicyclists to take the lane when the lane is too narrow. This 
type of sign is becoming known as BAUFL (Bikes Allowed 
Use of Full Lane). This can be quantified to lanes being less 
than 14 feet wide with no parking and less than 22 feet wide 
with adjacent parallel parking. The 2009 update to the 
MUTCD recognizes the need for such signage and has 
designated the white and black sign at right (R4-11). The 
2009 MUTCD states that Shared Lane Markings (which serve 
a similar function as Bikes May Use Full Lane signage) 
should not be placed on roadways that have a speed limit 
above 35 mph. Dedicated bicycle facilities are recommended 
for roadways with speed limits above 35 mph where the need 
for bicycle access exists.  

Utah has a sign that illustrates the proper 3 feet minimum 
buffer between bicyclists and cars.  This and similar signs 
would require experimental status in the Lake Tahoe region. 

Design Summary  

Placement: 

Signs should be placed at regular intervals along routes with 
no designated bicycle facilities.  

Guidance 

• MUTCD, Sections 9B.06, 9C.07 
• CA MUTCD 

Cost 

• Sign, regulation: $150 each 

     
                            R4-11  

Share The Road Signs (National MUTCD) 

 
Utah Share The Road Sign (Missouri Bicycle Federation) 
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4.2.6 Manholes & Drainage Grates  

Discussion Recommended Design 

Utility infrastructure within the roadway can present 
significant hazards to bicyclists. Manholes, water valve 
covers, drain inlets and other obstructions can present an 
abrupt change in level, or present a situation where the 
bicyclist’s tire could become stuck, potentially creating an 
accident. As such, every effort should be made to locate such 
hazards outside of the likely travel path of bicyclists on new 
roadway construction.  

For existing roadways, the roadway surface can be ground 
down around the manhole or drainage grate to be no more 
than half an inch of vertical drop. When roadways undergo 
overlays, this step is often omitted and significant elevation 
differences can result in hazardous conditions for bicyclists.  

Bicycle drainage grates should not have longitudinal slats 
that can catch a bicycle tire and potentially cause an 
accident. Acceptable grate designs are presented (top right) 
as A: patterned, B: transverse grate, or C: modified 
longitudinal with no more than 6” between transverse 
supports). Type C is the least desirable as it could still cause 
problems with some bicycle tires. 
 
The drop in-inlet shown to the right avoids all issues with 
grates in the bicyclists’ line of travel. However, these 
drainage inlets are less efficient than grate inlets, and 
therefore require installing more closely spaced inlets, much 
longer inlets and perhaps supplemental means of capturing 
runoff.  For this reason TRPA does not recommend replacing 
existing grate inlets with drop-in inlets, and suggests 
agencies weigh the additional costs of drop-in inlets in new 
construction with the possible benefits. 
 
The MUTCD recommends providing a diagonal solid white 
line for hazards or obstructions in bikeways (see right). 

Design Summary  

Placement: 

Manholes should be placed outside of any bike lanes.  
Drainage grates should be of one of the types at right. 

Guidance 

• MUTCD 
• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000) 
• CA MUTCD 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

Cost 

• Striping: $2 per linear foot 
• Drainage grate: $500 

 
Bicycle Compatible Drainage Grates  

 
Drop-in inlet flush with in the curb face (Oregon DOT) 

(Not approved for use on California Highways) 
 

 
Figure 9C-8B (National MUTCD) 
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4.2.7 Bicycle Access during Construction Activities  

Discussion  Recommended Design 

When construction impedes a bicycle facility, the provision for 
bicycle access should be developed during the construction 
project planning.  Long detour routing should be avoided 
because of lack of compliance.  Where there is no detour, 
provide for passage of bicyclists through or adjacent to the 
construction area, with signage or other indication of where 
cyclists should go. 
Advance warning of the detour should be placed at 
appropriate locations and clear wayfinding should be 
implemented to enable bicyclists to continue safe operation 
along travel corridor.  Traffic control signs should not be 
placed within bike lanes or road shoulders.  

Design Summary  

Construction Detour Signs 

Detours should be adequately marked with standard 
temporary route and destination signs (M409a and M4-9c). 
The Pedestrian/Bicycle Detour sign should have an arrow 
pointing in the appropriate direction. 

 

 
National MUTCD 

Design Example Guidance 

• MUTCD (Section 6F.53) 
• CA MUTCD 
• California Highway Design Manual 

Cost 

 

• Sign, regulation: $150 each 
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CHAPTER 5   - Bicycle Intersection Design 
Adequately accommodating bicyclists at traffic signals can be challenging for traffic engineers as the 
needs and characteristics of bicycles and motor vehicles vary so greatly. This chapter contains sections 
on detection of bicycles at signals, bicycle pavement markings at signals, and bicycle signals.  
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5.1.1 Bicycle Detection at Signalized Intersections 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Traffic Operations Policy Directive 09-06, issued August 27, 
2009 by Caltrans modified MUTCD 4D.105 (CA) to require 
bicyclists to be detected at all traffic-actuated signals on 
public and private roads and driveways.  If more than 50 
percent of the limit line detectors need to be replaced at a 
signalized intersection, then the entire intersection should be 
upgraded so that every line has a limit line detection zone.  
Bicycle detection must be confirmed when a new detection 
system has been installed or when the detection system has 
been modified.  TRPA recommends bicycle detection at all 
traffic actuated signals in the Tahoe portion of Nevada 
roadways as well. 

The California Policy Directive does not state which type of 
bicycle detection technology should be used.  Two common 
types of detection are video and in pavement loop detectors.   

Design Summary  

Limit Lines 

• The Reference Bicycle Rider must be detected with 95% 
accuracy within a 6 foot by 6 foot Limit Line Detection 
Zone 

Loop Detection 

• In order to minimize delay to bicyclists, it is recommended 
to install one loop about 100 ft from the stop bar within the 
bike lane, with a second loop located at the stop bar.  

Details of saw cuts and winding patterns for inductive 
detector loop types appear on Caltrans Standard Detail      
ES-5B. 

NOTE:  In California, CALTRANS “Type C” and “Type D” 
quadruple loop detectors have been proven to be the most 
effective at detecting bicycles at signalized intersections. 

 
Source: Traffic Operations Policy Directive 09-06 

Video Detection – Designs not available 
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Design Example Guidance 

• MUTCD 
• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000) 
• Caltrans Standard Plans (1999) ES-5B 
• CA MUTCD 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 
• Caltrans Traffic Operation Policy Directive 09-06  

Cost 

 
Type “C” loop detector in use in California 

(Pavement stencil shown does not meet CAMUTCD) 

• Bicycle Loop Detector: $1,000-$2,500 each  
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5.1.2 Loop Detector Pavement Markings and Signage 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Bicycle Detector Pavement Markings guide bicyclists to 
position themselves at an intersection to trigger signal 
actuation. The CA MUTCD has a different recommended 
configuration for these pavement markings that the National 
MUTCD.  Frequently these pavement markings are 
accompanied by signage that can provide additional 
guidance (see right). 

Design Summary  

Locate Bicycle Detector Pavement Marking over center of 
quadrupole loop detector if in bike lane, or where bicycle can 
be detected in a shared lane by loop detector or other 
detection technology. 

Design Example 

 

Guidance 

• MUTCD 
• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000) 
• Caltrans Standard Plans (1999) ES-5B 
• CA MUTCD 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

Cost 

• Bicycle Loop Detector, Install stencils: $100per 
intersection leg 

      
Figure 9C-7 – CAMUTCD      Figure 9C-7 National MUTCD 

 
 

 
Accompanying Signage (R10-22) 
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5.1.3 Bicycle Push Buttons 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Bicycle push buttons can also provide signal actuation and 
timing adjustments for bicyclists. Push buttons are 
recommended for use with shared-use paths or other unique 
interactions with bicycle facilities.  

Push buttons are generally unsuitable for conventional bike 
lane situations as the bicyclist would have to leave the 
roadway to activate the signal. An acceptable situation exists 
where a push button can be located closer to the bike lane if 
no vehicle right turn lane is present so that the bicyclist does 
not have to dismount to reach the signal.  

Design Summary  

• Bicycle push buttons may be used where a push button 
detector has been installed exclusively to activate a green 
phase for bicyclists.  

• The R10-4, R10-24, R10-25, R10-26 and R62C signs 
should be installed near the edge of the sidewalk, in the 
vicinity of where bicyclists will be crossing the street. 

Design Example 

 

Guidance 

• MUTCD 
• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000) 
• CA MUTCD 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

Cost 

• Push Button: $600-$1,390 each  

    

  
2009 National MUTCD 

 

 
R62C (California Only) sign 
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5.1.4 Bike Lane at Intersection with Right Turn Only Lane 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

A bicyclist continuing straight through an intersection from the 
right of a right turn lane would be inconsistent with normal 
traffic behavior and would violate the expectations of right-
turning motorists.  Specific signage, pavement markings and 
striping are recommended to improve safety for bicyclists and 
motorists.    
The appropriate treatment for right-turn only lanes is to place 
a bike lane pocket between the right-turn lane and the right-
most through lane or, where right-of-way is insufficient, to 
drop the bike lane entirely approaching the right-turn lane. 
The design (right) illustrates a bike lane pocket, with signage 
indicating that motorists should yield to bicyclists through the 
merge area. 
• Dropping the bike lane is not recommended, and should 

only be done when a bike lane pocket cannot be 
accommodated. 

• Travel lane reductions may be required to achieve this 
design. 

Some communities have experimented with colored bicycle 
lanes through the weaving zone.  See Portland’s Blue Bike 
Lanes:   
http://www.portlandonline.com/shared/cfm/image.cfm?id=588
42. 
Where the right turn only lane is separated with a raised 
island, the island should be designed to allow adequate width 
to stripe the bike lane up to the intersection. 

Design Summary  

Bike Lane Placement 
A through bicycle lane shall not be positioned to the right of a 
right turn only lane. 
Bike Lane Width 
Bike Lane through merge area should be 4 feet minimum in 
width (MUTCD); 5 feet is required in California.  

Bike Lane Striping 
When the right through lane is dropped to become a right turn 
only lane, the bicycle lane markings should stop at least 100 
feet before the beginning of the right turn lane. Through 
bicycle lane markings should resume to the left of the right 
turn only lane (MUTCD). 

Where motorist right turns are permitted, the solid bike lane 
shall either be dropped entirely, or dashed beginning at a 
point between 100 and 200 feet in advance of the 
intersection.   

  

 
Bike Lane Next to a Right Turn Only Lane 

 

 
Bike Lane Next to a Right Turn Only Lane Separated by a 

Raised Island 
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Design Summary (continued) Design Example 

Signage 
Refer to MUTCD and CA MUTCD. 

Guidance  

• MUTCD 
• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000) 
• CA MUTCD 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

 

 

A-49 



Appendix A - Design and Maintenance Recommendations 
 

CHAPTER 6   -    Pedestrian Facility Design 
 

6.1 Sidewalk Widths 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Medium to high-density pedestrian zones located in areas 
with commercial or retail activity provide excellent 
opportunities to develop an inviting pedestrian environment.  
The frontage zone in retail and commercial areas may 
include seating for cafés and restaurants or extensions of 
retail establishments.  The furnishings zone may include 
seating, transit shelters, newspaper racks, water fountains, 
utility boxes, lampposts, street trees and other landscaping.  
The medium to high-density pedestrian zone should provide 
an interesting and inviting environment for walking and 
window shopping. 

Design Summary  

In the Lake Tahoe Region, Community Plans or local 
jurisdictions provide design guidelines for sidewalk widths. 

Width Considerations 
The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), in its 1998 
recommended practice publication, “Design and Safety of 
Pedestrian Facilities,” recommends planning sidewalks that 
are a minimum of 5 feet wide with a planting strip of 2 feet on 
local streets and in residential and commercial areas.  

The TRPA recommends all new development provide 
sidewalks that are at least five feet wide with planter strips 
that are at least six feet wide to accommodate snow storage 
with vertical curbs along arterials and major collectors. 

Guidance 

Typical Sidewalk on Arterial/Major Collector 
 

 

Typical Commercial Area Sidewalk 

Cost 

• Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) “Design and 
Safety of Pedestrian Facilities” 

• AASHTO Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation 
or Pedestrian Facilities, Section 3.2.3 

 

• Sidewalk, concrete: $3.50 - $11.00 per square foot 
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6.2 Sidewalk Material 

Discussion Recommended Design 

Sidewalks should be firm and stable, and resistant to slipping.  
Sidewalks are normally constructed out of Portland cement 
concrete.  Although multi-use pathways may be constructed 
out of asphalt, asphalt is not suitable for sidewalk 
construction due to its shorter lifespan and higher 
maintenance costs. 

Asphalt and concrete are the most common surfaces for 
sidewalks; however, some sidewalks are designed using 
decorative materials, such as brick or cobblestone. Although 
these surfaces may improve the aesthetic quality of the 
sidewalk, they may also present challenges to people with 
mobility impairments. For example, tiles that are not spaced 
tightly together can create grooves that catch wheelchair 
casters.  Concrete may not hold up as well under snowy 
conditions. 

Facilities should be designed so that they are easy to 
maintain.  Of particular importance is including an area for 
snow storage adjacent to sidewalks, on-street facilities and 
pathways.  Currently, Caltrans and NDOT use sidewalks and 
paths adjacent to roadways as temporary snow storage 
areas, resulting in degradation and limited access.   

 
 

Tahoe City Sidewalk 
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Design Summary Design Example 

In the Lake Tahoe Region, some Community Plans or local 
jurisdictions provide design guidelines for sidewalk materials. 
For example, the City of South Lake Tahoe City-Wide Design 
Standards state that sidewalks shall be constructed of asphalt 
(or concrete subject to City approval).  The El Dorado County 
Transit Authority states that sidewalks should be constructed 
of an impervious material, such as concrete and that surfaces 
should be non-slip, stable, firm, and well-drained.  Other 
jurisdictions do not recommend or require a specific material 
type.   

Asphalt 
• Maintenance life: 40 years plus (with no tree root 

damage) 
• Cost: $2.89/sq ft 
• 20 Year Cost

3
: $1.44/sq ft 

Concrete 
• Maintenance life: 75 years plus (with no tree root 

damage) (not sure is this is the maintenance life is in 
areas with heavy snowfall) 

• Cost: $3.37/sq ft 
• 20 Year Cost: $0.90/sq ft 

 

 
Asphalt Surfacing (non local) 

 

 
Design Summary (continued) Design Example (continued) 

Concrete Pavers 
• Acceptable material for use where aesthetic treatment 

is desired.  May be best suited for the Furnishings 
Zone as streetscape accent where pedestrian through 
travel is not expected.  Not recommended for use on 
sidewalk through-zone. 

• Maintenance life: 20 years plus 
• Cost: $5.77/sq ft 
• 20 Year Cost: $5.77/sq ft 

Guidance 

• AASHTO Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation 
or Pedestrian Facilities, Section 3.2.10 

Cost 

• Asphalt: $2.89/sq ft 
• Concrete: $3.37/sq ft 
• Concrete pavers: $5.77/sq ft 

 
Concrete Surfacing (non local) 

 

 

                                                 
3 The 20-year cost normalizes the cost by the useful product life.  
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6.3 Furnishings 

Discussion Recommended Design 

The furnishings zone is the area between the curb zone and 
the through passage zone, where pedestrians pass.  The 
furnishings zone creates an important buffer between 
pedestrians and vehicle travel lanes by providing horizontal 
separation, and can also be used for snow storage in the 
winter time.   

Design Summary 

 

Design Example  

Width 
A minimum width of 24 inches (48 inches if planting trees) is 
recommended (FHWA).  On sidewalks of ten feet or greater, 
the furnishings zone width should be a minimum of four feet.  
A wider zone should be provided in areas with large planters 
and/or seating areas.  The TRPA recommends a minimum 6 
foot wide landscaped buffer on arterials and major collectors. 

Transit Stop/Shelter Placement 
BlueGO and Tahoe Area Regional Transit (TART) on the 
North Shore both have guidelines for transit shelter design 
and placement, which can be obtained by contacting these 
agencies. 

Street Trees and Plantings 
Wherever the sidewalk is wide enough, the furnishings zone 
should include street trees.  In order to maintain line of sight 
to stop signs or other traffic control devices at intersections, 
when planning for new trees, care should be taken not to 
plant street trees within 25 feet of corners of any intersection.  

Street Furniture and Amenities  
Street furniture should be placed in the furnishings zone to 
maintain through passage zones for pedestrians and to 
provide a buffer between the sidewalk and the street. 

Guidance 

• FHWA Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access Part II 
of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Chapter 4 

• AASHTO, Guide for Planning, Design and Operation of 
Pedestrian Facilities, Section 3.2.5 

• ADAAG 10.2.1 

• El Dorado County Transit Authority Transit Design Manual 

 

 
Design Summary (continued) Cost 

Bicycle Parking 
See Section 9. 

• Bus Shelter: $5,340 - $10,800 each 
• Bus concrete pad: $1,200 to $6,940 each 
• Trees: $50 - $880 each 
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6.4 Curb Ramps 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Curb ramps are necessary for people who use wheelchairs to 
access sidewalks and crosswalks.  ADA requires the 
installation of curb ramps in new sidewalks, as well as 
retrofitting existing sidewalks.  Curb ramps may be placed at 
each end of the crosswalk (perpendicular curb ramps), or 
between crosswalks (diagonal curb ramps).   

Design Summary  

Orientation and Alignment 
Perpendicular curb ramps should be used at large 
intersections.  Curb ramps should be aligned with crosswalks, 
unless they are installed in a retrofitting effort and are located 
in an area with low vehicular traffic.   

Drainage 
Adequate drainage should be provided to prevent flooding of 
curb ramps. 

Detectable Warnings 
Detectable warnings, consisting of raised truncated domes 
that visually contrast with the surrounding materials, must be 
used to assist sight-impaired pedestrians in locating the curb 
ramp.  Certain exemptions apply (see ADAAG Section 4.29 
and the ADA Access Board Guidelines on Accessible Public 
Rights of Way). 

 

Guidance 

• AASHTO Guide for Planning, Design and Operation of 
Pedestrian Facilities, Section 3.3.5 

• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 
• ADAAG, Section 4.7 Curb Ramps, and Section 4.29.2 

Cost 

• Curb Ramps, Retrofit (diagonal, per corner): $800 - 
$5,340 each 

• Curb Ramps, Retrofit (perpendicular, per corner): $5,340 - 
$10,000 each 

 
 

 
 

 
Crosswalk Striping when using Diagonal Curb Ramps 
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CHAPTER 7   -    Pedestrian Intersection Design 
Intersections designed for pedestrian activity are a critical element of the pedestrian network.  Both 
California and Nevada law define “crosswalks” as the virtual extension of a sidewalk across an 
intersection.  Crosswalks may be striped—a marked crosswalk—or they may be unstriped—an 
unmarked crosswalk.   Pedestrians are legally allowed to cross at a crosswalk, whether it is unmarked 
or marked, as long as there are no signs prohibiting crossing.4 

A well designed intersection with pedestrian elements can reduce potential conflicts between the many 
users of the intersection.  There are several methods used to enhance pedestrian crossings.  This 
chapter provides intersection design guidelines built upon TRPA existing practices, local and national 
best practices, and state and federal regulations.  All designs should conform to the Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) or the CA MUTCD, as appropriate. 

Recommended pedestrian intersection designs outlined on the following pages include: 

1. Crosswalk design 

2. Crosswalk placement 

3. Mid-block and uncontrolled crossings 

4. Pedestrian Refuge Islands 

5. Signage 

6. Signalized pedestrian crossings 

Beacons may also be appropriate for certain intersections or mid-block crossings (see Section 3.2.4). 

 

                                                 
4 See Nevada Revised Statute Section 484.043 and California Vehicle Code Division 1 Section 275. 
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7.1 Pedestrian Crosswalk Design 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Crosswalks should be used: 
• At signalized intersections, all crosswalks should be 

marked.  
• At unsignalized intersections, crosswalks should be 

marked when they  
o help orient pedestrians, or 
o help position pedestrians where they can best be 

seen by oncoming traffic.  
• At mid-block locations, crosswalks are marked where  

o there is a demand for crossing, and  
o there are no nearby marked crosswalks (See 

Section 7.3) 
In certain circumstances, it may be desirable to prohibit 
pedestrian crossings across one or more legs of a signalized 
intersection. Prohibiting pedestrian crossings may be 
justifiable for safety if there are large volumes (typically multi-
lane) of conflicting vehicle right or left turns. Such treatments 
should only be implemented if absolutely necessary, as 
pedestrian out-of-direction travel can be time consuming and 
perhaps discourage walking. 
See Section 7.2 for discussion on mid-block crosswalks. 

Design Summary  

Ladder or piano key crosswalk markings are recommended 
for most crosswalks in the Tahoe region, including school 
crossings, across arterial streets for pedestrian-only signals, 
at mid- block crosswalks, and where the crosswalk crosses a 
street not controlled by signals or stop signs.  
• A piano key pavement marking consists of two foot  wide 

bars spaced 2 ft apart.  
• A ladder pavement marking consists of two foot wide 

bars spaced 2 feet apart. 
• Transverse lines consist of one foot wide bars spaces 

not less than 6 ft apart.   

 
Crosswalk Types 

 
 

 
 

 

Design Example Guidance 

• MUTCD, Section 3B.18 
• CA MUTCD 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Pedestrian 

Facilities (p. 80-83) 

Cost 

 

• Crosswalk, Thermoplastic: $6 per sf 
• Crosswalk, Transverse: $320-$550 each 
• Crosswalk, Permeable Pavement (brick, includes demo of 

existing): $14 per sf 
• Crosswalk, Scored Concrete (includes demolition of 

existing): $9-$14 each 
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7.2 Mid Block Crosswalks 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

See Section 3.2.2 for discussion on mid-block crosswalks. 

Design Summary  

See Section 3.2.2 for additional information. 

Guidance 

• See Section 3.2.2. 

Cost 

• Crosswalk5, Transverse (parallel) Lines: $320 - $550 each 
• Crosswalk, Thermoplastic: $6 per square foot 
• Stop Limit Bars / Yield Teeth: $210-$530 each set 

 
See Section 3.2.2 for recommendations. 

 

 

                                                 
5 Crosswalk types are discussed in Section 7.1. 
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7. 3 Pedestrian Refuge Islands  

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Pedestrian refuge islands reduce pedestrian exposure to 
motor vehicles, allow pedestrians to consider traffic coming 
from one direction at a time and provide a place for slower 
pedestrians to rest or wait.  Pedestrian refuge islands can be 
installed at intersections or at mid block locations.   
 

Design Summary  

Pedestrian refuge islands should be considered at all 
crossings of multi-lane roadways.  Depending on the signal 
timing, median islands should be considered when the 
crossing distance exceeds 60 feet, but can be used at 
intersections with shorter crossing distances where a need 
has been recognized. 
• See the ADA Access Board Guidelines on Accessible 

Public Rights of Way for more information on median 
islands.    

 
 

The median “noses” shown are not required by 
MUTCD.  

Design Example Guidance 

• ADA Access Board Draft Guidelines on Accessible Public 
Rights of Way  

• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Pedestrian 
Facilities (p. 75) 

• AASHTO Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation 
of Pedestrian Facilities (p.75) 

Cost 

 
Median “nose” (non-local) 

• Median, Pedestrian Refuge Island: $8,500-$33,000 each 
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7.4 Guidelines for Signage  

Design Summary  Recommended Design 

The In-Street Pedestrian Crossing (R1-6) sign should be 
used to remind users of laws regarding the right of way at an 
unsignalized pedestrian crossing (CA and NV).  These 
paddles are installed at the center stripe of the roadway on 
the leading edge of the crosswalk.  Approaching motorists 
are warned to yield to crossing pedestrians. 

Design Example 

 
• Crosswalk paddle (non-local) 

 

 

 

 

        
 
 

 

 
 
Guidance Cost 

• MUTCD, Chapters 2, 7 and 9   
• CA MUTCD, Chapters 2, 7 and 9 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Pedestrian 

Facilities (p. 110) 

• Signs, High-Visibility: $430 each 
• Signs, In-Pavement Yield Paddles: $220 each 
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CHAPTER 8   -    Design of Interpretive and 
Wayfinding Signage 

8.1 Interpretive Signage 

Discussion  Design Example  

Interpretive signs enhance the trail or bikeway experience by 
providing information about the history and culture of the 
area.  Signs may discuss local ecology, people, 
environmental issues, and other educational information.  
Educational information may be placed at scenic view areas 
or in relation to specific elements being interpreted.  They 
may take on many forms including textual messages, 
plaques, markers, panels, and demonstrations. 

Design Summary 

Because interpretive signs need to relate directly to the 
needs of a site, no specific guidelines have been established 
for their format.  However, interpretive signs should be 
concise and should be an integral part of an overall area sign 
plan. 

 

Cost 

• Signs, Path Wayfinding / Information: $550 - $2,000 each 
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8.2 Wayfinding Signage - General 

Discussion  Recommended Design 

Wayfinding signage acts as a “map on the street” for cyclists, 
pedestrians, and path users.   Signage and wayfinding is an 
important component for path users. Visitors who feel 
comfortable and empowered will keep coming back to an 
area, and an effective wayfinding system is key to creating 
that comfort level. Wayfinding also plays an important role in 
path use safety, connecting users with emergency services. 

Wayfinding signs are typically placed at key locations leading 
to and along bicycle facilities, including where multiple routes 
intersect and at key bicyclist “decision points.”  Wayfinding 
signs displaying destinations, distances and “riding time” can 
dispel common misperceptions about time and distance while 
increasing users’ comfort and accessibility to the priority 
street network.  Wayfinding signs also visually cue motorists 
that they are driving along a bicycle route and should 
correspondingly use caution.  Note that too many road signs 
tend to clutter the right-of-way, and it is recommended that 
these signs be posted at a level most visible to bicyclists and 
pedestrians, rather than per vehicle signage standards.  

Design Summary 

• If used, Bicycle Route Guide (D11-1) signs should be 
provided at decision points along designated bicycle 
routes, including signs to inform bicyclists of bicycle route 
direction changes.  Bicycle Route Guide signs should be 
repeated at regular intervals so that bicyclists entering 
from side streets will have an opportunity to know that 
they are on a bicycle route.  
o Similar guide signing should be used for shared 

roadways with intermediate signs placed for bicyclist 
guidance.   

o Signage should be focused along major routes near 
key destinations.   

o Signage should be oriented toward both commuter 
and recreational cyclists.   

• Destination signage should be easy to read. Signage 
should be installed on existing Bike Route or Bike Lane 
signs where possible to avoid sign clutter.    

                              

 

 

 
 
 

   
 

D11-1 Sign 
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Design Example  Guidance 

• Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000) 
• MUTCD, Section 9B.20 
• CA MUTCD 
• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

Cost 

 
City of Berkeley, CA Wayfinding Sign 

 

• Sign, regulatory: $150 - $250 per sign 
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8.3 Wayfinding Signage – Local Guidelines 

Discussion  Design Example – South Shore 

Three documents guide wayfinding signage design in the 
Tahoe Area: 
• North Lake Tahoe Pilot Program.   
• North Lake Tahoe Community Wayfinding Signage 

Standards.  This document contains information about 
applying for permits for signs 

• Wayfinding in South Lake Tahoe Status Report #3 
(August 2008). 

The TCPUD is designing slightly different signs based on 
those approved by the NLTRA. Final sign design is not 
available at the time of this publication.  The TCPUD signage 
shown below is in draft form and included here for reference.  

Design Summary  

Signage shall conform to the National MUTCD when in 
Nevada and CA MUTCD in California. 

Mileage should be listed to the right side of each destination.  

Guidance 

• North Lake Tahoe Pilot Program.   
• North Lake Tahoe Community Wayfinding Signage 

Standards.   
• Wayfinding in South Lake Tahoe Status Report #3 

(August 2008). 

 
Wayfinding in South Lake Tahoe 

Test Sign 

Design Example – North Shore 

North Lake Tahoe Pilot Program Signage Standards for Pedestrian Signs 
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CHAPTER 9   -    Facilities Provided with New and 
Existing Development 
This chapter provides design guidelines for facilities provided by new and existing development 
including bicycle parking, lockers, showers, and sidewalks.  These facilities enhance the bicycle and 
pedestrian environment and are important aspects of a complete network. 

End of trip bicycle facilities including bicycle parking, lockers and showers are a key element of a 
bicycle network.  Every bicycle trip not only includes travel between destinations, it includes parking at 
the origin and destination.  Shower and locker facilities at large commercial developments encourage 
bicycling by providing storage space for clothing and an opportunity to freshen up before work.  
Employees who exercise on their lunch break can also benefit from shower and locker facilities. 

Sidewalk provision policies as a condition of development are also key to ensure a complete pedestrian 
network.  Dedicated pedestrian facilities can make the Tahoe region’s streets more vibrant and active 
and thereby encourage people to walk by providing an experience that is safe, comfortable and 
attractive.   

Recommendations in this chapter are based on national best practices, Association of Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Professionals Draft Bike Parking Guide (2009), and TRPA policies. 
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9.1 Recommended Rates of Bicycle Parking  

Design Summary 

• All bicycle parking facilities should be dedicated for the exclusive use of bicycles.   
• Short-term bicycle parking serves users who will park for less than two hours, typically for shopping and recreation.  This 

type of parking should be convenient.  Short-term parking is typically provided with bicycle racks (see table below). 
• Long-term bicycle parking should serve users who park their bicycles for a period longer than two hours. This type of 

parking should provide a high level of security.  Long-term parking is typically provided with bicycle lockers and bicycle 
cages (see table below). 

• The rates below are minimums.  Actual use of areas may indicate additional parking capacity is needed.  Both short-term 
and long-term parking should be required.  

 

Land Use or Location Physical Location Short-Term Bicycle 
Parking Capacity 

Long-Term Bicycle Parking 
Capacity 

Multi-Family Residential (with 
private garage for each unit) 

Near building entrance with 
good visibility 

0.05 spaces for each 
bedroom (2 spaces minimum 

for whole complex) 

0 

Multi-Family Residential 
(without private garage for 
each unit) 

Near building entrance with 
good visibility 

0.05 spaces for each 
bedroom (2 spaces 

minimum) 

0.15 spaces for each 
bedroom (2 spaces 

minimum) 

Park Adjacent to restrooms, picnic 
areas, fields and other 
attractions 

8 spaces 0 

Schools Near office entrance with 
good visibility 

8 spaces 2 spaces per 2 classrooms 

Public Facilities (city hall, 
libraries, community centers) 

Near main entrance with 
good visibility 

8 spaces 0 

Commercial, retail and 
industrial developments over 
10,000 gross square feet 

Near main entrance with 
good visibility 

8 spaces per 10,000 square 
feet 

2 locker spaces per 10,000 
square feet 

Shopping Centers over 
10,000 gross square feet 

Near main entrance with 
good visibility 

8 spaces per 10,000 square 
feet 

2 locker spaces per 10,000 
square feet 

Commercial Districts Near main entrance with 
good visibility 

4 spaces every 200 feet 0 

Transit Stations Near platform or security 
guard 

8 spaces 2 locker spaces for every 30 
parking spaces 

Discussion Recommended Design 

Bicycle Parking Manufactures: 
• Palmer: www.bikeparking.com 
• Dero: www.dero.com 
• Creative Pipe: www.creativepipe.com 
• Cycle Safe: www.cyclesafe.com 

 

See Sections 9.2 and 9.3. 
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Guidance Design Example 

• TRPA Driveway and Parking Standards  (Code of 
Ordinances, Chapter 24) 

• TRPA Employer Based Trip Reduction Program (Code of 
Ordinances, Chapter 97) 

• Association of Bicycle and Pedestrian Professionals Draft 
Bicycle Parking Guidelines 

 

Cost 

• Bicycle racks: $150-$200 each 
• Bicycle lockers: $1,350-$2,000 each 

 
Short-Term and Long-Term Bicycle Parking at the North 

Hollywood Orange Line transit station. 
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9.2 Bicycle Rack Design 

Design Summary Recommended Design 

• Bicycle racks should be a design that is intuitive and easy 
to use. 

• A standard inverted-U style rack is recommended for Lake 
Tahoe. 

• Bicycle racks should be securely anchored to a surface or 
structure. 

• The rack element (part of the rack that supports the 
bicycle) should keep the bicycle upright by supporting the 
frame in two places without the bicycle frame touching the 
rack. The rack should allow one or both wheels to be 
secured.   

• Avoid use of multiple-capacity “wave” style racks.  Users 
commonly misunderstand how to correctly park at wave 
racks, placing their bikes parallel to the rack and limiting 
capacity to 1 or 2 bikes. 

• Position racks so there is enough room between parked 
bicycles. Racks should be situated on 36” minimum 
centers. 

• A five-foot aisle for bicycle maneuvering should be 
provided and maintained beside or between each row of 
bicycle racks. 

• Empty racks should not pose a tripping hazard for visually 
impaired pedestrians. Position racks out of the walkway’s 
clear zone. 

• For sidewalks with heavy pedestrian traffic, at least seven 
feet of unobstructed right-of-way is required.      

• Racks should be located close to a main building 
entrance, in a lighted, high-visibility area protected from 
the elements.   

Discussion 

Bicycle Parking Manufactures: 
• Palmer: www.bikeparking.com 
• Dero: www.dero.com 
• Creative Pipe: www.creativepipe.com 
• Cycle Safe: www.cyclesafe.com 

Inverted-U Bicycle Rack 
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Recommended Design (continued) 

 

Design Example Guidance 

• Association of Bicycle and Pedestrian Professionals Draft 
Bicycle Parking Guidelines 

• City of Oakland, CA Bicycle Parking Standards 

Cost 

 
Short-term bicycle parking showing recommended 

clearances 

• Bicycle racks: $150-$200 each 
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9. 3 Bicycle Locker Design 

Design Summary Recommended Design 

• Bicycle lockers should be a design that is intuitive and easy 
to use. 

• Bicycle lockers should be securely anchored to a surface or 
structure. 

• Bicycle lockers should be constructed to provide protection 
from theft, vandalism and weather. 

• A five-foot aisle for bicycle maneuvering should be 
provided and maintained beside or between each row of 
bicycle lockers. 

• Lockers should be located close to a main building 
entrance, in a lighted, high-visibility area protected from the 
elements.  Long-term parking should always be protected 
from the weather. 

Discussion 

Bicycle Parking Manufactures: 
• Palmer: www.bikeparking.com 
• Dero: www.dero.com 
• Creative Pipe: www.creativepipe.com 
• Cycle Safe: www.cyclesafe.com 

Design Example 

Guidance 

• Association of Bicycle and Pedestrian Professionals Draft 
Bicycle Parking Guidelines 

• City of Oakland, CA Bicycle Parking Standards 

Cost 

• Bicycle lockers: $1,350-$2,000 each 
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9.4 Showers and Lockers 

Design Summary Design Example  

• Two shower facilities (one per gender) should be provided 
by employers of 100-200 persons. 

• 20 lockers (10 per gender) should be provided by 
employers of 100-200 persons. 

• Four shower facilities (two per gender) should be provided 
by employers of more than 200 persons. An additional four 
showers (two per gender) should be provided for every 
additional 500 employees over the initial 200 employees. 

• 40 lockers (20 per gender) should be provided by 
employers of more than 200 persons.  An additional 20 
lockers (10 per gender) should be provided for every 
additional 500 employees over the initial 200 employees. 

Discussion 

Shower and locker facilities at large commercial 
developments encourage bicycling by providing storage 
space for clothing and an opportunity to freshen up before 
work.  Employees who exercise on their lunch break can also 
benefit from shower and locker facilities. 

Guidance 

• Association of Bicycle and Pedestrian Professionals Draft 
Bicycle Parking Guidelines 

• City of Oakland, CA Bicycle Parking Standards 

Cost 

• Costs vary.  
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CHAPTER 10   - Maintenance Standards 
Like all roadways, bicycle and pedestrian facilities require regular maintenance. This includes 
sweeping, re-striping, maintaining a smooth roadway, ensuring that the gutter-to-pavement transition 
remains relatively flat, and installing bicycle-friendly drainage grates. Shared use paths also require 
regular plant trimming.  The following recommendations are provided as a maintenance guideline for 
the Tahoe region to consider as it augments and enhances its maintenance capabilities.  
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10.1 Shared Use Path Maintenance Standards  

Recommended Standards Summary 

 

Maintenance Activity Frequency 
Surface gap repair As needed (see additional guidance below) 
Inspections Monthly 
Pavement sweeping/blowing As needed, weekly in Fall 
Snow removal As needed, or as feasible 
Pavement markings replacement 1 – 3 years 
Signage replacement 1 – 3 years 

Shoulder plant trimming (weeds, trees, brambles) Twice a year; middle of growing season and 
early Fall 

Tree and shrub plantings, trimming 1 – 3 years 
Major damage response (washouts, fallen trees, 
flooding) As soon as possible 

 
SURFACE GAP REPAIR 
Path Surface 
• The surface of the pedestrian access route shall be firm, stable and slip resistant (Draft Guidelines for Public Rights of Way, 

Section R301.5). 
Vertical Changes in Level 
• Changes in level up to ¼ inch may be vertical and without edge treatment. Changes in level between ¼ inch and ½ inch 

shall be beveled with a slope no greater than 1:2. Changes in level greater than ½ inch shall be accomplished by means of 
a ramp that complies with ADAAG Section 4.7 or 4.8 (ADAAG Section 4.5.2). 

• Surface discontinuities shall not exceed ½ inch maximum. Vertical discontinuities between ¼ inch and ½ inch maximum 
shall be beveled at 1:2 minimum. The bevel shall be applied across the entire level change (Draft Guidelines for Public 
Rights of Way, Section R301.5.2). 

Gaps and Elongated Openings 
• If gratings are located in walking surfaces, then they shall have spaces no greater than ½ inch wide in one direction. If 

gratings have elongated openings, then they shall be placed so that the long dimension is perpendicular to the dominant 
direction of travel (ADAAG Section 4.5.4). 

• Walkway Joints and Gratings. Openings shall not permit passage of a sphere more than ½ inch in diameter. Elongated 
openings shall be placed so that the long dimension is perpendicular to the dominant direction of travel (Draft Guidelines for 
Public Rights of Way, Section R301.7.1). 
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Discussion Maintenance Challenges 

Basic Maintenance 
• Path pavement should be repaired as need to avoid safety 

issues and to ensure ADA compliance. 
• Paths should be swept regularly. 
• Shoulder vegetation should be cleared and trimmed 

regularly.  

Long-Term Maintenance 
• Paths should be slurry sealed, at minimum, 10 years after 

construction. 
• Paths should receive an overlay, at minimum, 15 years 

after construction. 

Agencies or districts with dedicated funding for maintenance 
generally provide more maintenance activities.  

Guidance 

• Most agencies pay for sidewalk and path maintenance out 
of their maintenance and operations budget.  This funding 
is generally enough to provide seasonal maintenance, but 
is not enough to fund long-term preventative maintenance, 
such as overlays. 

• Grant funding is not generally available for maintenance 
activities. 

• Path use may not be high enough in winter to warrant 
clearing snow. 

• If snow is removed from paths, snow must be removed far 
enough back from the pavement so that it does not melt, 
refreeze and create black ice.  Sand is not permitted on 
many paths because they are adjacent to the lake and 
sanding increases costs. 

• Small plows, which have been purchased by some Lake 
Tahoe agencies, are not strong enough to clear heavy 
snows or densely packed snows. 

Design Example 

• ADAAG 
• Draft Guidelines for Public Rights of Way (2005) 

Cost 

• $1,000-14,000 per mile per year 
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10.2 On-Street Facility Maintenance Standards 

Recommended Standards Summary 

 

Maintenance Activity Frequency 
Inspections Seasonal – at beginning and end of Summer 
Pavement sweeping/blowing As needed, weekly in Fall 
Snow removal As needed, or as feasible 
Pavement sealing, potholes 5 - 15 years 
Culvert and drainage grate inspection Before Winter and after major storms 
Pavement markings replacement (including 
crosswalks) 1 – 3 years 

Signage replacement 1 – 3 years 

Shoulder plant trimming (weeds, trees, brambles) Twice a year; middle of growing season and 
early Fall 

Tree and shrub plantings, trimming 1 – 3 years 
Major damage response (washouts, fallen trees, 
flooding) As soon as possible 

 
NOTE:  Caltrans recommends tolerance of surface discontinuities no more than ½ inch wide when parallel to the direction of 
travel on bike lanes (Class II) and bike routes (Class III).    

Discussion 

Basic Maintenance  
Bicyclists often avoid shoulders and bike lanes filled with 
sanding materials, gravel, broken glass and other debris; they 
will ride in the roadway to avoid these hazards, causing 
conflicts with motorists. A regularly scheduled inspection and 
maintenance program helps ensure that roadway debris is 
regularly picked up or swept. Roadways should also be swept 
after automobile collisions. 
Long-Term Maintenance 
Roadway surface is a critical issue for bicyclists’ quality. 
Bicycles are much more sensitive to subtle changes in 
roadway surface than are motor vehicles.  Examine 
pavement quality and transitions during every roadway 
project for new construction, maintenance activities, and 
construction project activities that occur in streets. 

Cost 

• $2,000 per mile per year 

 
Street Sweeper 
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A 
AASHTO 

A Policy on Geometric Designs of Highways, 4 
Guidelines for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 4 
Guidelines for the Planning, Design, and Operations of 

Pedestrian Facilities, 4 
ADA Accessibility Guidelines for Buildings and Facilities, 4 
ADAAG. See ADA Accessibility Guidelines 

B 
Beacons 

HAWK/Pedestrian Hybrid, 27 
Rectangular-Shaped Rapid Flash LED, 27 

Bicycle Access during Construction Activities, 42 
Bicycle Parking 

Bike Locker Design, 71 
Bike Rack Design, 69 
Recommended Provision Requirements, 67 

Bike Lane 
Adjacent to Curb, 32 
adjacent to On-Street Parking, 33 
adjacent to Right Turn Only Lane, 48 
at roundabouts, 29 
Colored Bike Lane, 48 
Cost, 6 
Design, 31–33 
Maintenance, 76 
on Downgrades, 39 
Section View, 6 
Width, 5 

Bike Lane with No On-Street Parking, 32 
bike route 

Shared Lane Markings, 37 
Bike Route, 34–40 

Cost, 6 
Design, 34 
Maintenance, 76 
on Low-Volume Street, 35 
Rumble Strips, 36 
Section View, 6 
Shoulder Route, 36 
Signage, 40 
Width, 5 

Bikes May Use Full Lane. See Signage 
Boardwalks, 10 
Bollard 

cost, 15 
Bollards, 15 
Burms, 12 

C 
Caltrans Bikeway Classifications, 5–6 
Caltrans Design Information Bulletins, 3 
Caltrans Highway Design Manual, 3 
Caltrans Policies and Directives, 3 
Caltrans Standard Plans, 4 
Class I Bike Facility, 5 
Class II Bike Facility, 5 
Class III Bike Facility, 5 
Coverage Requirements, 19 

Crossing 
Beacons, 27 
Cost, 23 
Path at Intersection, 21 
Pathway, 20–30 
Roundabouts, 29 
Selecting Treatments, 25 
Signage, 26 
Signalized Mid-Block, 28 
Toucan, 28 
Uncontrolled Mid-Block, 24–25 
Warrants, 27 

Crosswalks 
Mid-Block, 58 
Prohibiting Crossing, 56 
State Law Definitions, 55 
Types, 56 

Curb Ramps, 54 

D 
Design Standards, 3 
Door Zone Width, 37 
Drainage Grates, 41 

H 
High-Intensity Actuated Crosswalk. See Beacons, HAWK 

I 
Intersections 

Bicycle Detection, 44–47 
Bicycle Pockets, 48 
Bicycle Push Buttons, 47 
Crosswalks, 55–58 
Curb Ramps, 54 
Design for Bicyclists, 43–49 
Pedestrian Refuge Islands, 59 

L 
Lake Tahoe Scenic Bike Loop, 38 
Lighting, 14 
Limit Line Detection Zone, 44 
Loop Detectors, 44–46 

Pavement Markings, 46 

M 
Maintenance 

On-Street Bicycle Facilities, 76 
Shared Use Path, 74 
Standards, 72–77 

Manholes, 41 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

California, 2006, 3 
National, 2009, 3 

Markings 
Obstructions in Bikeway, 41 

MUTCD. See Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
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O 
Obstructions, in Bikeway, 41 

P 
Pavement Markings at Crossings, 26 
Pedestrian Facilities 

Intersection Design, 55 
Linear Facilities, 50–53 

Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon. See Beacons 
Pedestrian Refuge Islands, 59 

R 
Rectangular-Shaped Rapid Flash LED Beacons. See Beacons 
Revised Draft Guidelines for Accessible Public Rights-of-

Way, 4 
Roundabouts, 29 
Rumble Strips, Bicycle Friendly, 36 

S 
Share the Road Signs. See Signage 
Shared Lane Markings, 37 
Shared Use Path, 7–30 

Cost, 6 
Crossings, 20–30 
Design, 7–9 
Maintenance, 74 
Section View, 6 
Separation From Highway, 9 
Sidepaths, 7 
Signage, 17 
Stop versus Yield, 26 
Surfacing, 8 
Width, 5, 9 
Yield Policies, 17 

Sharrows. See Shared Lane Markings 
Shoulder 

Width on Downgrades, 39 
Showers and Lockers, 72 
Sidewalks 

Asphalt, 52 
Concrete, 52 
Curb Ramps, 54 
Furnishings, 53 
Pavers, 52 
Width, 50 

Signage 
Bicycles May Use Full Lane, 40 
Cost, 17 
Interpretive, 61 
Pedestrian & Bicycle Detour, 42 
Pedestrian Signs, 60 
Share the Road, 40 
Shared Use Path, 17 
Wayfinding, 62 
Wayfinding, Local Examples, 64 

Signal 
at Mid-Block Crosswalk, 28 

SR-89 Cascade to Rubicon Bay Bikeway Study, 39 
Street Furniture, 53 
Street Trees, 53 

T 
Trails, Native Surface, 18 
Transit Stop, 53 

U 
Uncontrolled Mid-Block Crossing, 24–25 

W 
Wayfinding 

General Guidelines, 62 
Local Examples, 64 
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East Shore: Bicycle and Pedestrian Collisions, 2004 - 2008Kingsbury

Grade

Lake Tahoe Blvd

Kahle Dr4th Rd

An
dr

ia 
Dr

Sewer Plant Rd

£¤50

¬«207

La
ke

   
   

 T
ah

oe

Glenbrook

Cave Rock

Zephyr Cove

£¤50

Kingsbury Grade

El
ks

 P
oi

nt 
Rd

Lake Tahoe B
lvd

An
dr

ia
 D

r

I 0 10.5
Miles

TRPA/TMPO Jurisdiction

Pedestrian Injuries
1

Existing Bikeways
Shared-Use Paths

North 
Shore

Emerald 
Bay

West 
Shore

Meyers

South 
Shore

East
Shore Sawmill Rd

D S
t

N Upper Truckee Rd

Elo
ise

 Ave

Tah
oe

 Isl
an

d D
r

15th St

12th St 10th St

Tahoe Keys Blvd

La
ke

vie
w

 Av
e

El D
orad

o Ave

Bellevue Ave

Ve
nic

e D
r

13th St

Helen Ave

Al Ta
hoe Blvd

Johnson Blvd

Willia
m Ave

Sierra Blvd Barbara Ave

Tam
ara

ck 
Av

e

Blackwood Rd
Ski Run Blvd

Keller Rd

  N
ee

dle
     

     
Pe

ak
 Rd

Pioneer Trail

Po
pe

 B
ea

ch
 Rd

Fallen Leaf Rd

3rd St

California Ave

Berth
a Ave

Lake Ta
hoe Blvd

Ka
hle

 Dr
4th

 Rd

Andria Dr

Se
we

r P
lan

t R
d

Lake Pkwy

Glen
woo

d W
ay

Gardner St

·|}þ 89

Ne
va

da
Ca

lif
or

ni
a

D
ou

gl
as

 C
ou

nt
y

Fa
lle

n 

Le
af

 

La
ke

See inset fo
r in

tersection details

So
ut

h
La

ke
Ta

ho
e

La
ke

   
   

Ta
ho

e

Ne
va

da
Ca

lif
or

ni
a

El
 D

or
ad

o 
Cou

nt
y

Dou
gla

s C
ou

nt
y

£ ¤5
0

In
se

t 
A

In
se

t 
B

In
se

t 
C

£ ¤5
0

Ju
lie

 Ln

King
sb

ur
y 

G
ra

de

La
ke

 Ta

hoe
 B

lvd

M
ey

er
s

Y 
A

re
a

Ta
ho

e
Pa

ra
di

se

Ap
al

ac
he

e

Ta
ho

e
M

ou
nt

ai
n

M
on

tg
om

er
y

Es
ta

te
s

Bl
ac

k 
Ba

rt

G
ol

de
n

Be
ar

Ta
ho

e
M

ea
do

w
s

Ta
ho

e 
Ke

ys
Bi

jo
u

Sk
i

Ru
n-

N
or

th

Si
er

ra
Tr

ac
t

M
ee

ks
-R

ub
ic

on
 B

ay

Al
 T

ah
oe

Ta
ho

e 
Re

gi
on

al
 P

la
nn

in
g 

Ag
en

cy
TR

PA
 B

ic
yc

le
 a

nd
 P

ed
es

tr
ia

n 
Pl

an
So

ur
ce

: D
at

a 
ob

ta
in

ed
 fr

om
 T

R
PA

 a
nd

 S
W

IT
R

S
Au

th
or

: T
on

y 
S

al
om

on
e

D
at

e:
 1

/1
4/

10

I
0

1
0.

5
M

ile
s

La
ke

 T
ah

oe
 B

lv
d

Emerald Bay Rd

La
ke

 Ta
ho

e R
d

Pioneer     T
rail

Fe
rn

 R
dPa

rk
 A

ve

M
os

s 
Rd

§̈¦50
La

ke
 T

ah
oe

 R
d

Pioneer Trail

Fe
rn

 R
dP
ar

k 
Av

e

La
ke

 T
ah

oe
 B

lv
d

Ski Run Blvd

Fairway Ave

Johnson Ln

Pioneer Trl

Harrison Ave

La
ke

vi
ew

 A
ve

Fremont Ave

Glenwood Way Herbert Ave

Bowers Ave

La
rc

h 
Av

e

Bi
rc

h 
Av

e

Sonora AvePa
ra

di
se

 A
ve

In
se

t 
C:

Ta
ho

e 
M

ea
do

w
s 

A
re

a

In
se

t 
A

:
Em

er
al

d 
Ba

y 
Rd

&
 L

ak
e 

Ta
ho

e 
Bl

vdN
or

th
Sh

or
e

Em
er

al
d

Ba
y

W
es

t
Sh

or
e

M
ey

er
s

So
ut

h
Sh

or
e

Ea
st

Sh
or

e

In
se

t 
B:

La
ke

 T
ah

oe
 B

lv
d

&
 P

io
ne

er
 T

ra
il

I
II

R
ec

re
at

io
n 

A
re

as

C
ity

 o
f S

ou
th

 L
ak

e 
Ta

ho
e

TR
PA

/T
M

P
O

 J
ur

is
di

ct
io

n

S
ta

te
 L

in
e

So
ut

h 
Sh

or
e:

 B
ic

yc
le

 a
nd

 P
ed

es
tr

ia
n 

Co
lli

si
on

s,
 2

00
4 

- 
20

08

Pe
de

st
ria

n 
In

ju
rie

s
1 2 

- 3

4 
- 5

B
ic

yc
le

 In
ju

rie
s

1 2 
- 3

4

Ex
is

tin
g 

Fa
ci

lit
ie

s
Sh

ar
ed

-U
se

 P
at

hs

Bi
ke

 L
an

es

Bi
ke

 R
ou

te
s

Si
de

w
al

ks

Figure 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Collisions, 2004-2008, East Shore
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West Shore: Bicycle and Pedestrian Collisions, 2004 - 2008
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Classication Location Segment Name From To Distance in Miles Legend

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE AL TAHOE BLVD COLLEGE AVE PIONEER TRAIL 1.12 Class I/Shared Use Path

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY PLAYFIELDS AL TAHOE BLVD LAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 0.33 Class II/Bike Lane

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE EL DORADO BEACH FREMONT AVE LAKEVIEW AVE 0.43 Class III/Bike Route

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY COLLEGE (WEST) AL TAHOE BLVD LAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 0.33 Pedestrian Facilities

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY COLLEGE (EAST) AL TAHOE BLVD LAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 0.50

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY COLLEGE SOUTH TAHOE PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT LAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 0.15

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LINEAR PARK SKI RUN BLVD PIONEER TRAIL 0.82

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LINEAR PARK SPUR BEHIND MCDONALDS SKI RUN MARINA 0.32

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LYONS AVE RUFUS ALLEN BLVD US HWY 50 0.18

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE N.SIDE OFB.ST PARKING LOT HELEN AVE 0.07

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE N.SIDE OFB.ST PARKING LOT SOUTH AVE 0.08

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SKI RUN BLVD (SOUTH SIDE) US HWY 50 PIONEER TRAIL 0.55

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SKI RUN BLVD (NORTH SIDE) US HWY 50 PIONEER TRAIL 0.54

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SOUTH AVE WINNEMUCA AVE THIRD STREET 0.08

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SO. LAKE TAHOE BIKE ROUTE LOS ANGELES AVE MACKINAW RD 0.94

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SO. LAKE TAHOE BIKE PATH RUBICON TRAIL SILVER DOLLAR 0.18

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SO. LAKE TAHOE BIKE PATH PONDEROSA ELOISE AVE 0.34

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SO. LAKE TAHOE REC CENTER R.ALLEN TOSEN CNTR RUFUS ALLEN 0.59

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SO. LAKE TAHOE REC CENTER R.ALLEN TOSEN CNTR SOUTH LAKE TAHOE REC CENTER 0.16

C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY ELKS POINT ROAD NEVADA BEACH ELKS POINT ROAD 0.41

C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY ROUND HILL BIKE PATH ROUND HILL KINGSBURY MIDDLE SCHOOL 1.04

C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY ROUND HILL BIKE PATH KINGSBURY MIDDLE SCHOOL PINERIDGE DRIVE 0.64

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY 15TH STREET BIKE TRAIL 15TH STREET USFS TRL 0.32

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY PAT LOWE (NORTH) APACHE STATE ROUTE 89/US HWY 50 JUNCTION 0.52

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY PAT LOWE (SOUTH) PIONEER TRAIL VISITOR CENTER 0.81

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY SAWMILL BIKE PATH SAWMILL ROAD PAT LOWE BIKE PATH 1.55

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY USFS TRL 15TH STREET BIKE TRAIL VALHALLA 1.31

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY USFS TRL VALHALLA HERITAGE WAY (VISITOR CENTER) 0.48

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY USFS TRL-VALHALLA FORK STATE ROUTE 89 VALHALLA 0.59

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY USFS TRL HERITAGE WAY (VISITOR CENTER) SPRING CREEK ROAD 1.52

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY WEST SHORE BIKE TRAIL EL DORADO COUNTY LINE GENERAL CREEK (SUGAR PINE STATE PARK 1.26

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY WEST SHORE BIKE TRAIL GENERAL CREEK SUGAR PINE STATE PARK 0.46

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY 64-ACRES TRUCKEE RIVER BRIDGE FANNY BRIDGE 0.13

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY 64-ACRES 64-ACRES ENTRANCE FANNY BRIDGE 0.15

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY 64-ACRES 64-ACRE ENTRANCE TRUCKEE RIVER BRIDGE 0.63

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PINEDROP TRAIL NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL PARK PINEDROP LANE 1.19

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY SACRAMENTO AVE (HOMEWOOD) HOMEWOOD PARKING LOT TAHOE SKI BOWL WAY 0.42

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 BURTON CREEK STATE PARK LAKEFOREST ROAD 1.68

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 LAKEFOREST ROAD DOLLAR DRIVE 0.52

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TRUCKEE RIVER TRAIL TRUCKEE RIVER BRIDGE BASIN BOUNDARY 3.36

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TRUCKEE RIVER TRL TRUCKEE RIVER BRIDGE FAIRWAY DRIVE 0.06

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TRUCKEE RIVER TRL 64-ACRES STATE ROUTE 89 0.03

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY WEST SHORE BIKE TRAIL 64-ACRE ENTRANCE SEQUOIA XING 1.23

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY WEST SHORE BIKE TRAIL SEQUOIA XING WILLIAM KENT CAMPGROUND 0.63

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY WEST SHORE BIKE TRAIL WILLIAM KENT CAMPGROUND CHINQUAPIN XING 0.34

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY WEST SHORE BIKE TRAIL CHINQUAPIN XING TIMBERLAND LANE 0.66

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY WEST SHORE BIKE TRAIL TIMBERLAND LANE RUBICON AVE 1.92

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY WEST SHORE BIKE TRAIL RUBICON AVE CHERRY STREET 0.39

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY WEST SHORE BIKE TRAIL FREMONT WAY EL DORADO COUNTY LINE 1.06

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY LAKESHORE BLVD WEST TERMINUS PARK EAST TERMINUS PARK 2.93

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY MAYS BLVD LAKESHORE BLVD ALLEN WAY 0.27

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY MAYS BLVD BURNT CEDAR CREEK SOUTHWOOD BLVD 0.15

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY NORTHWOOD BLVD VILLAGE BLVD (NORTH) MIDBLOCK CROSSING 0.35

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY NORTHWOOD BLVD MIDBLOCK CROSSING STATE ROUTE 28 0.26

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY OLD MT ROSE HWY DIRT PARKING AREA BASIN BOUNDARY 2.57

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY SOUTHWOOD BLVD STATE ROUTE 28-SKATE PARK INCLINE WAY 0.05

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY SOUTHWOOD BLVD STATE ROUTE 28 VILLAGE BLVD 0.48

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY SOUTHWOOD BLVD STATE ROUTE 28 VILLAGE BLVD (SOUTH) 0.75

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY SOUTHWOOD BLVD SOUTHWOOD BLVD SKATE PARK 0.53

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD (SOUTH) SOUTHWOOD BLVD LAKESHORE BLVD 0.38

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD (NORTH) ACE COURT NORTHWOOD BLVD 0.54

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD (NORTH) NORTHWOOD BLVD STATE ROUTE 28 0.19

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD (SOUTH) STATE ROUTE 28 SOUTHWOOD BLVD 0.26

Table 17. Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Network, Class I/ Shared Use Path



Classication Location Segment Name From To Distance in Miles Legend

C-2/BIKE LANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE 15TH STREET VENICE DRIVE ELOISE AVE 0.32

C-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE B STREET US HWY 50 MELBA 0.10

C-2/BIKE LANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE C ST/MELBA US HWY 50 SOUTH AVE 0.39

C-2/BIKE LANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HELEN AVE SOUTH AVE WINNEMUCCA AVE 0.47

C-2/BIKE LANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE JOHNSON LN FAIRWAY AVE AL TAHOE BLVD 0.97

C-2/BIKE LANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LAKE TAHOE BLVD GLORENE AVE D STREET 0.47

C-2/BIKE LANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LAKEVIEW AVE US HWY 50 BERKELEY AVE 0.59

C-2/BIKE LANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PARK AVE US HWY 50 VAN SICKLE ROAD 0.12

C-2/BIKE LANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PIONEER TRAIL US HWY 50 (SOUTH LAKE TAHOE) GLEN ROAD 0.23

C-2/BIKE LANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PIONEER TRAIL GLEN ROAD BLACK BART 3.07

C-2/BIKE LANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SIERRA BLVD PALMIRA AVE FOUNTAIN AVE 0.54

C-2/BIKE LANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE TAHOE KEYS BLVD ELOISE AVE VENICE DRIVE 0.80

C-2/BIKE LANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE VENICE DRIVE MARINA TAHOE KEYS BLVD 0.41

C-2/BIKE LANES DOUGLAS COUNTY ELKS POINT ROAD ELKS POINT CLASS I SHARED USE TRAIL US HWY 50 0.14

C-2/BIKE LANES EL DORADO COUNTY LAKE TAHOE BLVD BOULDER MOUNTAIN DRIVE ANGORA CREEK COURT 0.53

C-2/BIKE LANES EL DORADO COUNTY NORTH UPPER TRUCKEE LAKE TAHOE BLVD US HWY 50 2.05

C-2/BIKE LANES EL DORADO COUNTY PIONEER TRAIL BLACK BART GLEN EAGLES ROAD 2.76

C-2/BIKE LANES EL DORADO COUNTY PIONEER TRAIL GLEN EAGLES ROAD US HWY 50 (MEYERS) 1.92

C-2/BIKE LANES PLACER COUNTY NATIONAL AVE STATE ROUTE 28 TOYON-KB 0.41

C-2/BIKE LANES PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 267 SUMMIT 0.6 MILES SOUTH OF SUMMIT 0.63

C-2/BIKE LANES PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 89 CHIPMUNK ST STATELINE AVE 0.81

C-2/BIKE LANES WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 LAKESHORE BLVD (WEST) SOUTHWOOD BLVD 1.97

C-2/BIKE LANES WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 SOUTHWOOD BLVD LAKESHORE BLVD (EAST) 1.72  

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH  LAKE TAHOE PONDEROSA SILVER DOLLAR CLASS I BIKE PATH 0.21

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE 10TH STREET (WEST) STATE ROUTE 89 TAYLOR WAY 0.40

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE 13TH STREET ELOISE AVE STATE ROUTE 89 0.10

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE BELLEVUE AVE/EL DORADO AVE LAKEVIEW AVE OAKLAND AVE 0.96

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE BLACKWOOD ROAD PIONEER TRAIL FAIRWAY AVE 0.67

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ELOISE AVE SOUTH LAKE TAHOE BIKE PATH NEAR TAH 15TH STREET 1.70

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE RIVER DRIVE/WILLIAM STREET US HWY 50 SIERRA BLVD 0.33

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE RUBICON TRAIL MACKINAW SUSSEX AVE 0.22

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE RUFUS ALLEN  BLVD US HWY 50 LYONS AVE 0.52

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE STATE ROUTE 89 (EMERALD BAY ROAD) SOUTH TAHOE "Y" CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY LIMITS 1.35

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SUSSEX AVE RUBICON TRAIL CLASS 1 BIKE PATH 0.05

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE TAHOE ISLAND DRIVE/12 STREET TAHOE KEYS BLVD ELOISE AVE 1.20

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE TAMARACK AVE PIONEER TRAIL BLACKWOOD ROAD 0.48

C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE WILLIAM ST/RIVER DRIVE RIVER DRIVE/US HWY 50 BLUE LAKE AVE 0.57

C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY STATE ROUTE 89 CASCADE ROAD EMERALD BAY 3.57

C-3/BIKE ROUTE PLACER COUNTY MCKINNEY DRIVE STATE ROUTE 89 STATE ROUTE 89 (NEAR FREMONT WAY) 0.74

C-3/BIKE ROUTE PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 89 FAIRWAY DRIVE TAHOE CITY "Y" 0.16

C-3/BIKE ROUTE PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 89 CHERRY STREET TAHOE SKI BOWL WAY 1.26

C-3/BIKE ROUTE PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 89 TAHOE SKI BOWL WAY MCKINNEY DRIVE 0.11

C-3/BIKE ROUTE WASHOE COUNTY MOUNT ROSE HWY BASIN BOUNDARY STATE ROUTE 28 6.60

PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE AL TAHOE BLVD US HWY 50 JOHNSON BLVD 0.36

PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE BLACKWOOD ROAD GLENWOOD WAY LAKE TAHOE CHRISTIAN FELLOWSHIP 0.05

PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 (EAST SIDE) SKI RUN BLVD WILDWOOD AVE 0.23

PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 (EAST SIDE) WILDWOOD AVE MIDWAY ROAD 0.28

PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 (EAST SIDE) PIONEER TRAIL PARK AVE 0.08

PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 (EAST SIDE) PARK AVE STATELINE AVE 0.29

PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 (WEST SIDE) PARK AVE PIONEER TRAIL 0.08

PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 (WEST SIDE) SKI RUN BLVD BIJOU CREEK 0.39

PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LAKE TAHOE BLVD (EAST SIDE) D STREET SOUTH TAHOE "Y" 0.61

PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LAKE TAHOE BLVD (WEST SIDE) SOUTH TAHOE "Y" D STREET 0.62

PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 ("Y" TOWARDS MEYERS) SOUTH TAHOE "Y" F STREET 0.72

PED DOUGLAS COUNTY US HWY 50 KAHLE DRIVE KINGSBURY GRADE 0.16

PED DOUGLAS COUNTY HWY 50 (EAST SIDE) STATELINE AVE LAKE PARKWAY 0.37

PED DOUGLAS COUNTY HWY 50 (WEST SIDE) LAKE PARKWAY STATELINE AVE 0.36

PED DOUGLAS COUNTY KINGSBURY GRADE US HWY 50 DAGGETT WAY 0.49

PED PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 89

TAHOE STATE RECREATION AREA--

TRUCKEE RIVER OUTLET BURTON CREEK STATE PARK 0.67

PED WASHOE COUNTY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE (WEST SIDE) STATE ROUTE 28 INCLINE WAY 0.30

PED WASHOE COUNTY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE (WEST SIDE) INCLINE WAY LAKESHORE BLVD 0.21

PED WASHOE COUNTY INCLINE WAY (NORTH SIDE) INCLINE CREEK COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE 0.16

PED WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 (NORTH SIDE) STATELINE ROAD CALANEVA DRIVE 0.12

PED WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 (NORTH SIDE) NORTHWOOD BLVD VILLAGE BLVD 0.47

PED WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 (NORTH SIDE) VILLAGE BLVD 3RD CREEK TOWNHOMES 0.23

PED WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 (SOUTH SIDE) STONE CIRCLE VILLAGE BLVD 0.18

PED WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 (SOUTH SIDE) VILLAGE BLVD SOUTHWOOD BLVD 0.32

PED WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 (SOUTH SIDE) SOUTHWOOD BLVD COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE 0.55

PED WASHOE COUNTY TANAGER ST ORIOLE WAY EAST ENTERPRISE 0.17

TOTAL 94

Table 17. Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Network
 Class II/Bike Lane
 Class III/Bike Route
 Pedestrian Facilities



Notes:
1) Mileage is calculated from GIS, not mileposts.        
2) Costs for Caltrans projects use the “Conceptual Unit Cost Estimates”. Since these projects are constructed concurrently with water quality work, actual costs of the bicycle or pedestrian component are difficult to extract.

Table 18: Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Project List, Class I/Shared Use Path

EIP#/Caltrans 

EA# Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1)

Cost per mile 

(2) Total Cost Status

845 C-1/SHARED USE PATH CARSON CITY CARSON CITY

NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY-

NSR 28 WASHOE COUNTY LINE DOUGLAS COUNTY LINE 4.00 $4,000,000 $16,014,259

FEASIBILITY 

STUDY
10032/1004

0 C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY  OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE AL TAHOE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL US HWY 50 JOHNSON BLVD 0.40 $2,000,000 $798,239

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE B STREET CONNECTOR B STREET US HWY 50 0.08 $1,000,000 $78,426

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE

CALIFORNIA TAHOE 

CONSERVANCY BARTON MEADOW CONNECTOR SAN FRANCISCO AVE VENICE DRIVE 1.28 $4,000,000 $5,126,710

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CEMETERY CONNECTOR BIJOU NEIGHBORHOOD JOHNSON BLVD 0.51 $2,000,000 $1,012,056

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HARRISON AVE LAKEVIEW AVE LOS ANGELES AVE 0.28 $2,000,000 $566,312

PRELIMINARY 

PLANNING

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE JAMES CONNECTOR JAMES AVE EXISTING BIKE PATH 0.03 $2,000,000 $67,916

778 C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE

MOUNTAIN TO LAKE PEDESTRIAN 

FACILITY US HWY 50 LAKE TAHOE 0.50 $2,000,000 $1,000,000

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE OAKLAND AVE BIKE PATH CONNECTOR OAKLAND AVE

SOUTH LAKE TAHOE BIKE PATH 

BEHIND MEEKS 0.10 $2,000,000 $209,646

10037 C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PARK AVE (WEST) PINE BLVD

US HWY 50/END OF LINEAR PARK 

TRAIL 0.21 $500,000 $103,034

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE

PONDEROSA/SUSSEX CONNECTOR TO 

SIERRA TRACT US HWY 50

SOUTH LAKE TAHOE BIKE PATH - 

PONDEROSA SECTION 0.07 $2,000,000 $132,849
10032/1004

0 C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY  OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE RUFUS ALLEN BLVD US HWY 50 AL TAHOE BLVD 0.23 $2,000,000 $460,000

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SIERRA BLVD US HWY 50 BARBARA AVE 0.50 1000000 $500,000

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW

752 C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE

CALIFORNIA TAHOE 

CONSERVANCY SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SKI RUN BLVD SIERRA TRACT 1.50 $2,500,000 $3,751,598

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW

752 C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE

CALIFORNIA TAHOE 

CONSERVANCY SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY VAN SICKLE STATE PARK SKI RUN BLVD 1.33 $2,500,000 $3,327,520

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE

TAHOE VALLEY ELEMENTARY 

CONNECTOR WYOMING AVE

TAHOE VALLEY ELEMENTARY 

SCHOOL 0.06 $2,000,000 $118,416

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 H STREET

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY 

LIMITS 0.44 $2,000,000 $884,390

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 EXISTING LINEAR PARK PATH PARK AVE 0.07 $2,000,000 $140,000

10033 C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50-EL DORADO BEACH TRAIL SKI RUN BLVD EL DORADO BEACH 0.69 $2,000,000 $1,387,449 FINAL DESIGN

C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY KINGSBURY CONNECTOR VAN SICKLE STATE PARK MARKET STREET 0.77 $2,000,000 $1,545,217

777 C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY

LAKE PARKWAY WEST (LOOP ROAD, NV 

SS) US HWY 50 STATELINE AVE 0.44 $2,000,000 $881,223

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW

C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY USFS

LPF 2 - ROUND HILL BIKE PATH 

CONNECTOR KAHLE PARK ROUND HILL BIKE PATH 0.26 $2,000,000 $520,952 IN LITIGATION

777 C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY KAHLE DRIVE LAKE PARKWAY 0.89 $2,000,000 $1,772,420

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW

770/771 C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY LOGAN SHOALS VISTA ROUND HILL PINES BEACH 5.22 $4,000,000 $20,888,241

FEASIBILITY 

STUDY

771 C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY SPOONER SUMMIT LOGAN SHOALS VISTA 5.43 $4,000,000 $21,708,000

FEASIBILITY 

STUDY

769 C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY

NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY 

SOUTH DEMO ROUND HILL PINES BEACH ELK'S POINT ROAD 0.75 $2,000,000 $1,490,575

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW

C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY

NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY 

SOUTH DEMO ELK'S POINT ROAD KAHLE DRIVE 0.62 $2,000,000 $1,231,911

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY USFS FALLEN LEAF BIKE LOOP CAMP RICHARDSON 15TH STREET 3.76 $1,000,000 $3,757,450

PRELIMINARY 

PLANNING

10036 C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY LAKE TAHOE BLVD D STREET BOULDER MOUNTAIN DRIVE 1.92 $2,000,000 $3,846,369

PRELIMINARY 

PLANNING

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY

MEYERS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

CONNECTOR

SAN BERNADINO W. (N. UPPER 

TRUCKEE NEIGHBORHOOD) TAHOE PARADISE PARK 0.37 $4,000,000 $1,476,899

736/10034 C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY SAWMILL 2 PATH US HWY 50 LAKE TAHOE BLVD 1.86 $2,000,000 $3,710,012 FINAL DESIGN



Table 18: Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Project List, Class I/Shared Use Path Continued

EIP#/Caltrans 

EA# Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1)

Cost per mile 

(2) Total Cost Status

766 C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY STATE ROUTE 89 SPRING CREEK ROAD CASCADE ROAD 0.51 $4,000,000 $2,048,329

738 C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY

STATE ROUTE 89 THROUGH CHRISTMAS 

VALLEY US HWY 50 SANTA CLAUS DR 1.48 $3,157,687 $4,665,000

738 C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY

STATE ROUTE 89 THROUGH CHRISTMAS 

VALLEY SANTA CLAUS DR PORTAL 0.95 $4,000,000 $3,810,534

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY US HWY 50

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY 

LIMITS SAWMILL BLVD 1.31 $2,000,000 $2,628,184

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY US HWY 50 - MEYERS PATH EXTENSION EXISTING CLASS I NORTH UPPER TRUCKEE ROAD 0.46 $2,000,000 $918,604

764C C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY TCPUD WEST SHORE BIKE TRAIL EXTENSION MEEKS BAY SUGAR PINE POINT STATE PARK 0.70 $3,000,000 $2,099,844

PRELIMIINARY 

PLANNING

764A C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY CA STATE PARKS WEST SHORE TRAIL EMERALD BAY SERVICE ROAD DL BLISS STATE PARK 0.73 $4,000,000 $2,914,307

764B C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY WEST SHORE TRAIL DL BLISS NORTH ENTRANCE RUBICON DRIVE 1.56 $2,000,000 $3,112,939

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY WEST SHORE TRAIL MEEKS BAY AVE NORTH END OF MEEKS BAY 0.51 $2,000,000 $1,020,326

752 C-1/SHARED USE PATH

EL DORADO 

COUNTY/CITY OF SOUTH 

LAKE TAHOE

CALIFORNIA TAHOE 

CONSERVANCY SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SIERRA TRACT MEYERS 5.67 $2,500,000 $14,187,302

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW

775 C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD HOMEWOOD MULTI-USE TRAIL FAWN STREET CHERRY STREET 0.85 $2,474,462 $2,103,293

PRELIMINARY 

PLANNING

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY LAKE FOREST RD EXISTING BIKE PATH

LAKE FOREST CAMPGROUND 

ENTRANCE 0.11 $1,000,000 $106,900 FINAL DESIGN

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY LAKE FOREST ROAD SKYLANDIA PARK STATE ROUTE 28 0.18 $1,000,000 $184,199 IN CONSTRUCTION

763 C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD LAKESIDE TRAIL PHASE 2C MACKINAW RD COMMONS BEACH 0.30 $10,000,000 $3,000,000

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW

763 C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD LAKESIDE TRAIL PHASES V, VI, VII GROVE STREET STATE ROUTE 28 1.10 $4,462,209 $4,908,430

PERMIT 

APPROVED

10038 C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY NTPUD NATIONAL AVENUE STATE ROUTE 28

NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL PARK 

ENTRANCE 0.75 $1,000,000 $746,373

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY NATIONAL AVENUE EAST SIDE

TOYON RD/CONNECTION WITH 

NTPUD PROPOSED PATH

EXISTING FOREST SERVICE TRAIL 

SYSTEM 0.24 $2,000,000 $480,000

761 C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY NTPUD NORTH TAHOE BIKE PATH DOLLAR HILL NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL PARK 8.00 $2,000,000 $16,000,000

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY NORTHSTAR TRAIL BASIN BOUNDARY STATE ROUTE 28 1.78 $2,000,000 $3,568,113

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY NORTHSTAR TRAIL BASIN BOUNDARY NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL PARK 1.82 $2,000,000 $3,634,733

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD/CALTRANS SUNNYSIDE TO SEQUOIA TRAIL SUNNYSIDE RESORT LOWER SEQUOIA/SR 89 0.65 $1,500,000 $975,000

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY ALDER AVE NORTHWOOD BLVD VILLAGE BLVD 0.47 $1,000,000 $467,187

757 C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY INCLINE WAY SOUTHWOOD BLVD INCLINE CREEK 0.37 $1,000,000 $374,636

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY NDOT NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY STATELINE ROAD LAKESHORE DRIVE (WEST) 2.15 $4,000,000 $8,583,035

PRELIMINARY 

PLANNING

847 C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY

WASHOE COUNTY/NDOT/NV 

STATE PARKS NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY INCLINE VILLAGE SAND HARBOR 2.49 $8,000,000 $19,941,899

PRELIMINARY 

PLANNING

846 C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY SAND HARBOR CARSON CITY COUNTY LINE 2.41 $4,000,000 $9,643,279

FEASIBILITY 

STUDY

758 C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY NORTHWOOD BLVD VILLAGE BLVD-EAST STATE ROUTE 28 0.58 $2,000,000 $1,166,985

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY OLD MT ROSE HWY DIRT PARKING LOT BASIN BOUNDARY 2.54 $1,000,000 $2,542,848

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 (NORTH SIDE) PRESTON FIELD NORTHWOOD BLVD 0.30 $2,000,000 $591,559

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY TANAGER STREET ORIOLE WAY SOUTHWOOD BLVD 0.09 $1,000,000 $89,624

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE GREEN RECREATION CENTER PATH LAKESHORE BLVD 0.20 $1,000,000 $199,842



Table 18: Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Project List, Class II/Bike Lane or Wide Shoulder

EIP#/Caltrans 

EA# Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1)

Cost per mile 

(2) Total Cost Status

 WIDE SHOULDER CARSON CITY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP-NSR 

28 CARSON CITY COUNTY LINE SPOONER SUMMIT 5.14 $5,000 $25,702

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY  OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE AL TAHOE BLVD US HWY 50 PIONEER BLVD 1.55 $500,000 $775,061

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE GLENWOOD AVE BLACKWOOD RD FAIRWAY DR 0.25 $500,000 $125,818

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LAKE TAHOE BLVD SOUTH TAHOE "Y"

GLORENE INTERSECTION 

CONNECTOR 0.17 $500,000 $82,511

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PARK AVE (EAST) EXISTING BIKE LANE MONTREAL ROAD 0.06 $500,000 $28,026

10037 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PINE BLVD STATELINE AVE PARK AVE 0.37 $5,000 $1,827

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SIERRA BLVD US HWY 50

PALMIRA INTERSECTION 

CONNECTOR 0.50 $500,000 $250,000

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SKI RUN BLVD US HWY 50 PIONEER BLVD 0.56 $500,000 $278,513

NA/03-

1A842 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CALTRANS

STATE ROUTE 89-EMERALD BAY 

ROAD SOUTH TAHOE "Y"

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY LIMITS 1.36 $5,000 $6,791

95% DESIGN--CII 

NEEDS TO BE 

REINSTATED HERE
NA/03-

3C380 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CALTRANS US HWY 50 (PM 75.4/77.3) TROUT CREEK SOUTH TAHOE "Y" 1.89 $4,000,000 $7,573,067 60% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A733 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CALTRANS US HWY 50 (PM 77.3/79.3) SKI RUN BLVD TROUT CREEK 1.95 $9,000,000 $17,591,210 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A734 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CALTRANS US HWY 50 (PM 79.3/80.4) STATELINE RD SKI RUN BLVD 1.15 $8,000,000 $9,185,518
C-2/BIKE LANE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY KAHLE DRIVE US HWY 50 ARTHUR DRIVE 0.36 $500,000 $180,000
C-2/BIKE LANE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY LAKE PARKWAY (WEST) US HWY 50 STATELINE AVE 0.45 $500,000 $226,469

777 C-2/BIKE LANE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY LAKE PARKWAY EAST (LOOP ROAD) PARK AVE US HWY 50 0.83 $500,000 $415,453
WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY KINGSBURY GRADE US HWY 50 SUMMIT 3.11 $5,000,000 $15,542,663

753 WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY NDOT LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP ELKS POINT ROAD

LAKE PARKWAY (LOOP 

ROAD) 1.58 $5,000 $7,885

WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP--

CASINO CORE LAKE PARKWAY (LOOP ROAD) STATELINE AVE 0.36 $5,000 $1,793

753 WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP-

SKYLAND GLENBROOK ELKS POINT ROAD 7.88 $5,000 $39,382

753 WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP-

SKYLAND SPOONER SUMMIT GLENBROOK 2.48 $5,000 $12,401
C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY APACHE AVENUE (WEST) US HWY 50 MEYERS ELEMENTARY 0.42 $5,000 $2,099

C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY LAKE TAHOE BLVD SAWMILL BLVD

BOULDER MOUNTAIN 

COURT 0.39 $500,000 $195,361

C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY

NORTH UPPER TRUCKEE/LAKE 

TAHOE BLVD

EXISTING BIKE LANE ON LAKE TAHOE 

BLVD

EXISTING BIKE LANE ON 

NORTH UPPER TRUCKEE 0.88 $50,000 $44,182
749/03-

1A841 C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-MEYERS

US HWY 50 AND SR 89 

INTERSECTION PORTAL DRIVE 2.50 $500,000 $1,249,675 IN CONSTRUCTION
NA/03-

1A731 C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS US HWY 50 STATE ROUTE 89 IN MEYERS SOUTH UPPER TRUCKEE 0.44 $500,000 $218,229 60% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A731 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS US HWY 50 PIONEER TRL IN MEYERS

STATE ROUTE 89 IN 

MEYERS 0.87 $500,000 $433,465 60% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A732 C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS US HWY 50 SOUTH LAKE TAHOE "Y" PIONEER TRL IN MEYERS 3.96 $1,000,000 $3,955,098 60% DESIGN
WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY LAKE TAHOE BLVD D STREET SAWMILL ROAD 1.59 $500,000 $795,191

NA/03-

1A842 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY 

LIMITS CAMP RICHARDSON 1.70 $1,000,000 $1,702,159 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A842 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP CAMP RICHARDSON SPRING CREEK ROAD 1.53 $1,000,000 $1,534,218 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A845 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

89 MEEKS BAY PINE STREET 2.56 $500,000 $1,280,000 PA&ED 12/15/10
NA/03-

1A843 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

89 (PM 13.8/18.0) SPRING CREEK ROAD EMERALD BAY 3.78 $4,000,000 $15,112,974 PA&ED 12/15/10
NA/03-

1A844 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP (PM 

18.0/24.9) EMERALD BAY MEEKS BAY 7.35 $500,000 $3,673,878 95% DESIGN
749/03-

1A841 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-MEYERS PORTAL DRIVE

LUTHER PASS/BASIN 

BOUNDARY 6.00 $100 $600

IN CONSTRUCTION 

2010

787 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS/PLACER COUNTY

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

28 CSR 267 CHIPMUNK STREET 0.93 $5,000 $4,632

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW
748/03-

1C971 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 267 STATE ROUTE 28 IN KINGS BEACH BROCKWAY SUMMIT 3.20 $500,000 $1,599,121 FINAL DESIGN

762/03-

2A940 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 28-DOLLAR HILL DOLLAR HILL

STATE ROUTE 

267/NORTH SHORE 

BLVD 6.36 $100 $636

IN CONSTRUCTION 

10_11
NA/03-

2A920 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-HOMEWOOD FAWN STREET CHERRY STREET 0.82 $50,000 $41,141 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

2A921 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-TAHOE CITY TAHOE CITY "Y" BASIN BOUNDARY 3.46 $500,000 $1,730,427 IN CONSTRUCTION
NA/03-

2A940 WIDE SHOULDER PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

28 TAHOE CITY "Y" DOLLAR DRIVE 2.85 $100 $285

IN CONSTRUCTION 

10_11
NA/03-

2A920 WIDE SHOULDER PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

89 CHERRY STREET TAHOE CITY "Y" 5.52 $5,000 $27,601 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A845 WIDE SHOULDER PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

89 PINE STREET FAWN STREET 2.20 $500,000 $1,100,000 PA&ED 12/15/10
NA/03-

2A940 WIDE SHOULDER PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 28-TAHOE CITY TAHOE CITY "Y" TAHOE STATE PARK 5.46 $500,000 $2,731,791

IN CONSTRUCTION 

2010
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE STATE ROUTE 28 INCLINE WAY 0.32 $2,000,000 $638,594
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE VILLAGE BLVD (NORTH) STATE ROUTE 28 1.45 $500,000 $726,050
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE INCLINE WAY LAKESHORE BLVD 0.18 $2,000,000 $350,741
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY INCLINE WAY SOUTHWOOD BLVD COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE 0.58 $500,000 $288,660
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY SKI WAY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE FAIRVIEW BLVD 0.81 $2,000,000 $1,618,913
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY NDOT STATE ROUTE 431 STATE ROUTE 28 BASIN BOUNDARY 6.57 $500,000 $3,286,737
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD COLLEGE DRIVE STATE ROUTE 28 0.73 $500,000 $365,481
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD EAGLE DRIVE COLLEGE DRIVE 0.48 $500,000 $242,188
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD STATE ROUTE 28 LAKESHORE BLVD 0.67 $2,000,000 $1,333,959

846 WIDE SHOULDER WASHOE COUNTY NDOT LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP SAND HARBOR CHIMNEY BEACH 2.63 $5,000 $13,132

WIDE SHOULDER WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - 

LAKESHORE BLVD STATE ROUTE 28 (WEST) STATE ROUTE 28 (EAST) 2.97 $2,000,000 $5,930,108

760 WIDE SHOULDER WASHOE COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

28 STATELINE ROAD

LAKESHORE BLVD 

(WEST) 2.30 $5,000 $11,508

847 WIDE SHOULDER WASHOE COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

28 LAKESHORE BLVD SAND HARBOR 2.36 $5,000 $11,777



EIP#/Caltrans 

EA# Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1)

Cost per mile 

(2) Total Cost Status

 WIDE SHOULDER CARSON CITY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP-NSR 

28 CARSON CITY COUNTY LINE SPOONER SUMMIT 5.14 $5,000 $25,702

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY  OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE AL TAHOE BLVD US HWY 50 PIONEER BLVD 1.55 $500,000 $775,061

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE GLENWOOD AVE BLACKWOOD RD FAIRWAY DR 0.25 $500,000 $125,818

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LAKE TAHOE BLVD SOUTH TAHOE "Y"

GLORENE INTERSECTION 

CONNECTOR 0.17 $500,000 $82,511

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PARK AVE (EAST) EXISTING BIKE LANE MONTREAL ROAD 0.06 $500,000 $28,026

10037 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PINE BLVD STATELINE AVE PARK AVE 0.37 $5,000 $1,827

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SIERRA BLVD US HWY 50

PALMIRA INTERSECTION 

CONNECTOR 0.50 $500,000 $250,000

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SKI RUN BLVD US HWY 50 PIONEER BLVD 0.56 $500,000 $278,513

NA/03-

1A842 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CALTRANS

STATE ROUTE 89-EMERALD BAY 

ROAD SOUTH TAHOE "Y"

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY LIMITS 1.36 $5,000 $6,791

95% DESIGN--CII 

NEEDS TO BE 

REINSTATED HERE
NA/03-

3C380 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CALTRANS US HWY 50 (PM 75.4/77.3) TROUT CREEK SOUTH TAHOE "Y" 1.89 $4,000,000 $7,573,067 60% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A733 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CALTRANS US HWY 50 (PM 77.3/79.3) SKI RUN BLVD TROUT CREEK 1.95 $9,000,000 $17,591,210 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A734 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CALTRANS US HWY 50 (PM 79.3/80.4) STATELINE RD SKI RUN BLVD 1.15 $8,000,000 $9,185,518
C-2/BIKE LANE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY KAHLE DRIVE US HWY 50 ARTHUR DRIVE 0.36 $500,000 $180,000
C-2/BIKE LANE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY LAKE PARKWAY (WEST) US HWY 50 STATELINE AVE 0.45 $500,000 $226,469

777 C-2/BIKE LANE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY LAKE PARKWAY EAST (LOOP ROAD) PARK AVE US HWY 50 0.83 $500,000 $415,453
WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY KINGSBURY GRADE US HWY 50 SUMMIT 3.11 $5,000,000 $15,542,663

753 WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY NDOT LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP ELKS POINT ROAD

LAKE PARKWAY (LOOP 

ROAD) 1.58 $5,000 $7,885

WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP--

CASINO CORE LAKE PARKWAY (LOOP ROAD) STATELINE AVE 0.36 $5,000 $1,793

753 WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP-

SKYLAND GLENBROOK ELKS POINT ROAD 7.88 $5,000 $39,382

753 WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP-

SKYLAND SPOONER SUMMIT GLENBROOK 2.48 $5,000 $12,401
C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY APACHE AVENUE (WEST) US HWY 50 MEYERS ELEMENTARY 0.42 $5,000 $2,099

C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY LAKE TAHOE BLVD SAWMILL BLVD

BOULDER MOUNTAIN 

COURT 0.39 $500,000 $195,361

C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY

NORTH UPPER TRUCKEE/LAKE 

TAHOE BLVD

EXISTING BIKE LANE ON LAKE TAHOE 

BLVD

EXISTING BIKE LANE ON 

NORTH UPPER TRUCKEE 0.88 $50,000 $44,182
749/03-

1A841 C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-MEYERS

US HWY 50 AND SR 89 

INTERSECTION PORTAL DRIVE 2.50 $500,000 $1,249,675 IN CONSTRUCTION
NA/03-

1A731 C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS US HWY 50 STATE ROUTE 89 IN MEYERS SOUTH UPPER TRUCKEE 0.44 $500,000 $218,229 60% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A731 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS US HWY 50 PIONEER TRL IN MEYERS

STATE ROUTE 89 IN 

MEYERS 0.87 $500,000 $433,465 60% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A732 C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS US HWY 50 SOUTH LAKE TAHOE "Y" PIONEER TRL IN MEYERS 3.96 $1,000,000 $3,955,098 60% DESIGN
WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY LAKE TAHOE BLVD D STREET SAWMILL ROAD 1.59 $500,000 $795,191

NA/03-

1A842 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY 

LIMITS CAMP RICHARDSON 1.70 $1,000,000 $1,702,159 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A842 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP CAMP RICHARDSON SPRING CREEK ROAD 1.53 $1,000,000 $1,534,218 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A845 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

89 MEEKS BAY PINE STREET 2.56 $500,000 $1,280,000 PA&ED 12/15/10
NA/03-

1A843 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

89 (PM 13.8/18.0) SPRING CREEK ROAD EMERALD BAY 3.78 $4,000,000 $15,112,974 PA&ED 12/15/10
NA/03-

1A844 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP (PM 

18.0/24.9) EMERALD BAY MEEKS BAY 7.35 $500,000 $3,673,878 95% DESIGN
749/03-

1A841 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-MEYERS PORTAL DRIVE

LUTHER PASS/BASIN 

BOUNDARY 6.00 $100 $600

IN CONSTRUCTION 

2010

787 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS/PLACER COUNTY

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

28 CSR 267 CHIPMUNK STREET 0.93 $5,000 $4,632

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW
748/03-

1C971 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 267 STATE ROUTE 28 IN KINGS BEACH BROCKWAY SUMMIT 3.20 $500,000 $1,599,121 FINAL DESIGN

762/03-

2A940 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 28-DOLLAR HILL DOLLAR HILL

STATE ROUTE 

267/NORTH SHORE 

BLVD 6.36 $100 $636

IN CONSTRUCTION 

10_11
NA/03-

2A920 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-HOMEWOOD FAWN STREET CHERRY STREET 0.82 $50,000 $41,141 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

2A921 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-TAHOE CITY TAHOE CITY "Y" BASIN BOUNDARY 3.46 $500,000 $1,730,427 IN CONSTRUCTION
NA/03-

2A940 WIDE SHOULDER PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

28 TAHOE CITY "Y" DOLLAR DRIVE 2.85 $100 $285

IN CONSTRUCTION 

10_11
NA/03-

2A920 WIDE SHOULDER PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

89 CHERRY STREET TAHOE CITY "Y" 5.52 $5,000 $27,601 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A845 WIDE SHOULDER PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

89 PINE STREET FAWN STREET 2.20 $500,000 $1,100,000 PA&ED 12/15/10
NA/03-

2A940 WIDE SHOULDER PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 28-TAHOE CITY TAHOE CITY "Y" TAHOE STATE PARK 5.46 $500,000 $2,731,791

IN CONSTRUCTION 

2010
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE STATE ROUTE 28 INCLINE WAY 0.32 $2,000,000 $638,594
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE VILLAGE BLVD (NORTH) STATE ROUTE 28 1.45 $500,000 $726,050
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE INCLINE WAY LAKESHORE BLVD 0.18 $2,000,000 $350,741
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY INCLINE WAY SOUTHWOOD BLVD COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE 0.58 $500,000 $288,660
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY SKI WAY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE FAIRVIEW BLVD 0.81 $2,000,000 $1,618,913
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY NDOT STATE ROUTE 431 STATE ROUTE 28 BASIN BOUNDARY 6.57 $500,000 $3,286,737
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD COLLEGE DRIVE STATE ROUTE 28 0.73 $500,000 $365,481
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD EAGLE DRIVE COLLEGE DRIVE 0.48 $500,000 $242,188
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD STATE ROUTE 28 LAKESHORE BLVD 0.67 $2,000,000 $1,333,959

846 WIDE SHOULDER WASHOE COUNTY NDOT LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP SAND HARBOR CHIMNEY BEACH 2.63 $5,000 $13,132

WIDE SHOULDER WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - 

LAKESHORE BLVD STATE ROUTE 28 (WEST) STATE ROUTE 28 (EAST) 2.97 $2,000,000 $5,930,108

760 WIDE SHOULDER WASHOE COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

28 STATELINE ROAD

LAKESHORE BLVD 

(WEST) 2.30 $5,000 $11,508

847 WIDE SHOULDER WASHOE COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

28 LAKESHORE BLVD SAND HARBOR 2.36 $5,000 $11,777

EIP#/Caltrans 

EA# Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1)

Cost per mile 

(2) Total Cost Status

 WIDE SHOULDER CARSON CITY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP-NSR 

28 CARSON CITY COUNTY LINE SPOONER SUMMIT 5.14 $5,000 $25,702

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY  OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE AL TAHOE BLVD US HWY 50 PIONEER BLVD 1.55 $500,000 $775,061

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE GLENWOOD AVE BLACKWOOD RD FAIRWAY DR 0.25 $500,000 $125,818

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LAKE TAHOE BLVD SOUTH TAHOE "Y"

GLORENE INTERSECTION 

CONNECTOR 0.17 $500,000 $82,511

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PARK AVE (EAST) EXISTING BIKE LANE MONTREAL ROAD 0.06 $500,000 $28,026

10037 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PINE BLVD STATELINE AVE PARK AVE 0.37 $5,000 $1,827

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SIERRA BLVD US HWY 50

PALMIRA INTERSECTION 

CONNECTOR 0.50 $500,000 $250,000

C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SKI RUN BLVD US HWY 50 PIONEER BLVD 0.56 $500,000 $278,513

NA/03-

1A842 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CALTRANS

STATE ROUTE 89-EMERALD BAY 

ROAD SOUTH TAHOE "Y"

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY LIMITS 1.36 $5,000 $6,791

95% DESIGN--CII 

NEEDS TO BE 

REINSTATED HERE
NA/03-

3C380 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CALTRANS US HWY 50 (PM 75.4/77.3) TROUT CREEK SOUTH TAHOE "Y" 1.89 $4,000,000 $7,573,067 60% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A733 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CALTRANS US HWY 50 (PM 77.3/79.3) SKI RUN BLVD TROUT CREEK 1.95 $9,000,000 $17,591,210 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A734 C-2/BIKE LANE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CALTRANS US HWY 50 (PM 79.3/80.4) STATELINE RD SKI RUN BLVD 1.15 $8,000,000 $9,185,518
C-2/BIKE LANE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY KAHLE DRIVE US HWY 50 ARTHUR DRIVE 0.36 $500,000 $180,000
C-2/BIKE LANE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY LAKE PARKWAY (WEST) US HWY 50 STATELINE AVE 0.45 $500,000 $226,469

777 C-2/BIKE LANE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY LAKE PARKWAY EAST (LOOP ROAD) PARK AVE US HWY 50 0.83 $500,000 $415,453
WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY KINGSBURY GRADE US HWY 50 SUMMIT 3.11 $5,000,000 $15,542,663

753 WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY NDOT LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP ELKS POINT ROAD

LAKE PARKWAY (LOOP 

ROAD) 1.58 $5,000 $7,885

WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP--

CASINO CORE LAKE PARKWAY (LOOP ROAD) STATELINE AVE 0.36 $5,000 $1,793

753 WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP-

SKYLAND GLENBROOK ELKS POINT ROAD 7.88 $5,000 $39,382

753 WIDE SHOULDER DOUGLAS COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP-

SKYLAND SPOONER SUMMIT GLENBROOK 2.48 $5,000 $12,401
C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY APACHE AVENUE (WEST) US HWY 50 MEYERS ELEMENTARY 0.42 $5,000 $2,099

C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY LAKE TAHOE BLVD SAWMILL BLVD

BOULDER MOUNTAIN 

COURT 0.39 $500,000 $195,361

C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY

NORTH UPPER TRUCKEE/LAKE 

TAHOE BLVD

EXISTING BIKE LANE ON LAKE TAHOE 

BLVD

EXISTING BIKE LANE ON 

NORTH UPPER TRUCKEE 0.88 $50,000 $44,182
749/03-

1A841 C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-MEYERS

US HWY 50 AND SR 89 

INTERSECTION PORTAL DRIVE 2.50 $500,000 $1,249,675 IN CONSTRUCTION
NA/03-

1A731 C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS US HWY 50 STATE ROUTE 89 IN MEYERS SOUTH UPPER TRUCKEE 0.44 $500,000 $218,229 60% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A731 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS US HWY 50 PIONEER TRL IN MEYERS

STATE ROUTE 89 IN 

MEYERS 0.87 $500,000 $433,465 60% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A732 C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS US HWY 50 SOUTH LAKE TAHOE "Y" PIONEER TRL IN MEYERS 3.96 $1,000,000 $3,955,098 60% DESIGN
WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY LAKE TAHOE BLVD D STREET SAWMILL ROAD 1.59 $500,000 $795,191

NA/03-

1A842 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY 

LIMITS CAMP RICHARDSON 1.70 $1,000,000 $1,702,159 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A842 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP CAMP RICHARDSON SPRING CREEK ROAD 1.53 $1,000,000 $1,534,218 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A845 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

89 MEEKS BAY PINE STREET 2.56 $500,000 $1,280,000 PA&ED 12/15/10
NA/03-

1A843 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

89 (PM 13.8/18.0) SPRING CREEK ROAD EMERALD BAY 3.78 $4,000,000 $15,112,974 PA&ED 12/15/10
NA/03-

1A844 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP (PM 

18.0/24.9) EMERALD BAY MEEKS BAY 7.35 $500,000 $3,673,878 95% DESIGN
749/03-

1A841 WIDE SHOULDER EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-MEYERS PORTAL DRIVE

LUTHER PASS/BASIN 

BOUNDARY 6.00 $100 $600

IN CONSTRUCTION 

2010

787 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS/PLACER COUNTY

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

28 CSR 267 CHIPMUNK STREET 0.93 $5,000 $4,632

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW
748/03-

1C971 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 267 STATE ROUTE 28 IN KINGS BEACH BROCKWAY SUMMIT 3.20 $500,000 $1,599,121 FINAL DESIGN

762/03-

2A940 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 28-DOLLAR HILL DOLLAR HILL

STATE ROUTE 

267/NORTH SHORE 

BLVD 6.36 $100 $636

IN CONSTRUCTION 

10_11
NA/03-

2A920 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-HOMEWOOD FAWN STREET CHERRY STREET 0.82 $50,000 $41,141 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

2A921 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-TAHOE CITY TAHOE CITY "Y" BASIN BOUNDARY 3.46 $500,000 $1,730,427 IN CONSTRUCTION
NA/03-

2A940 WIDE SHOULDER PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

28 TAHOE CITY "Y" DOLLAR DRIVE 2.85 $100 $285

IN CONSTRUCTION 

10_11
NA/03-

2A920 WIDE SHOULDER PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

89 CHERRY STREET TAHOE CITY "Y" 5.52 $5,000 $27,601 95% DESIGN
NA/03-

1A845 WIDE SHOULDER PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

89 PINE STREET FAWN STREET 2.20 $500,000 $1,100,000 PA&ED 12/15/10
NA/03-

2A940 WIDE SHOULDER PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 28-TAHOE CITY TAHOE CITY "Y" TAHOE STATE PARK 5.46 $500,000 $2,731,791

IN CONSTRUCTION 

2010
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE STATE ROUTE 28 INCLINE WAY 0.32 $2,000,000 $638,594
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE VILLAGE BLVD (NORTH) STATE ROUTE 28 1.45 $500,000 $726,050
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE INCLINE WAY LAKESHORE BLVD 0.18 $2,000,000 $350,741
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY INCLINE WAY SOUTHWOOD BLVD COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE 0.58 $500,000 $288,660
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY SKI WAY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE FAIRVIEW BLVD 0.81 $2,000,000 $1,618,913
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY NDOT STATE ROUTE 431 STATE ROUTE 28 BASIN BOUNDARY 6.57 $500,000 $3,286,737
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD COLLEGE DRIVE STATE ROUTE 28 0.73 $500,000 $365,481
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD EAGLE DRIVE COLLEGE DRIVE 0.48 $500,000 $242,188
C-2/BIKE LANE WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD STATE ROUTE 28 LAKESHORE BLVD 0.67 $2,000,000 $1,333,959

846 WIDE SHOULDER WASHOE COUNTY NDOT LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP SAND HARBOR CHIMNEY BEACH 2.63 $5,000 $13,132

WIDE SHOULDER WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - 

LAKESHORE BLVD STATE ROUTE 28 (WEST) STATE ROUTE 28 (EAST) 2.97 $2,000,000 $5,930,108

760 WIDE SHOULDER WASHOE COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

28 STATELINE ROAD

LAKESHORE BLVD 

(WEST) 2.30 $5,000 $11,508

847 WIDE SHOULDER WASHOE COUNTY NDOT

LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 

28 LAKESHORE BLVD SAND HARBOR 2.36 $5,000 $11,777

Table 18: Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Project List, Class II/Bike Lane or Wide Shoulder



Table 18: Proposed 
Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Project List, Class III/
Bike Route

EIP#/Caltrans 

EA# Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1)

Cost per mile 

(2) Total Cost Status

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE C STREET US HWY 50 MELBA DRIVE 0.08 $5,000 $393

751 C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE D STREET LAKE TAHOE BLVD US HWY 50 0.69 $5,000 $3,437

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE E STREET KYBURZ AVE MELBA DR 0.12 $5,000 $584

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE FAIRWAY AVE GLENWOOD WAY BLACKWOOD RD 0.14 $5,000 $700

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE FAIRWAY DRIVE JOHNSON BLVD BLACKWOOD RD 0.17 $5,000 $858

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE FOUNTAIN AVENUE SIERRA BLVD MARTIN AVE 0.27 $5,000 $1,365

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE THIRD STREET US HWY 50 BARTON HOSPITAL 0.29 $5,000 $1,457

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE JAMES AVE ELOISE PROPOSED BIKE PATH 0.60 $5,000 $3,022

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE KYBURZ AVE US HWY 50 E STREET 0.48 $5,000 $2,391

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LOS ANGELES AVE OAKLAND AVE US HWY 50 BIKE PATH 0.19 $5,000 $964

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE MARTIN/BLACK BART FOUNTAIN AVE PIONEER TRAIL 1.05 $5,000 $5,247

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE MELBA DRIVE E STREET SOUTH AVE 0.48 $5,000 $2,379

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE OAKLAND AVE LAKEVIEW AVE LOS ANGELES AVE 0.34 $5,000 $1,715

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SOUTH AVE MELBA DRIVE THIRD STREET 0.25 $5,000 $1,268

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SPRUCE AVE GLENWOOD AVE BLACKWOOD RD 0.37 $5,000 $1,847

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE

STATELINE AVE/LAKESHORE 

BLVD/PARK AVE PINE BLVD PINE BLVD/PARK AVE 0.52 $5,000 $2,594

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE STATELINE RD US HWY 50 PINE BLVD 0.25 $5,000 $1,271

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE VENICE DRIVE TAHOE KEYS BLVD 15TH STREET 0.88 $500,000 $440,471

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE VENICE DRIVE EAST 15TH STREET

FUTURE CONNECTION TO 

POPE BEACH 0.78 $5,000 $3,895

C-3/BIKE ROUTE

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE WINNAMUCCA AVE HELEN AVE US HWY 50 0.13 $5,000 $659

C-3/BIKE ROUTE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY MARKET STREET PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH

STATE ROUTE 

207/KINGSBURY GRADE 0.19 $5,000 $951
C-3/BIKE ROUTE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY PINE RIDGE DRIVE STATE ROUTE 207 ROUND HILL BIKE PATH 0.27 $5,000 $1,356
C-3/BIKE ROUTE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY ROUND HILL BIKE PATH CONNECTOR KINGSBURY MIDDLE SCHOOL ECHO DRIVE 0.12 $5,000 $585
C-3/BIKE ROUTE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY ROUND HILL BIKE PATH CONNECTOR 2 ROUND HILL BIKE PATH MCFAUL WAY 0.07 $5,000 $348
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY BLITZEN RD STATE ROUTE 89 NEAR MEYERS SANTA CLAUSE DR 1.53 $5,000 $7,661
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY ELKS CLUB ROAD US HWY 50 PIONEER TRAIL 0.80 $5,000 $4,002
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY USFS JAMESON BEACH ROAD CAMP RICHARDSON BIKE TRAIL POPE BEACH 0.42 $5,000 $2,113
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY LAKE TAHOE BLVD ANGORA CREEK DRIVE NORTH UPPER TRUCKEE 0.76 $5,000 $3,781
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY MEADOW VALE/SOUTHERN PINES US HWY 50 PIONEER TRAIL 1.23 $5,000 $6,130

C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY USFS POPE BEACH DRIVE END OF POPE BEACH PARKING LOT

EXISTING SHARED USE 

PATH ON SR 89 1.01 $5,000 $5,058
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY PORTAL DRIVE STATE ROUTE 89 SOUTH UPPER TRUCKEE 0.16 $5,000 $791

C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY SAN BERNADINO (WEST) NORTH UPPER TRUCKEE RD

PROPOSED SHARED USE 

PATH IN STATE PARK 0.39 $5,000 $1,928
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY SAN BERNADINO AVE MEYERS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TAHOE PARADISE PARK 0.21 $5,000 $1,064

C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY SOUTH UPPER TRUCKEE ROAD US HWY 50

LUTHER PASS 

CAMPGROUND 4.87 $5,000 $24,332
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY WEST SHORE TRAIL CONNECTION RUBICON DRIVE MEEKS BAY AVE 2.57 $5,000 $12,833

C-3/BIKE ROUTE PLACER COUNTY NTPUD DONNER RD

NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL PARK 

ENTRANCE PINEDROP TRAIL 0.22 $5,000 $1,123

C-3/BIKE ROUTE PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY LAKE FOREST ROAD POMIN PARK SKYLANDIA PARK 0.62 $5,000 $3,078

IN 

CONSTR

UCTION 

09_11



Table 18: Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Project List, Pedestrian Facilities

EIP#/Caltrans 

EA# Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1)

Cost per mile 

(2) Total Cost Status

PED

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE GLENWOOD WAY FAIRWAY AVE BLACKWOOD RD 0.25 $1,000,000 $251,636

786 PED

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PIONEER TRAIL SHEPHERDS DRIVE US HWY 50 0.37 $4,000,000 $1,487,399

PRELIMIN

ARY 

PLANNIN

G

786 PED

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PIONEER TRAIL SKI RUN BLVD SHEPHERDS DRIVE 0.62 $4,000,000 $2,480,000

PED

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SOUTH TAHOE HIGH ACCESS ROAD LAKE TAHOE BLVD SOUTH TAHOE HIGH 0.17 $1,000,000 $166,244

PED

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SPRUCE AVE GLENWOOD DR BLACKWOOD RD 0.37 $1,000,000 $373,841

PED

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SPRUCE AVENUE (NORTH SIDE) GLENWOOD WAY BLACKWOOD DRIVE 0.37 $1,000,000 $368,679

PED

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SPRUCE AVENUE (SOUTH SIDE) GLENWOOD WAY BLACKWOOD DRIVE 0.38 $1,000,000 $380,164

PED

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE STATELINE AVE US HWY 50 LAKESHORE BLVD 0.42 $1,000,000 $420,000

PED

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 STATELINE RD PARK AVE 0.28 $8,000,000 $2,266,406

IN 

CONSTR

UCTION--

HELD UP

PED

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 PHASE I TROUT CREEK SKI RUN BLVD 1.44 $8,000,000 $11,519,241

FINAL 

DESIGN

PED

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 PHASE II FOURTH STREET TROUT CREEK 2.14 $8,000,000 $17,107,326

FINAL 

DESIGN

PED

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 PHASE II SOUTH TAHOE "Y" FOURTH STREET 0.24 $8,000,000 $1,943,245

FINAL 

DESIGN
PED DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY KAHLE DRIVE US HWY 50 LAURA DRIVE 0.10 $1,000,000 $95,350

777 PED DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY LAKE PARKWAY EAST (LOOP ROAD) STATELINE RD US HWY 50 0.60 $4,500,000 $2,695,956

FINAL 

DESIGN
778 PED DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY STATELINE BLVD/CASINO CORE US HWY 50 LAKESHORE BLVD 0.41 $1,000,000 $410,000

781 PED DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY US HWY 50

KINGSBURY GRADE (STATE ROUTE 

207)

LAKE PARKWAY (LOOP 

ROAD) 0.25 $400,000 $100,860
PED DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY US HWY 50 ELK'S POINT ROAD KAHLE DRIVE 1.07 $8,000,000 $8,543,554

PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY BEAR STREET STATE ROUTE 28 TROUT AVE 0.06 $317,000 $18,489

ENVIRON

MENTAL 

REVIEW

PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY COON STREET STATE ROUTE 28 DOLLY VARDEN AVE 0.39 $317,000 $122,595

ENVIRON

MENTAL 

REVIEW

PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY DEER STREET STATE ROUTE 28 PAST TROUT AVE 0.04 $317,000 $12,083

ENVIRON

MENTAL 

REVIEW

854 PED PLACER COUNTY TCPUD

FANNY BRIDGE PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE 

IMPROVEMENTS TAHOE TAVERN ROAD MACKINAW RD 0.61 $1,200,000 $735,488

ENVIRON

MENTAL 

REVIEW

PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY FOX STREET STATE ROUTE 28 RAINBOW AVE 0.21 $317,000 $66,131

ENVIRON

MENTAL 

REVIEW

PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY SECLINE STREET STATE ROUTE 28 STEELHEAD AVE 0.16 $317,000 $51,017

ENVIRON

MENTAL 

REVIEW

787 PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 STATE ROUTE 267 CHIPMUNK STREET 0.89 $2,500,000 $2,217,179

ENVIRON

MENTAL 

REVIEW
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 STATELINE RD CHIPMUNK STREET 0.79 $8,000,000 $6,336,719

775 PED PLACER COUNTY TCPUD STATE ROUTE 89-HOMEWOOD SILVER STREET FAWN STREET 0.55 $1,000,000 $550,000

PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY STEELHEAD AVE DEER STREET FOX STREET 0.41 $317,000 $130,811

ENVIRON

MENTAL 

REVIEW
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE VILLAGE BLVD STATE ROUTE 28 1.56 $2,000,000 $3,113,866
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY DRIVER WAY VILLAGE BLVD COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE 0.58 $1,000,000 $579,115
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY FAIRWAY BLVD NORTHWOOD BLVD COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE 0.44 $2,000,000 $875,332
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY GOLFERS PASS ROAD STATE ROUTE 431 VILLAGE BLVD 0.85 $1,000,000 $847,320
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY INCLINE WAY VILLAGE BLVD SOUTHWOOD BLVD 0.23 $1,000,000 $233,843
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY MCCOURRY BLVD STATE ROUTE 431 NORTHWOOD BLVD 0.46 $1,000,000 $456,688
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY SKI WAY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE FIRST GREEN DRIVE 0.73 $2,000,000 $1,455,290
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 LAKESHORE BLVD (WEST END) NORTHWOOD BLVD 1.10 $2,000,000 $2,193,875
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE COLLEGE DRIVE 0.52 $2,000,000 $1,042,160

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE TROUT CREEK BRIDGE REPAIR TULARE MACKINAW 0.05 $2,000,000 $100,000

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE UPPER TRUCKEE BRIDGE REPAIR PONDEROSA STREET ELOISE AVE 0.05 $2,000,000 $100,000

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY USFS POPE/BALDWIN PATH--UPGRADE 15TH STREET SPRING CREEK 3.30 $750,000 $2,475,000
4/BIKE FERRY EL DORADO COUNTY BIKE FERRY CAMP RICHARDSON MEEK'S BAY 8.80 $1,670,000 $14,702,676

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD/CALTRANS TRUCKEE RIVER TRAIL WIDENING TAHOE CITY SQUAW VALLEY 2.50 $750,000 $1,875,000

10042/NA C-1/SHARED USE PATH

PLACER COUNTY/EL 

DORADO COUNTY TCPUD WEST SHORE TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS SR 28/89 EMERALD BAY 12.10 $1,000,000 $12,100,000



Table 18: Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Project List
 Pedestrian Facilities
 Other

EIP#/Caltrans 

EA# Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1)

Cost per mile 

(2) Total Cost Status

787 PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 STATE ROUTE 267 CHIPMUNK STREET 0.89 $2,500,000 $2,217,179

ENVIRONMENT

AL REVIEW
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 STATELINE RD CHIPMUNK STREET 0.79 $8,000,000 $6,336,719

775 PED PLACER COUNTY TCPUD STATE ROUTE 89-HOMEWOOD SILVER STREET FAWN STREET 0.55 $1,000,000 $550,000

PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY STEELHEAD AVE DEER STREET FOX STREET 0.41 $317,000 $130,811

ENVIRONMENT

AL REVIEW
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE VILLAGE BLVD STATE ROUTE 28 1.56 $2,000,000 $3,113,866
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY DRIVER WAY VILLAGE BLVD COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE 0.58 $1,000,000 $579,115
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY FAIRWAY BLVD NORTHWOOD BLVD COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE 0.44 $2,000,000 $875,332
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY GOLFERS PASS ROAD STATE ROUTE 431 VILLAGE BLVD 0.85 $1,000,000 $847,320
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY INCLINE WAY VILLAGE BLVD SOUTHWOOD BLVD 0.23 $1,000,000 $233,843
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY MCCOURRY BLVD STATE ROUTE 431 NORTHWOOD BLVD 0.46 $1,000,000 $456,688
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY SKI WAY COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE FIRST GREEN DRIVE 0.73 $2,000,000 $1,455,290
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 LAKESHORE BLVD (WEST END) NORTHWOOD BLVD 1.10 $2,000,000 $2,193,875
PED WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGE BLVD COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE COLLEGE DRIVE 0.52 $2,000,000 $1,042,160

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE TROUT CREEK BRIDGE REPAIR TULARE MACKINAW 0.05 $2,000,000 $100,000

C-1/SHARED USE PATH

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 

TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE UPPER TRUCKEE BRIDGE REPAIR PONDEROSA STREET ELOISE AVE 0.05 $2,000,000 $100,000

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY USFS POPE/BALDWIN PATH--UPGRADE 15TH STREET SPRING CREEK 3.30 $750,000 $2,475,000
4/BIKE FERRY EL DORADO COUNTY BIKE FERRY CAMP RICHARDSON MEEK'S BAY 8.80 $1,670,000 $14,702,676

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD/CALTRANS TRUCKEE RIVER TRAIL WIDENING TAHOE CITY SQUAW VALLEY 2.50 $750,000 $1,875,000

10042/NA C-1/SHARED USE PATH

PLACER COUNTY/EL 

DORADO COUNTY TCPUD WEST SHORE TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS SR 28/89 EMERALD BAY 12.10 $1,000,000 $12,100,000



PLANNING-LEVEL PROJECTS

Ranking Criteria Weight Evaluators should use professional judgement when ranking.  Not all situations conform to the criteria below.

Fixes gap in 

existing network
15

Project that connects two high use facilities that were not linked before, or that links a facility with a high-density 

residential or commercial area = 1 pt

Project that connects medium or low use facilities that were not linked before = 0.75 pt

Project xes a section that deterred use, or adds length to an existing facility = 0.5 pt

Project upgrades a section not built to current standards = 0.25 pt

Estimated use 40

Based on the Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian User Models.  

Over 1,500 estimated users per day = 1 pt

1,000 to 1,500 = 0.75 pt

500 to 1,000 = 0.5 pt

100 to 500 = 0.25 pt

Less than 100 = 0.1 pt

Note: Destination connectivity is incorporated into this criterion through the model calculations.

Improves network 10

Provides unduplicated, direct link between residences and recreational or commercial area. 

Facility where no parallel facility exists within 1300 feet (exception: sidewalk or shared-use path next to a bike lane 

receives 1 pt) = 1 pt

Facility that serves different users (such as a bike lane where there is an existing parallel shared-use path), or a 

sidewalk across the street from an existing sidewalk = 0.5

The focus of this criterion is on avoiding duplication, not on gap closure or connecting destinations.

Multi-modal 

connectivity
5

Provides additional support to existing transit stops and routes.  

Sidewalk or shared use path directly connecting to a transit stop = 1 pt

Bike lane or bike route connecting to a transt stop = 0.5 pt

Safety 10
Project can address a problem location where there have been reported accidents = 1 pt

Addresses a location that the public or planners have identied as a safety hazard = 1 pt

Cost benet 20

Cost per annual user served.  

Less than $5 per person = 1 pt

$5-$20 per person = 0.75 pt

$20-$100 per person = 0.5 pt

$100-$500 per person = 0.25 pt

Over $500 per person = 0 pt.

Environmental 

Impact
-20

Greater than 50% of project might result in new SEZ disturbance = 1 pt

25-50% new SEZ disturbance = 0.5 pt

5 - 25% new SEZ disturbance = 0.25 pt

Additional strong potential for scenic or wildlife disturbance = 0.5 pts with total points not to surpass 1. 

Other environmental impacts that don't t into above categories = up to 1 pt

 

DESIGN-LEVEL PROJECTS

Timeline 20

Permitted or Permit Requested = 1 pt

Final Design = 0.75 pt

Environmental Review = 0.5 pt

Preliminary Design or Feasibility Study = 0

Feasibility Study = 0

Criteria are the same as for Planning-level projects, with addition of one criterion below. 

Table 19. Prioritization Criteria



Notes:  
1) Mileage is calculated from GIS, not mileposts.    2) From Caltrans SWITRS and Nevada Highway Patrol Databases.    3) Based on the Bike Trail User Model    4) Based on a survey of other regions with snow (172.8 for cleared facilities; 146.5 for non-cleared)  
(See Bike Trail User Model Tab TK)     5) Costs for Caltrans projects use the “Conceptual Unit Cost Estimates”. Since these projects are constructed concurrently with water quality work, actual costs may differ. 6) Any prioritization is dependent on funding, right-of-way availability, 
and other issues, and the order in which projects are actually completed is based on a variety of factors.7) For full list of project scoring, see web version at www.tahoempo.org.

Table 20: Prioritized Project List, Design-Level Projects.

EIP#/Caltrans EA# CLASS LOCATION OWNERSHIP NAME FROM TO PROJECT_TYPE

MILES 

(1)

COST_PER_MIL

E (5) TOTAL_COST STATUS

PRIORITIZATIO

N_SCORE
HIGHEST PRIORITY "DESIGN-LEVEL" PROJECTS (6)

10033 C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50-EL DORADO BEACH TRAIL SKI RUN BLVD EL DORADO BEACH Design-Level 0.69 $2,000,000 $1,387,449 FINAL DESIGN 100
763 C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD LAKESIDE TRAIL PHASES V, VI, VII GROVE STREET STATE ROUTE 28 Design-Level 1.10 $4,462,209 $4,908,430 PERMIT APPROVED 100

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HARRISON AVE LAKEVIEW AVE LOS ANGELES AVE Design-Level 0.28 $2,000,000 $566,312 PRELIMINARY PLANNING 90
777 C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY KAHLE DRIVE LAKE PARKWAY Design-Level 0.89 $2,000,000 $1,772,420 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 88

C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY SOUTH DEMO ELK'S POINT ROAD KAHLE DRIVE Design-Level 0.62 $2,000,000 $1,231,911 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 83
769 C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY SOUTH DEMO ROUND HILL PINES BEACH ELK'S POINT ROAD Design-Level 0.75 $2,000,000 $1,490,575 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 83

NA/03-2A920 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-HOMEWOOD FAWN STREET CHERRY STREET Design-Level 0.82 $50,000 $41,141 95% DESIGN 83

NA/03-1A842 C-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-EMERALD BAY ROAD SOUTH TAHOE "Y" SO. LAKE TAHOE CITY LIMITS Design-Level 1.36 $5,000 $6,791

95% DESIGN--CII NEEDS TO 

BE REINSTATED HERE 80
761 C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY NTPUD NORTH TAHOE BIKE PATH DOLLAR HILL NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL PARK Design-Level 8.00 $2,000,000 $16,000,000 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 80

PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY BEAR STREET STATE ROUTE 28 TROUT AVE Design-Level 0.06 $317,000 $18,489 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 79
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY DEER STREET STATE ROUTE 28 PAST TROUT AVE Design-Level 0.04 $317,000 $12,083 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 79

787 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS/PLACER COUNTY LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - STATE ROUTE 28 CSR 267 CHIPMUNK STREET Design-Level 0.93 $5,000 $4,632 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 77
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 STATELINE RD PARK AVE Design-Level 0.28 $8,000,000 $2,266,406 IN CONSTRUCTION--HELD UP 75

777 C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY LAKE PARKWAY WEST (LOOP ROAD, NV SS) US HWY 50 STATELINE AVE Design-Level 0.44 $2,000,000 $881,223 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 75
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY COON STREET STATE ROUTE 28 DOLLY VARDEN AVE Design-Level 0.39 $317,000 $122,595 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 74
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY FOX STREET STATE ROUTE 28 RAINBOW AVE Design-Level 0.21 $317,000 $66,131 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 74
C-3/BIKE ROUTE PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY LAKE FOREST ROAD POMIN PARK SKYLANDIA PARK Design-Level 0.62 $5,000 $3,078 IN CONSTRUCTION 09_11 74
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY SECLINE STREET STATE ROUTE 28 STEELHEAD AVE Design-Level 0.16 $317,000 $51,017 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 74
PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY STEELHEAD AVE DEER STREET FOX STREET Design-Level 0.41 $317,000 $130,811 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 74

NA/03-3C380 C-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALTRANS US HWY 50 (PM 75.4/77.3) TROUT CREEK SOUTH TAHOE "Y" Design-Level 1.89 $4,000,000 $7,573,067 60% DESIGN 70
787 PED PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 STATE ROUTE 267 CHIPMUNK STREET Design-Level 0.89 $2,500,000 $2,217,179 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 70
775 C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD HOMEWOOD MULTI-USE TRAIL FAWN STREET CHERRY STREET Design-Level 0.85 $2,474,462 $2,103,293 PRELIMINARY PLANNING 70
752 C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SKI RUN BLVD SIERRA TRACT Design-Level 1.50 $2,500,000 $3,751,598 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 69

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY LAKE FOREST ROAD SKYLANDIA PARK STATE ROUTE 28 Design-Level 0.18 $1,000,000 $184,199 IN CONSTRUCTION 69
752 C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY VAN SICKLE STATE PARK SKI RUN BLVD Design-Level 1.33 $2,500,000 $3,327,520 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 68
763 C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD LAKESIDE TRAIL PHASE 2C MACKINAW RD COMMONS BEACH Design-Level 0.30 $10,000,000 $3,000,000 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 65
786 PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PIONEER TRAIL SHEPHARDS ROAD US HWY 50 Design-Level 0.37 $4,000,000 $1,487,399 PRELIMINARY PLANNING 65
854 PED PLACER COUNTY TCPUD FANNY BRIDGE PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS TAHOE TAVERN ROAD MACKINAW RD Design-Level 0.61 $1,200,000 $735,488 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 65

NA/03-1A733 C-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALTRANS US HWY 50 (PM 77.3/79.3) SKI RUN BLVD TROUT CREEK Design-Level 1.95 $9,000,000 $17,591,210 95% DESIGN 63
736/10034 C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY SAWMILL 2 PATH US HWY 50 LAKE TAHOE BLVD Design-Level 1.86 $2,000,000 $3,710,012 FINAL DESIGN 63

C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY NDOT NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY STATELINE ROAD LAKESHORE DRIVE (WEST) Design-Level 2.15 $4,000,000 $8,583,035 PRELIMINARY PLANNING 63

749/03-1A841 C-2/BIKE LANE EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-MEYERS

US HWY 50 AND SR 89 

INTERSECTION PORTAL DRIVE Design-Level 2.50 $500,000 $1,249,675 IN CONSTRUCTION 60
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 PHASE I TROUT CREEK SKI RUN BLVD Design-Level 1.44 $8,000,000 $11,519,241 FINAL DESIGN 60
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 PHASE II FOURTH STREET TROUT CREEK Design-Level 2.14 $8,000,000 $17,107,326 FINAL DESIGN 60

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY LAKE FOREST RD EXISTING BIKE PATH

LAKE FOREST CAMPGROUND 

ENTRANCE Design-Level 0.11 $1,000,000 $106,900 FINAL DESIGN 59
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SIERRA BLVD US HWY 50 BARBARA AVE Design-Level 0.50 1000000 $500,000 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 58
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 PHASE II SOUTH TAHOE "Y" FOURTH STREET Design-Level 0.24 $8,000,000 $1,943,245 FINAL DESIGN 58

752 C-1/SHARED USE PATH

EL DORADO COUNTY/CITY OF SOUTH 

LAKE TAHOE CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SIERRA TRACT MEYERS Design-Level 5.67 $2,500,000 $14,187,302 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 55
847 C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY INCLINE VILLAGE SAND HARBOR Design-Level 2.49 $8,000,000 $19,941,899 PRELIMINARY PLANNING 55

NA/03-1A844 5/SCENIC BIKE LOOP EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP (PM 18.0/24.9) EMERALD BAY MEEKS BAY Design-Level 7.35 $500,000 $3,673,878 95% DESIGN 47
NA/03-2A921 C-2/BIKE LANE PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS STATE ROUTE 89-TAHOE CITY TAHOE CITY "Y" BASIN BOUNDARY Design-Level 3.46 $500,000 $1,730,427 IN CONSTRUCTION 45

NA/03-1A842 5/SCENIC BIKE LOOP EL DORADO COUNTY CALTRANS LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY 

LIMITS CAMP RICHARDSON Design-Level 1.70 $1,000,000 $1,702,159 95% DESIGN 43
764C C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY TCPUD WEST SHORE BIKE TRAIL EXTENSION MEEKS BAY SUGAR PINE POINT STATE PARK Design-Level 0.70 $3,000,000 $2,099,844 PRELIMIINARY PLANNING 43

10036 C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY LAKE TAHOE BLVD D STREET BOULDER MOUNTAIN DRIVE Design-Level 1.92 $2,000,000 $3,846,369 PRELIMINARY PLANNING 40
TOTAL 62.2 $164,833,758



Table 20: Prioritized Project List, Planning-Level Projects

EIP#/Caltrans EA# CLASS LOCATION OWNERSHIP NAME FROM TO PROJECT_TYPE

MILES 

(1)

COST_PER_MIL

E (5) TOTAL_COST STATUS

PRIORITIZATIO

N_SCORE
HIGHEST PRIORITY "PLANNING-LEVEL" PROJECTS (6)

10042/NA C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY/EL DORADO COUNTY TCPUD WEST SHORE TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS SR 28/89 EMERALD BAY Planning-level 12.10 $1,000,000 $12,100,000 90
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 EXISTING LINEAR PARK TRAIL PARK AVE Planning-level 0.08 $4,000,000 $320,000 83
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD/CALTRANS TRUCKEE RIVER TRAIL WIDENING TAHOE CITY SQUAW VALLEY Planning-level 2.50 $750,000 $1,875,000 70
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY TCPUD/CALTRANS SUNNYSIDE TO SEQUOIA TRAIL SUNNYSIDE RESORT LOWER SEQUOIA/SR 89 Planning-level 0.65 $1,500,000 $975,000 65

NA/03-1A734 C-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CALTRANS US HWY 50 (PM 79.3/80.4) STATELINE RD SKI RUN BLVD Planning-level 1.15 $8,000,000 $9,185,518 65

C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY NATIONAL AVENUE EAST SIDE

TOYON RD/CONNECTION WITH 

PROPOSED NTPUD PATH

EXISTING FOREST SERVICE 

PATHS Planning-level 0.24 $2,000,000 $480,000 65
C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 (NORTH SIDE) PRESTON FIELD NORTHWOOD BLVD Planning-level 0.30 $2,000,000 $591,559 63

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PONDEROSA/SUSSEX CONNECTOR TO SIERRA TRACT US HWY 50

SOUTH LAKE TAHOE BIKE PATH -

PONDEROSA SECTION Planning-level 0.07 $2,000,000 $132,849 60
C-2/BIKE LANE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE GLENWOOD AVE BLACKWOOD RD FAIRWAY DR Planning-level 0.25 $500,000 $125,818 58
C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY KINGSBURY CONNECTOR VAN SICKLE STATE PARK MARKET STREET Planning-level 0.77 $2,000,000 $1,545,217 58
C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE FAIRWAY AVE GLENWOOD WAY BLACKWOOD RD Planning-level 0.14 $5,000 $700 55

778 PED DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY STATELINE BLVD/CASINO CORE US HWY 50 LAKESHORE BLVD Planning-level 0.41 $1,000,000 $410,000 55
C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY OLD MT ROSE HWY DIRT PARKING LOT BASIN BOUNDARY Planning-level 2.54 $1,000,000 $2,542,848 55
C-1/MULTI-USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY USFS POPE/BALDWIN PATH--UPGRADE 15TH STREET SPRING CREEK Planning-level 3.30 $750,000 $2,475,000 54
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE TROUT CREEK BRIDGE REPAIR TULARE MACKINAW Planning-level 0.05 $2,000,000 $100,000 53
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE UPPER TRUCKEE BRIDGE REPAIR PONDEROSA STREET ELOISE AVE Planning-level 0.05 $2,000,000 $100,000 53
C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE JAMES CONNECTOR JAMES AVE EXISTING BIKE PATH Planning-level 0.03 $2,000,000 $67,916 53

10037 C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PARK AVE (WEST) PINE BLVD

US HWY 50/END OF LINEAR 

PARK TRAIL Planning-level 0.21 $500,000 $103,034 53

C-1/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 H STREET

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE 

CITY LIMITS Planning-level 0.44 $2,000,000 $884,390 53

C-3/BIKE ROUTE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY MARKET STREET PROPOSED SHARED USE PATH

STATE ROUTE 207/KINGSBURY 

GRADE Planning-level 0.19 $5,000 $951 53

C-1/SHARED USE PATH EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY US HWY 50

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY 

LIMITS SAWMILL BLVD Planning-level 1.31 $2,000,000 $2,628,184 53
C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SOUTH AVE MELBA DRIVE THIRD STREET Planning-level 0.25 $5,000 $1,268 52
C-3/BIKE ROUTE DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY ROUND HILL BIKE PATH CONNECTOR 2 ROUND HILL BIKE PATH MCFAUL WAY Planning-level 0.07 $5,000 $348 52
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY MEADOW VALE/SOUTHERN PINES US HWY 50 PIONEER TRAIL Planning-level 1.23 $5,000 $6,130 52

760 5/SCENIC BIKE LOOP WASHOE COUNTY NDOT LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - STATE ROUTE 28 STATELINE ROAD LAKESHORE BLVD (WEST) Planning-level 2.30 $5,000 $11,508 52
C-3/BIKE ROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE VENICE DRIVE TAHOE KEYS BLVD 15TH STREET Planning-level 0.88 $500,000 $440,471 50

781 PED DOUGLAS COUNTY DOUGLAS COUNTY US HWY 50

KINGSBURY GRADE (STATE ROUTE 

207) LAKE PARKWAY (LOOP ROAD) Planning-level 0.25 $400,000 $100,860 50
C-3/BIKE ROUTE EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY BLITZEN RD STATE ROUTE 89 NEAR MEYERS SANTA CLAUSE DR Planning-level 1.53 $5,000 $7,661 50

TOTAL 33.30 $37,212,232



Proposed Projects, Screened Out

Location Segment Name From To Classication Comments

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE UPPER TRUCKEE MEADOW ELK'S CLUB ROAD

CARROW'S ON US 

HWY 50 C-1/SHARED USE PATH

Screened out at this time based on screening criteria #1: duplicative of Greenway and bike 

routes through Barton neighborhood.  Proposed at CSLT Parks and Rec Commission 

meeting 6-29-09.  Follows river from Elk's Club to highway, cross under highway, end near 

Carrow's.  Very difcult with SEZ, property acquisition. 

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE 56-ACRE CONNECTOR 56-ACRES BIJOU PARK Design Workshop suggested this, however I can't gure out where it would go. 

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE GREENWAY TO Y CONNECTOR SOUTH TAHOE GREENWSOUTH AVE C-1/SHARED USE PATH

Screened out based on criteria #6, ROW acquisition.  This trail would have to cross private 

property which at the time of plan development was not available for acquisition.  This link 

has been suggested from multiple public sources. 

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE BARTON MEADOW SAN FRANCISCO AVE VENICE AVE C-1/SHARED USE PATH

Screened out based on criteria #6, ROW acquisition. This path was suggested at the 

October open-houses, and has been suggested by other members of the public in the past. 

CTC asked us to remove it from the bike plan because it is not the preferred alternative for 

work they are proposing in the Cove East area. 

EL DORADO COUNTY

EMERALD BAY--RAISE WHOLE ROAD AROUND 

EMERALD BAY TO ADD SPACE FOR BIKE LANE, AND 

ALLOW ANIMALS AND SNOW TO CROSS UNDER 

ROAD

Screened out based on criteria #8, meeting design standards.  Proposed at Lake Tahoe 

Bicycle Coalition planning meeting.  Slopes of path would be beyond AASHTO standards for 

much of the route, also low predicted use (approx 150 users per day)  would not justify 

expense. 

EL DORADO COUNTY POPE BEACH CONNECTOR VENICE DRIVE END OF POPE BEACHC-1/SHARED USE PATH

Screened out on criteria #1, duplicate route, and #7, environmental impacts. This  direct 

connection would have to go through waterfowl habitat that was recently restored by the 

Forest Service.  Impact mitigation would be very difcult if not impossible. Also, although it 

would be direct for people in the Keys who wanted to access the western-most portion of 

Pope Beach, most other people would not experience signicant time savings, particularly 

as they could visit the more eastern portions of Pope or Jameson Beach.  There is a walking 

trail connecting Venice Drive to Pope Beach during dry periods.

EL DORADO COUNTY SAWMILL ROAD US HWY 50 LAKE TAHOE BLVD C-3/BIKE ROUTE

Screened out on criteria #8--meeting design standards.  At a Sawmill TAC meeting, it was 

suggested to sign this CIII until the C-1 is constructed, but this road seems too dangerous 

to sign as C-III right now. 

EL DORADO COUNTY WEST SHORE DL BLISS SERVICE ROAD

DL BLISS SOUTH 

ENTRANCE

DL BLISS NORTH 

ENTRANCE C-3/BIKE ROUTE

Screened out on criteria #8--meeting design standards.  This alternative was recommended 

in the SR-89 Cascade to Rubicon Bay Bikeway Study, 2003. However, it seems too steep 

to be useful as an alternative route to the highway. 

DOUGLAS COUNTY PONY EXPRESS TRAIL

VAN SICKLE STATE 

PARK TAHOE RIM TRAIL C-1/SHARED USE PATH

Screened out on criteria #6 (right-of-way) and #8 (meeting design standards).  This is 

currently a mountain bike path and is planned to remain as a mountain bike path.  Crosses 

multiple private properties, is very steep.  The Pony Express on the other side of Kingsbury, 

the Carson Valley side, is planned as a paved path, however. 

Table 21: Proposed Projects, Screened Out
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Utility Providers 
 
Tahoe Water Suppliers Association (TWSA) Contacts 
 
Tahoe Water Suppliers Association 
http://www.tahoeh2o.org/ 
 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
Contact: Andrea Seifert 
E-mail: aseifert@ndep.nv.gov 
Phone:775-687-4670 
 
Lakeside Park Water Supplier (HOA) 
Contact: Bob Loding  
E-mail: Docwtr@aol.com 
Phone:530-542-2314 
 
Kingsbury General Improvement District 
Contact: Cameron McKay 
E-mail: cam@kgid.org 
Phone:775-588-3548 
 
Douglas County - Engineering Dept 
Contact: Carl Ruschmeyer 
E-mail: cruschmeyer@co.douglas.nv.us 
Phone: 775-782-9063 
 
South Tahoe Public Utility District 
Contact: Dennis Cocking 
dcocking@stpud.dst.ca.us 
Phone: 530-544-4964 
 
California State Parks 
Contact: Graham Payne 
E-mail: gpayne@parks.ca.gov 
Phone: 916-653-6995 
 
Round Hill General Improvement District 
Contact: Greg Reed 
E-mail: agreed@rhgid.org 
Phone: 775-588-2571 
 
Incline Village General Improvement District 
Contact: Harvey Johnson, Joe Pomroy, or Madona Dunbar  
E-mail: harvey_johnson@ivgid.org; Joe_Pomroy@ivgid.org;mod@ivgid.org 
Or: Joe Pomroy 
Phone: 775-832-1100 
 
United States Forest Service 
Contact: Jim Harris 
E-mail: jsharris@fs.fed.us 
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Phone: (530) 543-2600  
 
North Tahoe Public Utility district 
Contact: Lee Schegg 
E-mail: lschegg@ntpud.org 
Phone: (530) 546-4212 
 
Sand Harbor 
E-mail: tahoe@parks.nv.gov 
Phone: 775-831-0494 
 
Edgewood 
Contact: Scott Schunter 
E-mail: scott@edgewoodtahoe.com 
Phone: 775-588-2787 
 
Tahoe City Public Utility District 
E-mail: tlaliotis@tcpud.org 
Phone: (530) 583-3796 
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Roadway Information for Nevada Facilities 

Jurisdiction Segment Name From To Class Distance in Miles 
Width in 

Feet 
Posted 
Speed ADT 

Carson City NSR 28 Chimney Beach US Hwy 50/NSR 28 P-I 3.53 24 45 6,000 
Douglas County Loop Rd US Hwy 50 El Dorado County P-I 0.52 36 35 3,200 
Douglas County Skyland US Hwy 50/Nsr 28  Cave Rock P-I 0.56 48 45 126,000 
Douglas County Us Hwy 50 Zephyr Cove  Round Hill/Elks Point Trl P-I 1.48 48 45 18,000 
Douglas County Us Hwy 50 Cave Rock Zephyr Cove P-I 4.75 48 45 16,000 
Douglas County Stateline NSR 207 El Dorado County P-I 1.15 36 35 2,600 
Douglas County Us Hwy 50 Elks Point Trl Lake Pky P-I 1.58 48 45 25,000 
Douglas County Us Hwy 50 NSR 28/Us Hwy 50 Glenbrook P-I 2.23 48 45 126,000 

* This information is only required for the State of Nevada
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1. Introduction 
This memorandum outlines potential federal, state, local, and non-governmental funding opportunities 
available for Lake Tahoe Basin bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  Funding sources can be used for a 
variety of activities, including planning, design, implementation and maintenance.  It should be noted 
that this memorandum reflects the funding available at the time of writing.  The funding amounts, fund 
cycles, and even the programs themselves are susceptible to change without notice.  This memorandum 
and attached spreadsheet were developed with the dynamics of our times and economy in mind.  Both 
are formatted so that they may be updated and made current as funding changes. 

There are a variety of potential funding sources including local, state, regional and federal funding 
programs as well as private sector funding that can be used to construct and maintain bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities.  Most of the federal, state and regional programs are competitive and involve the 
completion of extensive applications with clear documentation of the project need, costs and benefits.  
The following should be noted: 

• Funding sources are highly competitive, with many agencies competing for the same “pots” of 
money. 

• Funding is limited; capital funding needs far outstrip available funding every year. 
• Applying for funding is a time-consuming and staff-intensive process. 
• Grant funds may have time-consuming reporting and administration requirements, and staff 

time required for grant administration should be considered before an agency pursues a grant. 

2. Organization of Memo 
Funding for bicycle and pedestrian projects can come from federal, state, regional, local or private 
sources.  Particularly with Federal sources, funding may be administered by a different agency or entity.  
This memo organizes funding sources based on the agency or entity that administers the funding. 

Funding source descriptions include, as available: 

• administering agency, 
• eligible projects,  
• eligible agencies,  
• match requirements,  
• amount of funding typically available for each project, and 
• whether the program is applicable in California, Nevada or both states. 
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3. Federal Transportation Funding 
Bicycle and pedestrian projects are broadly eligible for funding from almost all of the major Federal-aid 
highway, transit, safety and other programs.  For the most part bicycle projects must be “principally for 
transportation, rather than recreation purposes” and must be designed and located pursuant to the 
transportation plans required of States and Metropolitan Planning Organizations. 

The primary federal source of surface transportation funding—including bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities—is  SAFETEA-LU, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A 
Legacy for Users.  Also known as the federal transportation bill, the $286.5 billion SAFETEA-LU bill 
passed in 2005 and authorizes Federal surface transportation programs for the five-year period between 
2005 and 2009.  Congress is drafting a new federal transportation bill for reauthorization in 2010, and 
that bill may significantly change funding available for bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

Administration of federal transportation funding is through the State and regional planning agencies.  
Most, but not all, of these funding programs are oriented toward transportation (as opposed to strictly 
recreation purposes), with an emphasis on reducing auto trips and providing inter-modal connections.  
SAFETEA-LU programs require a local match of between 0% and 20%, based on the funding program.  
SAFETEA-LU funding is intended for capital improvements and safety and education programs and 
projects must relate to the surface transportation system. 

Specific funding programs under SAFETEA-LU include, but are not limited to: 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) – funds projects that contribute to the attainment 
of maintenance of air quality, specifically ozone, carbon dioxide, and particulate matter.  States 
administer CMAQ funding. 

Surface Transportation Program (STP) (23 USC 119) funds may be used for either construction of 
bicycle transportation facilities and pedestrian walkways, or non-construction projects, such as transit 
research and development, surface transportation planning programs, and operational costs for traffic 
monitoring, management and control.  Ten percent of each State’s annual STP funds are set -aside for 
Transportation Enhancement Activities (TEAs), which are programs and infrastructure projects that 
expand transportation choices and enhance the transportation experience.. SAFETEA-LU describes 
twelve eligible categories of TEAs, including provision of facilities or safety and educational activities for 
bicyclists and pedestrians and preservation of abandoned railway corridors for shared use trails. In 
California, STP funds are allocated to regions through the Regional Surface Transportation Program, and 
administered by Regional Transportation Planning Agencies.   

Highway Bridge Program (HBP) (23USC 144) funds may be used for the replacement and 
rehabilitation of deficient highway bridges and to seismically retrofit bridges located on any public road. 
Funds are allocated to States. 

Interstate Maintenance (IM) (23 23 119) funds may be used to resurface, restore, rehabilitate, and 
reconstruct interstate routes, including pedestrian and bicycle facilities over, under, or along interstate 
routes.  Funds are administered by States. 
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4. Federally Administered Funds 
The following funding programs are administered by federal agencies. 

Federal Lands Highway Funds 

(California and Nevada) 

Federal Lands Highway Funds may be used to plan and construct bicycle and pedestrian facilities in 
conjunction with roads and parkways at the discretion of the department charged with administration of 
the funds. The projects must be transportation-related and tied to a plan adopted by the State.  Federal 
Lands Highway funds are 100% federally funded.  California’s apportionment for FY 1998 through FY 
2007 was $461 million and Nevada’s apportionment during the same time frame was $172 million. 

Federal Website: http://flh.fhwa.dot.gov/ 

Central Federal Lands Website: http://www.cflhd.gov 

Transportation, Community and System Preservation (TCSP) Program 

(California and Nevada) 

The Transportation, Community and System Preservation (TCSP) Program provides federal funding for 
transit oriented development, traffic calming and other projects that improve the efficiency of the 
transportation system, reduce the impact on the environment, and provide efficient access to jobs, 
services and trade centers.  The program is intended to provide communities with the resources to 
explore the integration of their transportation system with community preservation and environmental 
activities.  The program is administered by the Federal Highway Administration.  States, MPOs, local 
governments and tribal agencies are eligible for discretionary grants. TCSP Program funds require a 20% 
match.  Project awards range from about $100,000 to $2 million.  

Website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tcsp/index.html  

National Scenic Byways Program 

(California and Nevada) 

The National Scenic Byways Program identifies roads with outstanding scenic, historic, and cultural, 
natural, recreational, and archaeological qualities as National Scenic Byways.  The program provides 
funding for scenic byway projects and for planning, designing, and developing scenic byway programs.  
There is a 20% match requirement.  National Scenic Byways Program can be used to fund on-street and 
off-street bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, intersection improvements, user maps and other 
publications.  

Nationally, $3 million were available each fiscal year between 2006 and 2009.  

http://flh.fhwa.dot.gov/
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Grant applications for National Scenic Byways Programs are forwarded to the FHWA division office by 
the state or tribal scenic byways coordinator. 

Federal Fact Sheet: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/factsheets/scenic.htm 

National Scenic Byways Program: http://www.bywaysonline.org/grants/ 

Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program 

(California and Nevada) 

The Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program (RTCA) is a National Parks Service program 
which provides technical assistance via direct staff involvement, to establish and restore greenways, 
rivers, trails, watersheds and open space.  The RTCA program provides only for planning assistance—
there are no implementation monies available.  Projects are prioritized for assistance based upon criteria 
which include conserving significant community resources, fostering cooperation between agencies, 
serving a large number of users, encouraging public involvement in planning and implementation and 
focusing on lasting accomplishments.  Eligible applicants include non-profit organizations, community 
groups, tribes or tribal governments, and local, State, or federal government agencies. Federal agencies 
may be the lead partner only in collaboration with a nonfederal partner. 

This program has provided technical assistance funding for the Silver Saddle Ranch and Carson River 
Community Vision, Carson City, Nevada planning effort. 

National Park Service’s Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program Website: 
http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/rtca/ 

The Paul S. Sarbanes Transit in Parks Program 

(California and Nevada) 

Paul S. Sarbanes Transit in Parks and Public Lands Program, formerly the Alternative Transportation in 
Parks and Public Lands (ATPPL) Program, funds transportation modes that reduce congestion in parks 
and public lands. The program funds planning and capital expenses for alternative modes in state and 
national lands, including bicycle and pedestrian paths. Any local, state, federal agency or tribal group that 
manages federal lands may apply for funds.  Project awards range from $40,000 to $3 million. 

Website: http://www.fta.dot.gov/funding/grants/grants_financing_6106.html 

Highway Bridge Program 

(California and Nevada) 

The Highway Bridge Program funds the replacement and rehabilitation of deficient highway bridges and 
to seismically retrofit bridges located on any public road.  If a highway bridge deck is replaced or 

http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/rtca/
http://www.fta.dot.gov/funding/grants/grants_financing_6106.html
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rehabilitated and bicycles are permitted at each end of the bridge, the bridge project must include safe 
bicycle accommodations (within reasonable costs). Funds are allocated to the States by the Federal 
government.  The Discretionary Bridge Program, a part of the HBP, is administered by the Federal 
government, and is eligible for the replacement and rehabilitation of high cost highway bridges or 
seismic retrofit of highway bridges. 

Federal website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/bripro.htm 

5.  State-Administered Sources 
The States of California and Nevada use both federal sources and state budgets to fund bicycle and 
pedestrian projects.  The following program descriptions specify whether it is a program specific to one 
or both states.   

California Bicycle Transportation Account 

As California’s Department of Transportation, Caltrans is the agency responsible for implementing 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  Caltrans funds local facilities through its Bicycle Transportation 
Account (BTA).  The BTA requires applicants to have adopted or updated a bicycle plan within the 
past five years.  The adopted bicycle plan must comply with CA Streets and Highways Code Section 
891.2, and include eleven elements, below.  California cities and counties, with adoption of this Plan, 
will be eligible to receive BTA funding.  
 
Eleven elements for BTA eligibility: 
1. Estimated number of existing and future bicycle commuters; 
2. Land use and settlement patterns; 
3. Existing and proposed bikeways; 
4. Existing and proposed bicycle parking facilities; 
5. Existing and proposed multi-modal connections; 
6. Existing and proposed facilities for changing and storing clothes and equipment; 
7. Bicycle safety and education programs; 
8. Citizen and community participation; 
9. Consistency with transportation, air quality, and energy plans; 
10. Project descriptions and priority listings; and 
11. Past expenditures and future financial needs.  

Grants range between $10,000 to $1 million. 

California Bicycle Transportation Account website: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/bta/btawebPage.htm 
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California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC) 

(California) 

The California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy) is a California state agency with a mission to preserve, 
protect, restore, enhance, and sustain the unique and significant natural resources and recreational 
opportunities of the Lake Tahoe Basin. Established in 1984, the Conservancy’s jurisdiction extends 
throughout the California side of the Lake Tahoe Region, as defined in California Government Code 
Section 66905.5. The Conservancy develops and implements projects to improve water quality, preserve 
Lake Tahoe’s scenic beauty, provide recreational opportunities and public access, preserve wildlife 
habitat areas, and manage and restore lands to protect the natural environment. 
 
The Conservancy’s Public Access and Recreation Program implements projects that are consistent with 
the Tahoe Region’s Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) and has four primary objectives: 
 

• To increase and enhance significant regional public access and public recreational 
opportunities consistent with natural resource preservation. 

• To provide a range of public access opportunities to locations with regionally significant 
lakefront, riverfront, cultural/historical and natural characteristics. 

• To increase regional waterborne and non-motorized transportation and recreation 
opportunities. 

• To support environmental education, interpretation, and wayfinding efforts that promote 
stewardship, provide information, and lessen confusion for recreationists. 

 
To support the program, the Conservancy allocates funds for projects undertaken by the Conservancy 
itself as lead agency and for grants to eligible project sponsors.  The Conservancy provides grants for 
three types of public access and recreation projects: site improvement, planning, and acquisition. 
 
The following entities are eligible to apply for grants under the Public Access and 
Recreation Program: 

• Local public agencies, State agencies, and federal agencies; 
• Federally recognized Indian tribes, including the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and 
• California; 
• The Tahoe Transportation District (established under California Government 
• Code Section 66801); and 
• Eligible nonprofit organizations.  

Website:  http://www.tahoecons.ca.gov 

State Transportation Improvement Program 

(California and Nevada) 

To be eligible for Federal transportation funds, States are required to develop a State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) and update it at least every four years.  A STIP is a multi-year capital 
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improvement program of transportation projects, and serves to coordinate transportation-related capital 
improvements of the metropolitan planning organizations and the state. 

In California, the STIP includes projects on and off the State Highway System and is funded with 
revenues from the Transportation Investment Fund and other funding sources.  The California STIP is 
typically updated every two years.  To be included in the STIP, projects must be included in the 
Interregional Transportation Improvement Plan (ITIP), prepared by Caltrans or the Regional 
Transportation Improvement Plans (RTIPs), prepared by regional agencies.  Bicycle and pedestrian 
projects are eligible for inclusion. 

In Nevada, the STIP is updated annually by the Nevada Department of Transportation. The STIP is the 
instrument used to implement the plans resulting from the statewide transportation planning process 

Caltrans STIP website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/STIP.htm 

Nevada STIP website: http://www.nevadadot.com/traveler/construction_projects/stip/ 

Highway Safety Improvement Program  

(California and Nevada) 

The Highway Safety Improvement Program funds are allocated to States as part of SAFETEA-LU.  The 
goal of HSIP funds is to achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all 
public roads.  As required under the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) California and 
Nevada Departments of Transportation have developed and are in the process of implementing a 
Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP).  A portion of the HSIP funds allocated to each state are set aside 
for construction and operational improvements on high-risk rural roads.  If the state has a Strategic 
Highway Safety Plan, the remainder of the funds may be allocated to other programs, including projects 
on bicycle and pedestrian pathways or trails and education and enforcement.  The local match varies 
between 0% and 10%.  Maximum grant award is $900,000. 

Caltrans issues an annual call for projects for HSIP funding.  Projects must meet the goals of the 
Strategic Highway Safety Plan.   

NDOT sets aside $400,000 of HSIP funding annually for quick action response funding. This funding 
can be used towards matching local contributions or to augment a district’s budget. Safety improvements 
of $150,000 or less, such as pedestrian flashers, lighting, or increased signage is made available at the 
request of a local entity or in response to an event. This funding is available on a first-come, first served 
basis. 

Federal HSIP Website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/factsheets/hsip.htm 

Caltrans HSIP Website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/hsip.htm 

Nevada SHSP Website: http://www.nevadadot.com/reports_pubs/Safety_Plan/ 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/STIP.htm
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/hsip.htm
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Recreational Trails Program  

(California and Nevada) 

The Recreational Trails Program of SAFETEA-LU provides funds to states to develop and maintain 
recreational trails and trail-related facilities for both non-motorized and motorized recreational trail uses. 
Annually, the Federal Highway Administration distributes funds to each state based on gasoline tax 
revenue from registered off-road vehicles in the state.  Each state administers its Recreational Trails 
Program, and has different guidelines.  Eligible applicants include cities, counties, districts, state and 
federal agencies, and non-profit organizations responsible for managing public lanes.   

Nevada State Parks administers the RTP in Nevada.  In FY 2008, Nevada received $1.3 million in RTP 
funds in 2009.  Nevada’s share for 2010 will be announced in fall of 2009.  Grant request amounts must 
be between $4,000 and $100,000.  A minimum 20% local match is required.  In Nevada, funds can be 
used for:  

• Maintenance and restoration of existing trails;  
• Purchase and lease of trail construction and maintenance equipment;  
• Construction of new trails; including unpaved trails; 
• Acquisition of easements or property for trails; 
• State administrative costs related to this program (limited to seven percent of a State's 

funds); and 
• Operation of educational programs to promote safety and environmental protection related 

to trails (limited to five percent of a State's funds).    

In California, the funds are administered by the California Department of Parks and Recreation.  
California’s apportionment was $1.7 million in 2009 and proposals are due October 1, 2009 for 2010 
apportionment funds.  A minimum 12% local match is required.  Recreational Trails Program funds may 
be used for acquisition of easements and fee simple title to property for recreational trail corridors, 
development and rehabilitation of trails, trailside or trailheads and construction of new trails.  RTP 
funding cannot be used for paths and sidewalks along a roadway, trail planning, non-ADA accessible 
trails, upgrading or facilitating motorized access to non-motorized trails. There is no maximum or 
minimum limit on grant request amounts.   

Federal Website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/rectrails/ 

Nevada Recreational Trails Program Website: http://parks.nv.gov/trail/about.htm 

California Recreational Trails Program Website: http://www.parks.ca.gov/?Page_id=24324 

Land and Water Conservation Fund 

(California and Nevada) 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/rectrails/
http://parks.nv.gov/trail/about.htm


Funding Memorandum 

E-11 

 

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) is a federally funded program, run through the National 
Park Service that provides grants for planning and acquiring outdoor recreation areas and facilities, 
including trails. The fund is administered by the California Department of Parks and Recreation in 
California, and the Nevada Division of State Parks in Nevada.   The fund has been reauthorized until 
2015.  

Cities, counties and districts authorized to acquire, develop, operate and maintain park and recreation 
facilities are eligible to apply.  Applicants must fund the entire project, and will be reimbursed for 50 
percent of costs. Property acquired or developed under the program must be retained in perpetuity for 
public recreational use.  

On June 3, 2009 Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar signed the LWCF 2009 Certificate of 
Apportionment which distributes over $27 million to the States, Territories, and the District of 
Columbia.  Approximately $2.3 million is available for projects in California and $334,000 is available in 
Nevada.  The Nevada Division of State Parks is not holding a funding round in 2009. Funding for 2009 
has still not been received and in anticipated to be lower than last year. There will be a combined 2009-
2010 announcement for the availability of federal funds the summer of 2010. 

National Park Service website: http://www.nps.gov/lwcf/ 

California LWCF website: http://www.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?page_id=21360 

Nevada LWCF website: http://parks.nv.gov/lwcf.htm 

Wildlife Conservation Board Public Access Program 

(California) 

The Wildlife Conservation Board (WCB) is a California State board which provides grants to public 
agencies and non-profit groups and organizations. The focus of the Board’s grant funding program is the 
acquisition of lands or improvements that preserve wildlife habitat or provide recreational access for 
hunting, fishing or other wildlife-oriented activities.  Up to $250,000 dollars are available per project. 
Applications are accepted quarterly.  Projects eligible for funding include interpretive trails, river access, 
and trailhead parking areas. The State of California must have a proprietary interest in the project.  Local 
agencies are generally responsible for the planning and engineering phases of each project. 

Wildlife Conservation Board Website: http://www.wcb.ca.gov/ 

California Conservation Corps 

(California) 

The California Conservation Corps (CCC) is a public service program which occasionally provides 
assistance on construction projects.  The CCC may be written into grant applications as a project 
partner.  In order to utilize CCC labor, project sites must be public land or be publicly accessible.  CCC 

http://www.nps.gov/lwcf/
http://www.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?page_id=21360
http://www.wcb.ca.gov/
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labor cannot be used to perform regular maintenance; however, it can perform annual maintenance, such 
as the opening of trails in the spring. 

California Conservation Corps Website:  http://www.ccc.ca.gov/ 

Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation Funds 

(California) 

The Environmental Enhancement Mitigation Program (EEMP) provides grant opportunities for projects 
that indirectly mitigate environmental impacts of new transportation facilities.  Projects should fall into 
one of the following three categories: highway landscaping and urban forestry, resource lands projects or 
roadside recreation facilities. Funds are available for land acquisition and construction. The local Caltrans 
District must support the project. 

Average award amount is $250,000. 

Website: http://resources.ca.gov/eem/ 

Safe Routes to School 

(California and Nevada) 

Federal Safe Routes to School 

Safe Routes to School programs are intended to increase the number of children walking and bicycling to 
school by making it safer for them to do so.  Federal Safe Routes to School (SRTS) funds are allocated 
to each state to be administered by their transportation departments.  Cities, counties, metropolitan 
planning organizations or regional transportation planning agencies are eligible for federal SRTS funding.  
No local match is required. Bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects within two miles of a grade 
school or middle school are eligible, as are education, encouragement and enforcement programs (non-
infrastructure programs).  Both California and Nevada receive these funds. 

California was appropriated $46 million in federal SRTS funds for Cycle 2 (FY 08/09 and 09/10) 
Maximum grant awarded for infrastructure is $1 million, and for non-infrastructure is $500,000. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/srts_guide.htm 

Nevada’s Safe Routes to School Program was appropriated $1 million per year through 2009. 

http://www.walknevada.com/ 

California Safe Routes to School 

http://www.ccc.ca.gov/
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/srts_guide.htm
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In addition to the federal Safe Routes to School funding source, California has a state-legislated source.  
This source is eligible to cities and counties only, and can be used for infrastructure projects within the 
vicinity of a school that serves kindergarten through 12th grade.  Applicants must provide a 10% match. 
The fund is primarily for construction, but up to 10% of the program funds can be used for education, 
encouragement, enforcement and evaluation activities.   

California’s State Safe Routes to School program awarded 48.5 million dollars in Cycle 8 (FY 09/10 and 
10/11).  Maximum grant awarded is $450,000. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/saferoutes.htm 

Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) Grants 

(California and Nevada) 

Office of Traffic Safety Grants are supported by Federal funding under the National Highway Safety Act 
and SAFETEA-LU.  In California, the grants are administered by the Office of Traffic Safety and in 
Nevada the grants are administered by the Nevada Department of Public Safety.  

Grants are used to establish new traffic safety programs, expand ongoing programs or address 
deficiencies in current programs. Pedestrian safety is included in the list of traffic safety priority areas. 
Eligible grantees are: governmental agencies, state colleges, state universities, local city and county 
government agencies, school districts, fire departments and public emergency services providers. Grant 
funding cannot replace existing program expenditures, nor can traffic safety funds be used for program 
maintenance, research, rehabilitation or construction. Grants are awarded on a competitive basis, and 
priority is given to agencies with the greatest need. Evaluation criteria to assess need include: potential 
traffic safety impact, collision statistics and rankings, seriousness of problems, and performance on 
previous OTS grants. The California application deadline is January of each year and the Nevada 
application deadline is April of each year.  

There is no maximum cap to the amount requested, but all items in the proposal must be justified to 
meet the objectives of the proposal.  

California OTS Website: http://www.ots.ca.gov/Grants/default.asp 

Nevada OTS Website:  http://ots.state.nv.us/OTS_FormsPubs.shtml#grant 

Transportation Planning Grant Program 

(California) 

The Transportation Planning Grant Program, administered by Caltrans, provides two grants that can be 
used to construct and plan bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/saferoutes.htm
http://www.ots.ca.gov/Grants/default.asp


Funding Memorandum 

E-14 

 

The Community-Based Transportation Planning Grant provides funding for projects that exemplify 
livable community concepts including pedestrian improvement projects.  Eligible applicants include local 
governments, MPO’s and RPTA’s.  A 20% local match is required and projects must demonstrate a 
transportation component or objective.  There is $3 million available annually statewide.  

The Environmental Justice: Context Sensitive Planning Grants promote context sensitive planning 
in diverse communities and funds planning activities that assist low-income, minority and Native 
American communities to become active participants in transportation planning and project 
development.  Grants are available to transit districts, cities, counties and tribal governments.  This grant 
is funded by the State Highway Account at $1.5 million annually state-wide. Grants are capped at 
$250,000.  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/grants.html 

State Highway Operations & Protection Program 

(California) 

The State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) is a Caltrans funding source with the 
purpose of purpose of maintaining and preserving the investment in the State Highway System and 
supporting infrastructure.  Projects typically fall into the following categories: collision reduction, major 
damage restoration, bridge preservation, roadway preservation, roadside preservation, mobility 
enhancement and preservation of other transportation facilities related to the state highway system.  In 
the past, SHOPP funds have been used to construct bicycle and pedestrian projects, including curb 
ramps, overcrossings, bike paths, sidewalks, signal upgrades to meet ADA requirements. Jurisdictions 
work with Caltrans’ districts to have projects placed on the SHOPP list. 

The total amount available for the four-year SHOPP period between 2010/11 and 2013/14 fiscal years is 
$6.75 billion, which is a reduction in funding from prior SHOPP programs.  Past project awards have 
ranged from approximately $140,000 to $4.68 million. 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) granted funding to this program in California. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/transprog/shopp.htm 

Nevada State Question 1 Bond Act 

(Nevada) 

The Nevada Department of Conservation and State Lands administers this funding source.  Four 
counties within the Carson River Watershed have been allocated $10 million in funding (Douglas, Lyon, 
Carson City and Churchill).  Funds must be used in one of four categories: acquire and develop land and 
water rights, provide recreational facilities, provide parking for and access to and along the river, and to 
restore the Carson River Corridor.  Most bicycle and pedestrian projects funded under this program 
would fall under the recreation category.  Example projects include constructing a footbridge or a trail 
along the river.  A fifty-percent match is required.  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/grants.html
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/transprog/shopp.htm
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Annual allocation is $2.5 million per county. 

Interstate Maintenance 

(California and Nevada) 

The Interstate Maintenance (IM) program funds resurfacing, restoration, rehabilitation, and 
reconstruction of interstate routes, including pedestrian and bicycle facilities over, under, or along 
interstate routes.  A State may transfer up to 50% of its IM apportionment to its National Highway 
System, Surface Transportation, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement, Highway Bridge 
Replacement and Rehabilitation, or Recreational Trails apportionment. Funds are administered by States. 

Federal website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/factsheets/im.htm 

Community Development Block Grants 

(California and Nevada) 

The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program funds projects and programs that develop 
viable urban communities by providing decent housing and a suitable living environment and by 
expanding economic opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate income.  Federal 
Community Development Block Grant Grantees may use CDBG funds for activities that include (but 
are not limited to) acquiring real property; building public facilities and improvements, such as streets, 
sidewalks, and recreational facilities; and planning and administrative expenses, such as costs related to 
developing a consolidated plan and managing CDBG funds.  The state makes funds available to eligible 
agencies (cities and counties) through a variety of different grant types.  Grantees enter into a contract 
with the state.  Eligible agencies are determined based on a formula, and are listed on the HUD website: 

Eligible CDBG Agencies in California: http://www.hud.gov/local/ca/community/cdbg/#state 

Eligible CDBG Agencies in Nevada: http://www.hud.gov/local/nv/community/cdbg/#state 

http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/programs/index.cfm 

6. Locally-Administered Sources 
Local funding sources are generally administered by Metropolitan Planning Organizations, Congestion 
Management Agencies, Transportation Improvement Authorities or other regional agencies.  Counties or 
cities may administer some funding sources.  These funding sources are supported by federal, state or 
local revenue streams.  

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program 

(California and Nevada) 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/factsheets/im.htm
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/programs/index.cfm
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Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) program funds projects that contribute to the 
attainment or maintenance of National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone, carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter standards. CMAQ projects must be located within an air basin that does not meet 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards, and as such at Lake Tahoe only jurisdictions located in El 
Dorado County are eligible for CMAQ funding. Eligible projects must also be included in the RTIP or 
the Federal Transportation Improvement Plan.  Funds may be used for, among other things, 
construction of bicycle and pedestrian facilities and non-construction projects related to safe bicycle use.  
Examples of these include brochures and other public education materials.  As of October 1, 2009, all 
CMAQ projects must have a local match of 11.47%. 

http://www.tahoempo.org/cmaq.aspx?SelectedIndex=1 

http://www.caltrans.ca.gov/hq/transprog/federal/cmaq/Official_CMAQ_Web_Page.htm 

Regional Surface Transportation Program  

(California) 

The Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) was established in California using Surface 
Transportation Program Funds from the Federal government.  RSTP is a block grant program which 
provides funding for bicycle and pedestrian projects, among many other transportation projects.  Under 
the RSTP, the local MPO or COG prioritizes and approves projects that receive RSTP funds.  Agencies 
can transfer funding from other federal transportation sources to the RSTP program in order to gain 
more flexibility in the way the monies are allocated.  In California, 62.5% of RSTP funds are allocated 
according to population.  The remaining 37.5% is available statewide.  

In Lake Tahoe, approximately $400,000 is available each year through RSTP, and approximately 60% of 
this is allocated to bicycle and pedestrian projects.   

TRPA’s explanation of the RSTP: http://www.tahoempo.org/rstp.aspx 

Caltrans website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/transprog/federal/rstp/Official_RSTP_Web_Page.htm 

Transportation Development Act Article 3 

(California) 

Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3 Local Transportation Funds are administered by 
TRPA as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA). Funds are available for transit, bicycle 
and pedestrian projects in California.  According to the Act, pedestrian and bicycle projects are allocated 
two percent of the revenue from a ¼ cent of the general state sales tax, unless the transportation 
planning agency finds that the money could be used to better advantage for elderly and handicapped 
services and community transit.    LTF funds are collected by the State, returned to each county based on 
sales tax revenues, and typically apportioned to areas within the county based on population. Eligible 
pedestrian and bicycle projects include construction and engineering for capital projects and 

http://www.tahoempo.org/rstp.aspx
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development of comprehensive facilities plans. These funds may be used to meet local match 
requirements for federal funding sources. 

Annually, approximately $830,000 is available in El Dorado County and $600,000 in Placer County. 

Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Agency website: http://www.tahoempo.org/tda.aspx?SelectedIndex=3 

Caltrans website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans/State-TDA.html 

Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act 

(California) 

The Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act was passed by the California Legislature in 1982 in response 
to reduced funding opportunities brought about by the passage of Proposition 13. The Mello-Roos Act 
allows any county, city, special district, school district, or joint powers of authority to establish a 
Community Facility District (CFD) for the purpose of selling tax-exempt bonds to fund public 
improvements within that district. CFDs must be approved by a two-thirds margin of qualified voters in 
the district. Property owners within the district are responsible for paying back the bonds. Pedestrian 
facilities are eligible for funding under CFD bonds. 

Overview of Mello-Roos: http://mello-roos.com/pdf/mrpdf.pdf 

Transient Occupancy Tax 

(Placer County, CA and Douglas County, NV) 

Transient Occupancy Tax funds are collected by several jurisdictions with the Basin.  In Placer County 
the North Lake Tahoe Resort Association is responsible for their collection and use.  A large share has 
been programmed for transportation purposes, including construction of shared use paths. Local groups 
or agencies can apply for these funds using the application that is in the back of the NLTRA Infrastructure 
and Transportation Development Integrated Work Plan and Long-Range Funding Plan.  In Douglas County, the 
Tahoe-Douglas Transportation District is responsible for programming TOT revenues and has 
developed a county-wide five year transportation improvement program. 

NLTRA Infrastructure and Transportation Development Integrated Work Plan and Long-Range Funding Plan: 
http://www.nltra.org/documents/ 

TRPA Rental Car Mitigation Fund 

(California and Nevada) 

Each a time a rental car is rented in the Basin, the customer pays a $4.75 per day fee.  The collected 
funds are placed in an interest-bearing trust account and funds are allocated by the Tahoe Transportation 

http://mello-roos.com/pdf/mrpdf.pdf
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District for local transportation improvements.  There is no formal application process but interested 
parties may discuss potential projects with the Tahoe Transportation District Staff.  

Tahoe Transportation District: http://www.tahoetransportation.org/ 

Description in Code of Ordinances: 
http://www.trpa.org/documents/docdwnlds/ordinances/COCh95.pdf 

TRPA Air Quality Mitigation Fund 

(California and Nevada) 

This program is designed to collect fees to offset impacts caused by indirect sources of air pollution in 
the Basin.  These funds are administered by TRPA for distribution to local jurisdictions. 

Some facility construction may be paid for by developers.    

New Construction 

(California and Nevada) 

Future construction projects are a means of providing sidewalks and other pedestrian facilities. To 
ensure that roadway construction projects provide facilities where needed and feasible, it is important 
that an effective review process be in place so that new roads meet the counties’ and cities’ standards and 
guidelines for the development of sidewalks and pedestrian facilities.  A developer may also attempt to 
reduce the number of trips (and hence impacts and cost) by paying for on- and off-site bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements designed to encourage residents, employees and visitors to the new 
development to walk rather than drive. 

General Funds 

(California and Nevada) 

One of the local revenue sources of cities, towns, and counties available for use on bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements are general funds resulting from sales taxes, property taxes, and other 
miscellaneous taxes and fees.  There are generally few restrictions on the use of these funds, which are 
utilized for a large variety of local budget needs.  As such, there is typically high demand for these funds 
for numerous government services.  Design and construction of sidewalks and pathways through use of 
this funding source usually receives limited support from local governments unless their constituents 
lobby effectively for such use. 

In some cases, a component of local general funds can be dedicated to transportation improvements 
including the construction and repair of sidewalks.   
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Special Improvement Districts 

(California and Nevada) 

Counties and cities may establish special improvement districts to provide funding for specified public 
improvement projects within the designated district.  Property owners in the district are assessed for the 
improvements and can pay the amount immediately or over a span of 10 to 20 years.  Street pavement, 
curb and gutter, sidewalks, and streetlights are some of the common improvements funded by special 
improvement districts.  Business Improvement Districts and Special Assessment Districts are example of 
special improvement districts. 

Parks and Recreation Funds 

(California and Nevada) 

Local parks and recreation funds are generally derived from property and sales taxes and some fee 
revenues, and they are sometimes used directly for pathway or pathway related facilities, including 
bathrooms, pocket parks, lighting, parking, and landscaping. Parks and recreation funds are also utilized 
to cover pathway maintenance costs incurred by these departments.   

Integration into Larger Projects 

(California and Nevada) 

The State of California’s “Complete Streets” policy requires Caltrans to address the safety and mobility 
needs of bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit users in all projects.  Local jurisdictions can begin to expect 
that some portion of pedestrian and bicycle project costs, when they are built as part of larger 
transportation projects, will be covered in project construction budgets.   

The Nevada Department of Transportation also has a “Bicycle Facilities Checklist” that it compares 
against roadway project designs.  Roadway projects must incorporate facilities in approved local bicycle 
and pedestrian plans where feasible.   

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities may also be constructed as part of private developments or local 
projects.    

 

7.  Other Sources 

Community Action for a Renewed Environment 

(Administrator: U.S. EPA) 



Funding Memorandum 

E-20 

 

Community Action for a Renewed Environment (CARE) is a competitive grant program that offers an 
innovative way for a community to organize and take action to reduce toxic pollution in its local 
environment.  Through CARE, a community creates a partnership that implements solutions to reduce 
releases of toxic pollutants and minimize people's exposure to them.  By providing financial and 
technical assistance, EPA helps CARE communities get on the path to a renewed environment. 
Transportation and “smart-growth” types of projects are eligible.  Grants range between $75,000 and 
$300,000.  In 2010, applications were due in March.  

http://www.epa.gov/care/ 

American Greenways Program 

Administered by The Conservation Fund, the American Greenways Program (AMG) provides funding 
for the planning and design of greenways.  AMG awards may be used to fund unpaved trail 
development.  Eligible applicants include local, regional or statewide non-profit organizations and public 
agencies.  The maximum award is $2,500, but awards typically range from $500 to $1,500.  

Website: http://www.conservationfund.org/?article=2471 

Bikes Belong Grant 

Bikes Belong is an organization sponsored by bicycle manufacturers with the intent to increase bicycle 
riding in the United States.  Bikes Belong provides grant opportunities up to $10,000 with a minimum 
50% match to organizations and agencies seeking to support facility and advocacy efforts.  Eligible 
projects include bike paths, trails, and bridges, mountain bike facilities, bike parks, and BMX facilities. 

Website: http://www.bikesbelong.org/grants 
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Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Use Models 
User Instructions 
September 30, 2009 

 

As part of the Tahoe Basin Bicycle / Pedestrian Master Plan, LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 
with assistance from Alta Planning has developed linked bicycle and pedestrian use level estimation 
models for travel corridors in the Tahoe Region.  This model is based upon observed facility use 
levels in the Tahoe Region, data regarding the characteristics of individual facility users, as well as 
emographic and travel data for the Tahoe region.  Note that this model is for relatively urban or d
inter‐community travel corridors, and is not applicable to mountain bike trails. 
 
Use models for both bicycle and pedestrian modes have been developed (other users, such as 
rollerbladers, are included as pedestrians).  Due to the lack of data, bicycle use levels is only 
estimated for Class I/shared use path and Class II/bike lane facilities, and pedestrian use levels for 
Class I facilities.  Overall, this model identifies the maximum feasible use level along a specific travel 
corridor assuming a “perfect” condition, and then applies a series of reductions that reflect factors 
grade, continuity, congestion, etc.) that would reduce the actual use level from the maximum (
feasible level. 
 
This memo presents straightforward instructions regarding how to use the model.  It is intended to 
be used with a spreadsheet (“TRPA Region Bike Ped Simplified Model.xls”).  If the analyst desires 
additional understanding as to the model methodology, please refer to a separate memo entitled 
Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Use Models” (LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 
eptember 28, 2009) available from either LSC or the TRPA. 
“
S
 
Using the Models 
 
The single page to be used by the analyst summarizing the models is shown in Table A.  The boxes 
ndicate data that the analyst will need to enter. The analysis should be conducted in the following 
tep  
i
s
 

s:

1. Using the attached Figure A, identify the corridor in which your facility is located.  (If you 
want to consider either a longer facility comprising two or more of these corridors or a 
specific sub‐section of a corridor, please refer to the “Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Use Models” memo.) 

 
2. From Table B, identify the values for visitor and resident bike‐to‐trail maximum feasible 

demand for the specific corridor, and enter them in Table A. 
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3. The potential demand for persons driving to the trail depends on whether you are 
evaluating an existing facility, or a potential new facility.  If your corridor is already served 
by a Class I/shared use path facility, enter 480 in Cell F19 and 135 in Cell F29.  If a potential 
new facility, enter 240 in Cell F19 and 41 in Cell F29. 

 
4. From Table C, identify the values for visitor and resident walk‐to‐trail maximum feasible 

demand for the specific corridor, and enter them in Table A. 

5. Starting from the trail usage generated by a “perfect” trail, identify the reduction in usage 
expected to occur based on the various factors, for each user type, as presented in Table D. 
(A “perfect” trail is Class I/shared use path, continual, no street crossings, flat, great 
maintenance, through an area with high recreation al value (woods, meadows, shoreline), 
and no trail congestion.)  If a specific characteristic of a particular facility lies between (or 
beyond) the categories shown in Table D, the analyst is encouraged to use these values as a 
guide in estimating more appropriate values.  Enter these volumes in the “Use Factor” boxes 

 

in Table A.1 
 
6. After entering these values, the spreadsheet will calculate the daily use estimates for both 

bicyclists and pedestrians.  (If a use estimate for only one mode is desired, zeros should be 
entered in the “Maximum Feasible Demand” column for the other mode). 

7. Peak‐hour use volumes can then be estimated by applying a peak‐hour‐to‐daily factor.  An 
evaluation of existing Tahoe facility peak hour and daily use levels indicates that this factor 
averages 0.153 for Class I/shared use path facilities (indicating that 15.3 percent of total 
daily use occurs during the peak hour) and 0.096 for Class II/bike lane facilities.  The 

 

appropriate value should be entered into the “Peak Hour Factor” column of Table A. 

8. Total annual use estimates can also be generated by applying an annual‐to‐daily factor.  For 
existing Tahoe facilities, these factors were calculated to equal 172.8 for facilities 
maintained year‐round (i.e., cleared of snow and ice) and 146.5 for facilities without 
snow/ice removal (which are the large majority of Tahoe facilities).  The appropriate value 

 

should be entered into the “Annual / Daily Factor” column of Table A. 

9. The resulting figures shown in the bottom line of Table A should be considered to be 
reasonable planning‐level use estimates for total users at the location of highest use, barring 
special conditions.  One such condition that may occur is reduction in use due to an effective 
restriction on parking availability.  If an effective, enforced parking capacity is put in place 
at a specific location, the degree to which this caps the drive‐to‐facility use numbers can be 
calc la

  

u
 

ted as follows: 

aximumM  Daily Drive‐to‐Facility Use = 
    Parking Capacity (# of vehicles) X 

      Average Vehicle Occupancy (persons per vehicle) X 
        Turnover Rate (# vehicles per space per day) 

 

 
1 You may need to make an initial estimate of the hourly number of trail users as a basis for the “congestion” factor, 
and then revise this estimate based upon the results of the analysis. 
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Average vehicle occupancy, per TCORP surveys, averages 2.1 persons per car for bicyclists 
and 2.5 for pedestrians.  Turnover rates for more remote areas (such as the East Shore 
where visitors tend to stay for the day) have been observed to be roughly 1.33, while more 
“urban” recreational areas have a turnover rate of approximately 2.5.  If the resulting value 
is less than the total daily bicyclist and pedestrian drive‐to‐trail use estimate, the daily use 
stimate should be reduced in the spreadsheet to reflect this cap (total of bicyclists plus e
pedestrians). 
 

10. Finally, it is important to note that the model estimates total use at a single peak location 
along each segment.  Particularly over the course of a long segment with multiple trip 
generators along its length, the total number of individual users over the entire corridor can 

r.  A simple equation to estimate total corridor use is as follows: be substantially highe
 

Total Corridor Use =  
  Use at Peak Location X  

  (Total Corridor Length (miles) / Average Trip Length (miles)) X  
      (1 + Ratio of Use at Lowest Location to Use at Peak Location) / 2 
 
Regionwide TCORP one‐way trip length was found to average 2.4 miles for bicycling and 1.5 
iles for walking, with detailed values for individual facilities presented in Table C of the m

Impacts Memo.  
 
As an example, consider a corridor 7.2 miles in length with an average trip length of 2.4 
miles, a peak location use estimate of 1,000 bicyclists per day and an estimated use level at 
he location of lowest use that is 50 percent of that at the peak location.  Total bicycle use t
throughout this facility would be calculated as follows: 
 
Total Corridor Daily Bicycle Use   = 1,000 X ( 7.2 / 2.4 ) X ( 1 + 0.50 ) / 2 

        = 1,000 X 3.0 X 1.5 / 2 
        = 2,250 bicyclists per day   

 
 
 

Discussion of Error 
 
Considering both the variation in day‐to‐day observed trail use and the accuracy of the models 
when compared to counts, a reasonable error range for any one corridor is considered to be ±25 
percent for the bicycle model and ±35 percent for the pedestrian model.  These ranges are reflected 
in Table A. 
 
Modifications to the Model 

 
The model can be modified to consider longer segments (combining two or more corridors) or to 
consider shorter segments.  The user is encouraged to refer to the “Tahoe Region Bicycle and 
edestrian Use Models” memo for discussion regarding these modifications (available on the TIIMS 
ebsite: 

P
w www.tiiims.org). 
 

http://www.tiiims.org/
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May 12, 2010 
 
Documentation of Categorical Exclusion for the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning 
Organization Lake Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan under the National 
Environmental Policy Act 
 
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Regulations give federal agencies the authority and discretion to determine which of 
their own activities should be categorically excluded from NEPA depending on 
circumstances and valid justification.  Furthermore, if a proposed activity falls under this 
section of the CFR, no further NEPA approvals are required by the Federal Highway 
Administration.  
 
Under 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 771.117(c) “the following actions 
meet the criteria for Categorical Exclusions (CE’s) in the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) regulation (section 1508.4) and 771.117 (a) of this regulation and 
normally do not require any further NEPA approvals by the Administration: 
 

(1) Activities which do not involve or lead directly to construction, such as planning 
and technical studies. 

 
The Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
identifies numerous goals and policies as they relate to the creation of a region-wide 
bicycle and pedestrian system.  Within the plan are identified projects such as: shared 
use paths, bicycle lanes, sidewalks and support facilities.  While these projects and 
objectives are included in the plan, it is the understanding of the TMPO that each 
individual project will undergo environmental review and documentation as the project 
proceeds from the planning phase to the design and construction phases.  For this 
reason, the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization has declared the Lake Tahoe 
Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan as categorically excluded from the National 
Environmental Policy Act.  
 
 
 

                 
Nick Haven     Karen Fink  
Principal Transportation Planner  Senior Transportation Planner
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