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Classification Location ‘Seament Name ‘From To

C-1/SHARED USE PATH :CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE :AL TAHOE BLVD ECOLLEGE AVE :PIONEER TRAIL 1.12
C-1/SHARED USEPATH (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  |COMMUNITY PLAYFIELDS ALTAHOEBLVD ILAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 0.33
C-1/SHARED USEPATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  |ELDORADOBEACH " FREMONTAVE LAKEVIEWAVE oo 0.43
C-1/SHARED USE PATH wCITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE wLAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY COLLEGE (WEST) wAL TAHOE BLVD wLAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY COLLEGE . 0 33
C-1/SHARED USEPATH (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE _ILAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY COLLEGE (EAST) ALTAHOEBLVD LLAKE 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 USEPATH (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  LINEARPARK SKIRUNBLVD PIONEERTRAL P 0.82
C-1/SHARED USE PATH (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  'LINEARPARKSPUR " BEHINDMCDONALDS 'SKIRUNMARNA P 0.32
C-1/SHARED USEPATH (CITYOF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE  LYONSAVE RUFUSALLENBLVD USHWYso AR 0.18
C-1/SHARED USEPATH (CITYOF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE  N.SIDEOFBST " PARKNGLOT HELENAVE o 0.07
C-1/SHARED USEPATH (CITY OF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE  IN.SIDEOFB.ST PARKNGLOT SOUTHAVE A 0.08
C-1/SHARED USEPATH (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  'SKIRUNBLVD (SOUTHSIDE) ~ lUSHwyso PIONEERTRAL oo 0.55
C-1/SHARED USEPATH (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  SKIRUNBLVD (NORTHSIDE) UsHWYso PIONEERTRAL A 0.54
C-1/SHARED USEPATH CITYOF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE  SOUTHAVE " WINNEMUCAAVE THRDSTREET oo 0.08
C-1/SHARED USEPATH (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  SO. LAKE TAHOE BKEROUTE LOSANGELESAVE MACKINAWRD o 0.94
C-1/SHARED USEPATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  |SO.LAKETAHOEBIKEPATH  'RUBICONTRAL SLVERDOLLAR o 0.18
C-1/SHARED USEPATH (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  'SO. LAKE TAHOEBIKEPATH PONDEROSA ELOSEAVE o 0.34
C-1/SHARED USEPATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  |SO.LAKE TAHOERECCENTER  RALLENTOSENCNTR RUFUSALLEN oo 0.59
C-1/SHARED USEPATH 'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE SO. LAKE TAHOERECCENTER RALLENTOSENCNTR 'SOUTH LAKE TAHOE REC CENTER T 0.16
C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY ELKSPOINTROAD " NEVADABEACH ELKSPONTROAD o 0.41
C-1/SHARED USEPATH DOUGLASCOUNTY ROUND HILLBIKEPATH ROUNDHLL KINGSBURY MIDDLE SCHOOL I 1.04
C-1/SHARED USE PATH DOUGLAS COUNTY ROUNDHILLBIKEPATH " KINGSBURY MIDDLE SCHOOL PINERIDGEDRIVE o 0.64
C-1/SHARED USEPATH 'ELDORADO COUNTY ISTHSTREETBKETRAL ASTHSTREET USFSTRL o 0.32
C-1/SHARED USE PATH ELDORADO COUNTY PATLOWE (NORTH) APACHE STATE ROUTE 89/US HWY 50 JUNCTION | 0.52
C-1/SHARED USEPATH 'ELDORADO COUNTY PATLOWE (SOUTH) PIONEERTRAL \VISTORCENTER I 0.81
C-1/SHARED USEPATH 'ELDORADO COUNTY ISAWMILLBIKEPATH SAWMILLROAD PATLOWEBIKEPATH o 1.55
C-1/SHARED USE PATH 'ELDORADO COUNTY USFSTRL ISTHSTREETBIKETRAL VALHALLA -~ A 1}
C-1/SHARED USEPATH 'ELDORADO COUNTY USPSTRL VALHALLA HERITAGE WAY (VISITOR CENTER) L 0.48
C-1/SHARED USEPATH 'ELDORADO COUNTY USFSTRL-VALHALLAFORK  'STATEROUTEB9 VALHALLA —— 0.59
C-1/SHARED USEPATH 'ELDORADO COUNTY USPSTRL HERITAGE WAY (VISITOR CENTER) 'SPRING CREEKROAD o 1.52
C-1/SHARED USEPATH 'ELDORADO COUNTY 'WESTSHOREBIKETRAIL  'ELDORADO COUNTYLINE \GENERAL CREEK (SUGAR PINE STATEPARI. 126
C-1/SHARED USEPATH 'ELDORADO COUNTY (WEST SHOREBIKETRAIL GENERALCREEK 'SUGAR PINE STATEPARK P 0.46
C-1/SHARED USEPATH PLACERCOUNTY 64-ACRES TRUCKEERIVERBRDGE FANNYBRDGE T 0.13
C-1/SHARED USEPATH PLACERCOUNTY 64-ACRES 64-ACRESENTRANCE FANNYBRDGE DT 0.15
C-1/SHARED USEPATH PLACERCOUNTY 64-ACRES " G4ACREENTRANCE TRUCKEE RIVERBRIDGE P 0.63
C-1/SHARED USEPATH PLACERCOUNTY PINEDROPTRAL NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL PARK PINEDROPLANE I 1.19
C-1/SHARED USEPATH PLACERCOUNTY 'SACRAMENTO AVE (HOMEWOOD) ~ 'HOMEWOOD PARKINGLOT TAHOE SKIBOWLWAY oo 0.42
C-1/SHARED USEPATH PLACERCOUNTY STATEROUTE28 BURTON CREEK STATEPARK ILAKEFORESTROAD I 1.68
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACERCOUNTY STATEROUTE28  LAKEFORESTROAD DOLLARDRVE = T 0.52
C-1/SHARED USEPATH PLACERCOUNTY TRUCKEERIVERTRAIL TRUCKEERIVERBRIDGE BASINBOUNDARY I 3.36
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACERCOUNTY TRUCKEERIVERTRL " TRUCKEERIVERBRDGE FARWAYDRIVE oo 0.06
C-1/SHARED USEPATH PLACERCOUNTY TRUCKEERVERTRL 64-ACRES 'STATEROUTES9 o 0.03
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACERCOUNTY WESTSHOREBIKETRAIL  '64-ACREENTRANCE SEQUOIAXING L es
C-1/SHARED USEPATH PLACERCOUNTY ‘WEST SHOREBIKETRAIL SEQUOIAXING \WILLIAM KENT CAMPGROUND T 0.63
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACERCOUNTY WESTSHOREBIKETRAIL  \WILLUAMKENT CAMPGROUND CHINQUAPNXING oo 0.34
C-1/SHARED USEPATH PLACERCOUNTY ‘WEST SHOREBIKETRAIL CHINQUAPNXING TIMBERLAND LANE T 0.66
C-1/SHARED USE PATH PLACERCOUNTY WEST SHOREBIKETRAIL TIMBERLAND LANE RUBICONAVE R T
C-1/SHARED USEPATH PLACERCOUNTY IWEST SHOREBIKETRAL RUBICONAVE (CHERRY STREET o 0.39
C-1/SHARED USEPATH PLACERCOUNTY WEST SHOREBIKETRAIL FREMONTWAY ELDORADO COUNTYLINE 106
C-1/SHARED USEPATH WASHOE COUNTY LAKESHOREBLVD |WEST TERMINUSPARK EASTTERMINUS PARK I 2.93
C-1/SHARED USEPATH WASHOE COUNTY MAYSBLVD LAKESHOREBLVD ALLENWAY L 0.27
C-1/SHARED USEPATH WASHOE COUNTY MAYSBLVD [BURNT CEDARCREEK 'SOUTHWOODBLVD A 0.15
C-1/SHARED USEPATH WASHOE COUNTY INORTHWOODBLVD VILLAGE BLVD (NORTH) MIDBLOCK CROSSNG L 0.35
C-1/SHARED USEPATH WASHOE COUNTY 'NORTHWOODBLVD " 'MIDBLOCKCROSSNG 'STATEROUTE28 I 0.26
C-1/SHARED USEPATH WASHOE COUNTY OLDMTROSEHMWY DRTPARKINGAREA BASNBOUNDARY P 2.57
C-1/SHARED USEPATH WASHOE COUNTY 'SOUTHWOODBLVD " 'STATEROUTE 28-SKATEPARK INCLINEWAY P 0.05
C-1/SHARED USEPATH WASHOE COUNTY 'SOUTHWOODBLVD STATEROUTE28 VILLAGEBLVD A 0.48
C-1/SHARED USEPATH WASHOE COUNTY 'SOUTHWOODBLVD " STATEROUTE28 VILLAGE BLVD (SOUTH) o 0.75
C-1/SHARED USEPATH WASHOECOUNTY 'SOUTHWOODBLVD SOUTHWOODBLVD SKATEPARK T 0.53
C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGEBLVD (SOUTH)  'SOUTHWOODBLVD LAKESHOREBLVD o 0.38
C-1/SHARED USEPATH WASHOECOUNTY VILLAGEBLVD (NORTH) ACECORT NORTHWOODBLVD A 0.54
C-1/SHARED USE PATH WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGEBLVD (NORTH)  NORTHWOODBLVD 'STATEROUTE28 P 0.19
C-1/SHARED USE PATH \WASHOE COUNTY 'VILLAGE BLVD (SOUTH) 'STATE ROUTE 28 'SOUTHWOOD BLVD i 0.26

Table 17. Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Network, Class I/ Shared Use Path



Classification ILocation ESeument Name From fTo ' Distance in Miles
C2/BKELANES OTY OF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE | 1STHSTREET VENCEDRVE ELOSEAVE N 032
C-2/BKELANE CITY OF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE  [BSTREET | USHWYSO MELBA T 0.10
C2/BKELANES CITY OF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE  [CST/MELBA USHWYSO SOUTHAVE S 039
C-2/BKELANES CITY OF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE  HELENAVE SOUTHAVE WINNEMUCCAAVE T 0.47
C2/BKELANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  WOHNSONLN FARWAYAVE ALTAHOEBLVD o 0.97
C-2/BIKELANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE [LAKETAHOEBLVD GLORENEAVE DSTREET S 0.47
C2/BKELANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  [LAKEVIEWAVE UsHWYso BERKELEYAVE P 059
C-2/BIKELANES CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  PARKAVE UsHWYSo VANSICKLEROAD A 0.2
C2/BKELANES CITYOF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE  PIONEERTRAL USHWY 50 (SOUTHLAKE TAHOE) ~ /GLENROAD o 023
C-2/BKELANES CITY OF SOUTHLAKE TAMOE  PIONEERTRAL GLENROAD BLACKBART e 3.07
C-2/BKELANES CITY OF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE  SIERRABLVD " PALMRAAVE FOUNTANAVE o 0.54
C-2/BKELANES [CITY OF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE  TAHOEKEYSBLVD 7 ELOSEAVE VENICEDRVE T 0.80
C2/BKELANES CITY OF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE  VENICEDRVE MARNA TAHOEKEYSBLVD o 0.41
C-2/BKELANES 'DOUGLAS CONTY ELKSPONTROAD | ELKS POINT CLASS | SHARED USE TRAL USHWYS0 o 0.14
C-2/BKELANES ELDORADO COUNTY LAKETAHOEBLVD | BOULDER MOUNTANDRIVE /ANGORA CREEK COURT o 0.53
C-2/BKELANES ELDORADO COUNTY INORTH UPPER TRUCKEE LAKE TAHOEBLVD usHwyso T S 2.05
C-2/BKELANES ELDORADO COUNTY PIONEERTRAL BLACKBART GLENEAGLESROAD A 276
Co/BKELANES ELDORADO COUNTY PIONEERTRAL GLENEAGLESROAD US HWY SO (MEYERS) e
C-2/BKELANES PLACERCOUNTY NATIONALAVE STATEROUTE28 TOYONKB T 041
Co/BKELANES PLACERCOUNTY STATEROUTE267 sumiT 0.6 MILES SOUTH OF SWMMIT o 0.63
C-2/BKELANES PLACERCOUNTY STATEROUTESS CHPMUNKST STATELNEAVE S 0.81
Co/BKELANES WASHOE COUNTY STATEROUTE28 LAKESHORE BLVD (WEST) SOUTHWOODBLVD e
C-2/BIKE LANES EWASHOE COUNTY 1STATE ROUTE 28 SOUTHWOOD BLVD 1LAKESHORE BLVD (EAST) ; 1.72
C-3/BKEROUTE (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE PPONDEROSA SILVERDOLLAR ] \CLASS IBIKEPATH [ 0.21
C-3/BIKEROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE |10TH STREET (WEST) STATEROUTE89 TAYLORWAY o 0.40
C-3/BIKEROUTE (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ‘13TH, STREET ELOISEAVE | STATEROUTE89 [ 0.10
C-3/BIKEROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE |BELLEVUE AVE/EL DORADOAVE | LAKEVIEWAVE 'OAKLANDAVE o 0.96
C-3/BIKEROUTE \CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ‘EEA,C,KWQQQ ROAD PIONEERTRAL | FARWAYAVE L 0.67
C-3/BIKEROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE [ELOISEAVE SOUTH LAKE TAHOE BIKE PATH NEAR TAH'!15TH STREET | L 1.70
C-3/BIKEROUTE (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ‘,RJYER DRIVE/WILLIAM STREET | UsHwvyso | ‘,SJERR,A, BLVD L 0.33]
C-3/BIKEROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE RUBICONTRAL MACKINAW SUSSEXAVE Lo 0.22
C-3/BIKEROUTE \CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ‘,R,UEU,S, ALLEN BLVD | UsHwyso | LYONSAVE L 0.52]
C-3/BIKEROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE (STATE ROUTE 89 (EMERALD BAYROAD) SOUTH TAHOE "Y" (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY LIMITS © 1.35
C-3/BIKEROUTE ICITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ‘,S,US,SE?(, AVE RUBICONTRAIL | ICLASS 1 BIKEPATH L 0.05]
C-3/BIKEROUTE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE (TAHOE ISLAND DRIVE/12 STREET ~ ° TAHOEKEYSBLVD ELOSEAVE L 1.20
C-3/BIKEROUTE iCITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE TAMARACKAVE | PIONEERTRAL BLACKWOODROAD R 0.48
C-3/BIKEROUTE (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE (WILLIAM ST/RIVERDRIVE | RIVERDRIVE/USHWYS0 BLUELAKEAVE o 0.57
C-3/BIKEROUTE | (EL DORADO COUNTY STATEROUTE89 CASCADEROAD EMERALDBAY P 3.57
C-3/BIKEROUTE | PLACER COUNTY MCKINNEYDRIVE STATEROUTE89 |STATE ROUTE 89 (NEAR FREMONT WAY) © 0.74]
C-3/BIKEROUTE PLACER COUNTY STATEROUTE8Y | FARWAYDRIVE TAHOECITY "Y* L 0.16
C-3/BKEROUTE | \PLACER COUNTY STATEROUTESY CHERRY STREET ‘TAHOE SKIBOWL WAY o126
C-3/BIKEROUTE PLACER COUNTY STATEROUTE8Y TAHOE SKIBOWLWAY MCKINNEYDRIVE L 0.11
C-3/BIKE ROUTE "WASHOE COUNTY 'MOUNT ROSE HWY BASIN BOUNDARY ISTATE ROUTE 28 ' 6.60
PO CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ____ALTAHOEBLVD | UsHwyso JOHNSONBLYD A 036
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  |BLACKWOODROAD GLENWOOD WAY 'LAKE TAHOE CHRISTIAN FELLOWSHIP 0.05
PO CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE [USHWY 50 (EASTSIDE) SKIRUNBLVD WILDWOOD AVE A 0.23
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE _ [USHWY 50 (EASTSIDE) | WLDWOOD AVE MDWAYROAD R 0.28
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE [USHWY 50 (EASTSIDE) | PIONEERTRAL PARKAVE S 0.08
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  USHWY 50 (EASTSIDE) | PARKAVE STATELNEAVE o 029
PED ‘CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  US HWY 50 (WESTSIDE) "} PARKAVE PIONEERTRAL S 0.08
PED T CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE _USHWY 50 (WESTSIDE) ~ SKIRUNBLVD BUOUCREEK Co 0.39
PED CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE _ILAKE TAHOE BLVD (EAST SIDE) | DSTREET SOUTHTAROE™Y" A 0.61
PED T CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  [LAKE TAHOE BLVD (WESTSIDE) SOUTH TAHOE Y DSWEET o 0.62
PED ‘CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE US HWY 50 ("Y" TOWARDS MEYERS) ! SOUTH TAHOE™Y' FSTREET T 0.72
PED T DOUGLAS COUNTY usHwYso KAWLEDRVE KINGSBURY GRADE ~ o 0.16
PED DOUGLAS COUNTY MWY 50 (EASTSIDE) STATELNEAVE LAKEPARKWAY T 037
PED DOUGLAS COUNTY HWY 50 (WESTSDE) LAKEPARKWAY STATELNEAVE o 0.36
PED DOUGLAS COUNTY ‘KlNGSBURY GRADE US HWY 50 ‘DAGGETT WAY i 0.49
7777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 T AHOE?STKTE7RECR7E7ATION7KREA::”7””1
PED P',—ACER, COUNTY ‘ STATEBQUTE,@ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, TRUCKEE RIVER OUTLET 'BURTON CREEK STATEPARK . o 0.67
PO 'WASHOE COUNTY ICOUNTRY CLUB DRIVE (WESTSIDE) | STATEROUTEZ28 = INCLINEWAY - 0.30
PED = |WASHOE COUNTY {COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE (WEST SIDE) | INCLINEWAY ILAKESHOREBLVD P 0.21
PED 'WASHOE COUNTY [INCLINE WAY (NORTH SIDE) INCLINE CREEK {COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE 3 0.16
PO WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 (NORTHSDE) STATELNEROAD CALANEVADRVE e 012
PED WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 (NORTHSIDE) | NORTHWOODBLVD VILLAGEBLYD T 0.47
PED WASHOE COUNTY ISTATE ROUTE 28 (NORTHSIDE) VLLAGEBLVD '3RD CREEK TOWNHOMES A 023
PED WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 28 (SOUTHSIDE) STONECRCLE VILLAGEBLYD T 0.18
PED WASHOE COUNTY ISTATE ROUTE 28 (SOUTHSIDE) VILLAGEBLVD SOUTHWOODBLVD A 032
PED WASHOE COUNTY STATE ROUTE 26 (SOUTHSIDE) SOUTHWOODBLVD COUNTRY CLUBDRVE T 055
PED "WASHOE COUNTY "TANAGER ST ORIOLE WAY EAST ENTERPRISE 1 0.17
TOTAL ? I 24

Table 17. Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Network
Class lI/Bike Lane
Class ll/Bike Route

Pedestrian Facilities



EIP#/Caltrans Cost per mile

EA# Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1) (2) Total Cost Status
! ! ! 'NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY- | ! ! ! ! FEASIBILITY
,,,,,,,,, 84,5,,C,J/,SHA,R,EP,U,S,E,PATH,QAR,SQN,CJT,Y,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,CAR,SQN,CJTX,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,lN,S,R,,Z,&,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘WAS,HQ,E,CQUNTY,',—!NE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘P,QUGJ—AS,QQU,NTYJ:'NE,,,,,,,,,,,J,,,,,‘},QQl,$,4,QQQ-,QQQJ,,$J,§,Ql5‘,2,5,9,,5IUDY,,,,,,,,,,,
10032/1004 'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ‘ : ; !
o | ,C-1/SHARED USE PATH | TAHOE ‘,CJ,T,Y, 'OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ‘A!—,TAHQ,E,E':EM,E,NTARY SCHooL | ‘!J,S: HwWyso ‘,JQH,N,SQN BVMD . 0.40; $2.000.000; ,$,7,9§3,2,39,3 ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 1 : : 1
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘9J/S,HAR,E,D,U,SE,PATH,IAHQE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,LQ'TY,QF,SQUTH,',-AKE,,TAHQE,,, B,STR,E,ET,,CQNN,EQTQR,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,LB,ST,F{E,E,T,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘U,S,H,WYEQ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,3,,,,,098 | $1.000.000;  $78.426;
'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ~ |CALIFORNIA TAHOE i ! 1 ! ;
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘CJ,/,SHAREP,US,E,E’AIH JTAHOE ‘CQNSERYANQ(,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,B,A,R,TQNME,A,QQW,QQN,NE,CTQR,,,,,,,,,‘S,AN,FRANQS,CQ,AYE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘Y,ENJC,EPR!Y,E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,l,,,,J,,Z,SJ,,ﬂi‘},QQQQQQL,,$,5,J,2§,7,1Ql,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
ICITY OF SOUTH LAKE ; : : ;
‘C 1/SHARED USE PATH | TAHOE ‘CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ‘CEMETERY CONNECTOR ‘BIJOU NEIGHBORHOOD ‘JOHNSON BLVD : 0.51! $2,000,000: $1,012,056!
- o ICITY OF SOUTH LAKE A 2 [ T T A PRELIMINARY
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘CJ/,SHARED,USE,E’AI"! TAHOE ‘C!TY,QE,S,QUIH,L,A,K,E,T,AHQE,,,‘HAR,R!S,QN,A\(E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,":AKE,Y[EWAY,E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,":QS,,A,NGELE,S,A)/,E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,l,,,,Q??),ﬂi@,QQQQQQL,,,$,5,6,6,,3,1? PLANNING
‘ ICITY OF SOUTH LAKE | | | | | |
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘C,J,/,SHARE,D,US,E,E’AIH JTAHCE ‘C!TY,QE,S,QUIHJ—A'S,E,TAHQE,,,‘,JAM,E,S,CQNN,ECIQR,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘JAM,E,S,AYE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘E,X',S,TJN,G,B,”SE,PAIH,,,,,,,,,,,,,, . 0.03; $2.000.000;  $67.916.
ICITY OF SOUTH LAKE 'MOUNTAIN TO LAKE PEDESTRIAN ! 1 ! ! i
,,,,,,,,, 7,?3,,C,J,/,SJ‘!A,R,EP,U,S,E,PATH,IA,H,QE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,CJ,TY,QF,,SQUTH,',-AKE,IA,HQE,,, ‘EA,CJ':'IY,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘U,SHWX?Q,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘!—A'SE,TAH,QE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,L,,,,QEQl,j$,2,QQQ,QQQJ,,,$1,QQQ,QQQL,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 'SOUTH LAKE TAHOE BIKE PATH | ; ; :
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘QJ/,SHAR,EP USE PATH | ,TAHQE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,Q'TY,QF,SQUTHLAKE, TAHOE ‘QAKEANP AVE BIKE ,PAT,H,CQNN,EQTQR,,,‘QA'S,LAN'?,AV,E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,fB,EH'NPME,E,KfL,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,L,,,,QJ,QLQ&% 000 ,QQQj,,,,5’&2,09,64,63,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ‘ : 'US HWY 50/END OF LINEAR PARK ! ; : :
10037, 9 1/SHARED USE PATH TAHOE LCJ,TX OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE | PARK AVE (WEST) PINEBLVD TRAL L 0.21) $500.000;  $103.034;
'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE IPONDEROSA/SUSSEX CONNECTOR TO | 'SOUTH LAKE TAHOE BIKE PATH - ' i !
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘C,J,/,SHARE,D,US,E,E’AI"! TAHOE ‘C!TY,QE,S,QUIH,LAK,E,T,AHQE,,,‘,SJER,RAIRA,CT,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, USHWYso ~ |PONDEROSASECTION = '  0.07; $2,000.000;  $132.849:
10032/1004 ICITY OF SOUTH LAKE : ; : : !
o ‘C, -1/SHARED USE PATH TAHOE ‘C!T,Y, OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ,‘R,QFUSA!—!—,EN BLVMD ‘U,S,HWYEQ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, A',—,TAHQE,B':YQ i 023 $2.000.000. $460.000,
ICITY OF SOUTH LAKE ! ! ! TENVIRONMENTAL
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘9J,/,SJ‘!A,R,EP,U,S,E,PATH,IA,H,QE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,Q'TY,QF,,SQUTH,EAKE,IA,HQE,,, ‘S',ERRA,B,',-YP,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘BARBARAAY,E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,l,,,J,QQQQQQJ,,,,$,5,QQ,99,QRE,\(',E,W,,,,,,,,,,
ICITY OF SOUTH LAKE ~ |CALIFORNIA TAHOE ; ; 'ENVIRONMENTAL
,,,,,,,,, 7,5,2,,C,J/,SHAR,EP,,U,S,E,PATH,,TAHQE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,:QQN,S,EBYANCY,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘SQ!JIH,TAH,QE,GREENWAY,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘S,K'BUN,B,L,\/P,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,SJERBATRACT,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,i,j$,2,,5QQ,QQQj,,,$3,?5],59§‘RE,Y[E,W,,,,,,,,,,
'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE " |CALIFORNIA TAHOE ‘ : : ; 'ENVIRONMENTAL
,,,,,,,,, 7,5,2, C-1/SHARED USE PATH , ,TAH,QE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,LQQN,S,ERYANCY,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘SQUIHIAHQE,GREENWAY,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘YAN,S',CJ?',-E,S,TAIE, P,AB'S,,,,,,,,,,,,‘§,KJBUN,,B',-,\/P,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,3,,,,,1, .33} $2.500.000: $3.327.520REVIEW
'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ITAHOE VALLEY ELEMENTARY ! '"TAHOE VALLEY ELEMENTARY ! ' i !
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘C,J,/,SHARE,D,US,E,E’AI"! TAHOE ‘C!TY,QE,S,QUIH,LAK,E,T,AHQE,,,‘,C,QNN,E,C,TQR,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘WYQM'N,GA\{E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, SCHooL . 0.06 $2,000.000  $118416:
ICITY OF SOUTH LAKE 'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY : : :
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘C,J,/,SHARE,D,US,E,E’AIH JTAHOE ‘C!TY,QE,S,QUIH,'-A'S,E,T,AHQE,,JU,S,HWX?Q,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, HSTREET Amrs - | 0.44; $2.000.000;  $884.390:
ICITY OF SOUTH LAKE | ‘ 7: 1 | w:
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘9J,/,SJ‘!A,R,EP,U,S,E,PATH,IA,H,QE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,CJ,TY,QF,,SQUTH,',-AKE,IA,HQE,,, ‘U,S,HWYEQ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,EXJST!NG,':',NEARPARKPATH,,,,,,,,,‘PAR'S,AY,E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,L,,,,Q-,Q?l,j$,2,QQQ,QQQJ,,,,$1‘}9,99,QL,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 1 : : 1
o J,QQ33, C-1/SHARED USE PATH | ,TAHQE, ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘,CJT,Y, OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE U,S,HWY,EIQ,ELPQRADQ BEACH TRAIL ,‘,S,K'BUN, BL(vMD ‘,E,L, DORADOBEACH . 0.69: $2.000.000: $1.387.449 ,FJNAL, DESIGN
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘9 1/SHARED USE PATH ; PQUQ'—AS,CQU,NTY, ___ DOUGLAS COUNTY "S',NGSB,URY,C,QN,NE,CTQR I ,‘YAN,S',Q'S',—E,S,TAIE, PARK  MARKETSTREET 077 | - $2.000.000 | - ,$1,-,5,‘}5:?J,7,‘, -
! ILAKE PARKWAY WEST (LOOP ROAD, NV ! ! ' i 'ENVIRONMENTAL
77T C,J,/,SHARE,D,USE,E’AIH DQUG,LAS, COUNTY {DOUGLAS COUNTY S usHwyso STATELINEAVE ;0.4 $2,000.000; $881.223 REVIEW
‘ ‘ ; 'LPF 2 - ROUND HILL BIKE PATH ‘ ; ; : : !
- ‘C, -1/SHARED USE PATH | DQUG',—AS, COUNTY 1U,5,F§ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘,C,QNN,E,CTQR ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘KAH':E PARK RQU,ND,H'J—J—, BIKEPATH | 0.26, $2.000.000; $520.952/IN LITIGATION
1 ! ! TENVIRONMENTAL
,,,,,,,,, 7,?,7, C-1/SHARED USE PATH | PQU,GJ-AS,CQU,NTY, L ,‘PQU,G,LASCQHNTY, R ‘NY, STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY ,‘KAH',—,E, DRVE ,‘l—AKEEAR!(WAY R ___0.89: $2.000.000; $1.772.420 RE,\(',E,W, o
: ; ; 'FEASIBILITY
770/771 ‘ ,C, 1/SHARED USE PATH | PQUQ%&CQU,NTY ,,,,,,, ‘PQU,QLA?CQUNTY ,,,,,,,,,,,, ! NY, STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY ,‘,L,QGAN SHOALS VISTA ‘RQUNP HILL PINES BEACH - 5.22, $4.000.000: $20.888.241 STUDY
: ‘ : ‘ ! 'FEASIBILITY
,,,,,,,,, 771 9 1/SHARED USE PATH ; PQU,GJ-AS,CQU,NTY, ___ DOUGLAS COUNTY ‘NY, STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY ,‘§,P,QQN,EB suMmgmr. ,‘!—QGA,N SHOALSVISTA | 543 | ~$4.000.000 | $21.708.000,STUDY
! INV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY ! ' i ENVIRONMENTAL
[ 769 C,J,/,SHARE,D,USE,E’AI"! DQUG,LAS, COUNTY {DOUGLAS COUNTY SOUTHDEMO ROUND HILL PINES BEACH ‘E,US,S, POINTROAD ;075 $2,000.000; $1.490.575 REVIEW
‘ ‘ ; 'NV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY ; ; : : 'ENVIRONMENTAL
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘C,J,/,SHARE,D,US,E,E’AIH DQUG',—AS,,QQUNIY,,,,,, PQUG',—AS,,C,QUNIY,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,SQUTHP,EMQ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘E,':'S,S,EQ',NTRQAP,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,"SAH'—,E,DR',\/,E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, | 0.62; $2.000.000; $1.231.911; REVIEEW
! ‘ ‘ i : : IPRELIMINARY
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘QJ,/,SJ‘!A,R,EP USE PATH | ,EJ-, P,QFS,AP,Q,C,QU,NTY,,,,,E,U,S,F,S,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘F,A',-J-,E,N LEAF BIKE ',—QQE’,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘QAMP,R!QH,AR'?SQN,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,JJ,S,TH,STR,E,EI,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,i,,,,,3,,7,§i,j$,1, 99@9@9},,&3,?5,?459 IPLANNING
‘ : : ; ; 'PRELIMINARY
o JQQS?{ C-1/SHARED USE PATH | ,E,L, DORADO COUNTY \EL DORADO COUNTY ! EAK,E, TAHCEBLVD ‘9 STREET 'BOULDER MOUNTAINDRIVE - 1.92, $2.000.000, $3.846.369 PPLANNING
: 'MEYERS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 'SAN BERNADINO W. (N. UPPER : : ; ; :
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘QJ/,SHA,R,EP USE PATH ; ,EJ-, DORADO COUNTY  (EL DORADO COUNTY ‘CQNN,ES:IQR,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,JIRUCK,E,E, N,EJGHEQRH,QQP),,,,,,,,,,JTAHQE, PARA,DJSEBARK,,,,,,,,,,,3,,,,,@-,3?L$f‘, QQQ-,QQQi,,,$1,‘%?6;8959,3,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
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

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.



EIP#/Caltrans

Cost per mile

EA# Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1) (2) Total Cost Status
,,,,,,,,, 7,66, C-1/SHARED USE PATH | ,EJ-, DORADO COUNTY  [ELDORADOCOUNTY  STATEROUTESB9  ISPRING ,C,RE,E,'SRQAQ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,CASCADEBQAQ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,3,,,,9-,5,1L$f{ 000.000' $2.048.329.
l 'STATE ROUTE 89 THROUGH CHRISTMAS | l ; ; l
,,,,,,,,, 7,38,,C,J,/S,HAR,EP,,U,SE,PATH,,E,L,D,QRAD,Q,C,OU,NTY,,,,,‘,E,L,D,QRAQQ,C,OU,NTY,,,,,,,,,, ‘\,/AL,L,E,Y,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘U,SH,WY,,5Q,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,SANTA,C,LAU,SPR,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,L,,,,1-,458i,j$3,l5,7,§8?j _$4.665.000,
wSTATE ROUTE 89 THROUGH CHRISTMAS | ‘ l ; ; 1
,,,,,,,,, 7,38,,C,J/,SHA,R,EQ,U,S,E,PATH,,EJ-,D,QRAP,Q,C,QU,NTY,,,,,‘,EJ-,P,QRAQQ,C,QU,NTY,,,,,,,,,, ‘\!,AJ-J:E,Y,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,f,SAN,TAQ-,A,U,SPR,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,3PQRTAL,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,3,,,,,@-,525 | $4.000.000; $3.810.534;
! 'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY : : :
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘C,JISHARE,D,US,E,E’AIH E',—J?ORADQ,CQUNTX,,,, ‘E',—PQRAPQ,CQUN,TX,,,,,,,,,,‘U,S,HWY,?,Q,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, mTs ‘SAWMJ',—',—,B':YQ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,J,,,,J;?J,L,$@,QQQQQQL,,$,2,§2§J§‘,‘rl,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘C -1/SHARED USE PATH | E',—PQRADQ COUNTY ‘E',-J?QRADQ COUNTY LUS, HWY 50 - MEYERS PATH EXTENSION ‘E,Xl,SI'N,G CLASST ‘NQRIH,UPP,EB,T,RU,QKEEBQAQ o 3 ~0.46) $2.000.000;  $918.604 4,
| ‘ | | ‘ | : | | 'PRELIMINARY
764C | 9 1/SHARED USE PATH | ,EJ-, DORADO COUNTY 1ICE’UP ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, :WEST SHORE BIKE TRAIL EXTENSION ‘ME,E'S,S, BAY ‘5!@63, PINE POINT STATEPARK | 0.70; $3.000.000: $2.099.844 PLANNING |
764A ‘ ,C, 1/SHARED USE PATH | ,E,L, DORADO COUNTY ‘,CA STATEPARKS iW,E,S,T SHORETRAL ‘,EMERAJ-,Q BAY SERVICEROAD ‘P,L, BLISS STATEPARK . 073 _$4.000 ,QQQ3 $2914307, |
7648 ‘ ,C, 1/SHARED USE PATH ; ,EJ-, DORADO COUNTY ‘,EJ-, DORADO COUNTY 3\!V,E,S,T SHORETRAL ‘,DJ-, BLISS NORTH ENTRANCE ‘R,UB,',C,QNP,R!\/E ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, . 1.56 | ~$2.000.000 | $3.112939, |
wC 1/SHARED USE PATH ! EL DORADO COUNTY wEL DORADO COUNTY EWEST SHORE TRAIL wMEEKS BAY AVE wNORTH END OF MEEKS BAY | 0.51 $2.000. OOOE $1.020.326!
””””””” T wEL DORADO’”””””” ; ;
| 'COUNTY/CITY OF SOUTH :CALIFORNIA TAHOE 3 : : : 3 3 [ENVIRONMENTAL
,,,,,,,,, 7,5,2,,C,J/,SHA,R,EQU,S,E,PATH,!-A'SEIAHQE,,,,,,,,,,,,LC,QNS,EB\,/ANC,Y,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, @QUIHIAH,QE,GREENWAY,,,,,,,,,,,,,,3§JERRATRACT,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, MEYERS . 567 $2.500.000; $14.187.302 REVIEW
\ i i i ””””””” "P’RE[I’MIN’ARY ”””
7175 C,J,{SHARE,D,US,E,E’AIH E’L,A,QEB COUNTY ‘T,CP,UD ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘H,QM,E,WQQP, MULTI-USE TRAIL ‘FAWN,STR,E,EI ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘CH,ERRY STREET | 085 $2.474.462) $2.103.293 E’FANN',NG ,,,,,,,
‘ ‘LAKE FOREST CAMPGROUND ; l l
I ‘CJ,/,SHARE,D,US,E,E’AIH E",—AC,EB COUNTY ‘E",-,A,C,EB COUNTY LAKE FORESTRD ‘E,XlST,'N,G BIKEPATH ENTRANCE {0.11; $1.000.000;  $106.900 E',NA',—P,E,S,'GN, .
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘QJ/,SHA,R,EP USE PATH | PJ—,A,C,ER,CQUNTY,,,,,,,,,‘PJ—AC,ER,CQUNTX,,,,,,,,,,,,,U:AK,E, ,FQRE,ST,RQAD,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘S,KY':ANP'A PAR'S,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘§IA,T,E,RQU,TE, 28 | 018 $1.000.000]  $184.199.IN CONSTRUCTION
‘ ! ‘ A o e ‘ENVIRONMENTAL |
,,,,,,,,, 7,63, C-1/SHARED USE PATH | P,L,A,CER,CQUNTY,,,,,,,,,‘IC,F,’UD,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1LAKESIDE TRA'!—,E’HAS,E,Z,C,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘MAC,K'NAW,RD,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘CQMMQN,S B,EACH,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,3,,,,9,3,9 $J,QQQQ,QQQj ~ $3.000.000REVIEW |
‘ ‘ i ! \PERMIT
,,,,,,,,, 7,63, C-1/SHARED USE PATH ; PJ—,A,C,ER,CQUNTX,,,,,,,,EC'?UP,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ":AK,E,SJ,D,E, TRA'!—,PHASES,Y,Y',YJL,,,,,,‘QRQY,E, ,S,TRE,E,T,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,SIAT,E,RQUIE, ,2,8,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,L,,,U,Q 1 $4.462.209:  $4.908.430 APPROVED
: | 'NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL PARK : ; :
,,,,,,, 10038, C,J,{SHARE,D,US,E,E’AIH E’LAC,EB,C,QUNTY,,,,,,,,JNIP,UD,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,NAT',QNAL,AY,EN,UE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘ST,AIE,RQUT,E,??,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ENTRANCE 1 075 $1.000.000;  $746373,
‘ ‘ ‘ | ‘TOYON RD/CONNECTION WITH ‘EXISTING FOREST SERVICE TRAIL ; l l ;
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘CJ,/,SHARE,D,US,E,E’AIH (PLACER COUNTY ‘E",-,A,C,EB COUNTY  INATIONAL AVENUEEASTSIDE ~ INTPUDPROPOSEDPATH ~ ISYSTEM | 0.24; $2.000.000;  $480.000
w w i | w w ””””” N I ENVIRONMENTAL
,,,,,,,,, 7,6],9J/§HA,R,EQ USE PATH | PJ—AC,ER,CQUNTY,,,,,,,,J,NTE’UP,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,lNQRT,H,TAH,QEE'KE, PAT,H,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘P,Q',—',—,A,R HJ',—',—,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘N,QR,TH TAHOE REGIONAL PARK | 8.00; $2.000.000; $16.000.000 REVEW |
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘,C,J,/S,HA,R,EPU,SE,PATH,P,LAC,ER,CQUNTX,,,,,,,,‘RLAC,ER,CQUNTY,,,,,,,,,,,,,, :NQBTHSIARIRNL,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘BAS',NB,QUNPARY,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘SIAT,EBQU,T,E,?,&,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,L,,,1-,7,8i,j$,2,QQQ,QQQJ $3568.113; |
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘,C,J/,SHA,R,EP USE PATH PJ—,A,C,ER,CQUNTX,,,,,,,,LPJ-,A,C,ER,CQUNTX,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘NQRT,HSIARIRA!':,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘BAS',N ,B,QUN,DA,RX,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘N,QRTH TAHOE REGIONAL PARK | 1.82 | $2. QQQ-,QQQ3 $3.634733, |
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘C,JISHARE,D,US,E,E’AIH E’L,A,C,EB COUNTY ‘T,CP,UD(GALIRANS, o ,‘S,QNNXSJ,D,E,TQ SEQUOIATRAIL ‘S,UN,NYS'PERE,SQRI o ":QWER,SEQ!Q'A{SR@?, 065 $1.500.000;  $975.000!
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘CJ,/,SHARE,D,US,E,E’AIH WASH,QE,,QQUNTY,,,,,,,‘WASH,QE,QQU,NTY,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘A'—,D,ER,A,\/,E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘NQRT,HWQQDE':\!P,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘\,/'J-LAG,E,B!-,\/P,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,3,,,,,0,4,7,3,,351,QQQ,QQ,Qf,,,,,$4§7,J§?j,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,, 7,5,7,9J,/,SHA,R,EP,,U,S,E,PATH,,W,A,S,HQE,EZO,U,’EI,T,Y,,,,,,,,‘,W,A,S,HQ,E,(?,O,U'EI,T,Y,,,,,,,,,,,,,l'!‘{CJ:'J‘!E,,W,A,Y,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,S,QU,TH,V,V,O,QD,',3',-)/9,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘!N,C!-,"EI,E,(,?R,E,EK,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,3 0.37| $1.000.000'  $374.636|
i ! A e e 'PRELIMINARY |
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘,C, 1/SHARED USE PATH | WASHQE,CQUNTX _NDOT ‘NY, STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY ,‘SIAT,EL!N,EBQAD, o ,‘!—AKESHQRE,DRNE,(,W,E,SI), 1 215! $4.000.000! $8.583.035PLANNING |
\WASHOE COUNTY/NDOT/NV l ; ; {PRELIMINARY
,,,,,,,,, 84,7, C-1/SHARED USE PATH ; WAS,HQ,E,CQUNTX,,,,,,,LS,TAT,E,'?ARKS,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘NY, STATELINE TO STATELINE ,BJ'S,EW,AX,,‘!N,C!-!N,E,\!!LJ:AG,E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,SAND,HARBQR,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,L,,,@ 49! $8.000.000! $19.941.899 PLANNING
\ i o T 'FEASIBILITY |
_______ 846 C,J,{SHARE,D,US,E,E’AIH \!VASH,QE, COUNTY ‘DQUG,LAS, COUNTY ‘,N\(,S,T,AIEJ-JN,E,TQ STATELINE BIKEWAY ‘S,ANP,HARBQR ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘CAR,S,QN,C!TY,C,QU,NTY,L,'N,E ,,,,,,,, | 241 $4.000.000; $9.643.279 STUDY
758 CJ,/,SHARE,D,US,E,E’AIH WASH,QE, COUNTY ‘WASH,QE,QQU,NTY ,,,,,,,,,,,,, INORTHWOODBLVD ‘\!'J-,':AG,E, BLVD-EAST = ‘S,TAT,E, ROUTEZ28 ,3,,,,9-5,8,3, $2.000.000;  $1.166 ,9§SJ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘QJ/,SHA,R,EP USE PATH | WAS,HQ,E,CQUNTX,,,,,,,‘WAS,HQE,CQUNTX,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘Q!—,D, MIRQS,E,HWY,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘PJRT,E’,ARK'N,GJ-,QT,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘BAS',N BOUNDARY |  2.54] $1.000.000! $2.542.848] |
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘,C,J,/SHAR,ED USE PATH | WASHQE,CQUNTX,,,,,,,‘WASHQE,,CQUNTX,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘STAT,E, RQU,T,E,?B,(NQRTH,S',DEL,,,,,,,‘PRE,S,TQN, F!EJ:'?,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘N,QRTH,WQQD,B,L,\/D,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,L,,,Q-,%Qi@?, QQQ,QQQ3 . $591.559; |
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘,C,J/,SHA,R,EPU,S,E,PATH,WAS,HQ,E,CQUN,TX,,,,,,,‘WAS,HQ,E,,CQUN,TX,,,,,,,,,,,, *TA,NA@,ER,S,TREET,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘QR'Q'—,EWAY,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,SQUTH,WQQD,B':YQ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,i,,,,,Q;QQ | ,51;,1,999-,0903  $89.624;
wC-1 /SHARED USE PATH wWASHOE COUNTY wWASHOE COUNTY JVILLAGE GREEN wRECREATION CENTER PATH wLAKESHORE BLVD | 0.203 $1 OO0.000: $199.842!

Table 18: Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Project List, Class I/Shared Use Path Continued



FIP#/Caltrans Cost per mile
EAZ Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1) (2) Total Cost Status
! ; : 'LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP-NSR ‘ : : ; :
,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘W',QE,,S,HQU,LPER,,,,,,, @ARSQN,,CJT,Y,,,,,,,,,,,,LNI?QT,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 28 CARSONCITYCOUNTYLNE @PQQN,ERS,U,MMII,,,,,,,i,,,,,5;14,1,,,,,@,5,-9991 seszo2
'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ‘ ! ‘ : ‘ ;
,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘9,,2/BJ',<,E,',-,A,NE,,,,,,,, 1T,AJ'!Q,E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,LQ',TX,QE,SQUTH,',—AKEIAH,QE,, ‘A!-,TAHQ,E,,B!-,\(D,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, USHWY50 ‘E",QN,E,ERBJ-,\(P,,,,,,,,,,,L,,,],5,5,3,,,)55,5,99,9991 ,,,,$,715,Q,613,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ‘ : : :
777777777777 C-2/BIKE LANE 'TAHOE ‘CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ‘GLENWOOD AVE ‘BLACKWOOD RD ‘FAIRV\(AXI;)R””””””fﬁ7”()@7573”7§§()7079QQ‘ ~ $125818
T ICITY OF SOUTHLAKE T T 'GLORENE INTERSECTION | ! ; !
,,,,,,,,,,,, C,,Z,{@[KE,J-,A,N,E,,,,,,,,,‘TAHQE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,@!TY,QESQUTH,',—AKE,,TAH,QE,,,‘!—A'SE,TAHQ,E,B',-YP,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,S,QUIHIAHQE,"X",,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,C,QN,NE,CTQR,,,,,,,,,,,,l ,,,QJ?,L,@S,QQ-,QQQJ - $82511;
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ; | ; ; ;
,,,,,,,,,,,, LQ,Z,(S[KEJ-AN,E,,,,,,,,,‘IA,HQE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘C!TY,Q,F,SQQTHJ,-,AKE,IAH,QE,,,,‘PAR'SAY,E,,(,EAST),,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,E,X',SI'N,QB,"S,E,',-ANE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘MQNTREA'—,RQAP,,,,,,,J,,,,,Q-,inL,,$5,QQ-,QQQJ,,,,,,$,2§-92,§J,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE | | ! :
,,,,,, 1 ,99,3,7,,C,,Z,/,B',KEJ-,A,N,E,,,,,,,,,‘IA,HQE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘Q!TY,Q,F,SQQTHJ:,A,KE,,TAH,QE,,,‘PJN,E,B!-,V,D,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,S,TAT,EJ-JN,E,AYE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘RAB'S,A,V,E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,J ,,9-3][,,,,&5,-,(299,3 . %ve27
'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 'PALMIRA INTERSECTION " ; : :
,,,,,,,,,,,, LQ,QZB[KE,EAN,E,,,,,,,,,‘,TAHQE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘C!TY,Q,F,SQUTH,LAKE,IAHQE,,,,‘,SJERRABJ-,Y,D,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,LU,S,H\!V,Y,S,Q,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,QQN,NE,CTQR,,,,,,,,,,,,j,,,,,Q-,S,QL,,,$5,QQ-,QQQ3,,,,,$?5,Q-,QQQj,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE | | ! |
‘c 2/BIKE LANE ‘TAHOE ‘CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ‘SKI RUN BLVD ‘us HWY 50 *PIONEER BLVD : 0.56. $500.000: $278.513

”””””” T T I95% DESIGN--CI
NA/03- } CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 'STATE ROUTE 89-EMERALD BAY } wCITY OF SOUTH LAKE ! : : /NEEDS TO BE
1A842 C-2/BIKELANE JTAHOE LQA!—IRAN,S, ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 139!%'? ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, SOUTH TAHOE "Y" ‘T,A,HQE, CITY LIMITS . 136 $5.000: $6.791 REJN,STAIEP,HER,E, .
NA/03- ‘ ICITY OF SOUTH LAKE [ : : !
pC380 C-2/BIKE LANE TAHOE ‘CALTRANS ‘US,HWY,@,('?M 75.4/77.3) TROUT CREEK ‘SQL!TH,T,AHQE, A o 1.89; $4,000,000; $7.573,067 ,@Q‘f/e DESIGN
NA/03- T ICITYOF SOUTHLAKE 7 . ‘ ! ! ! !

A733 C-2/BIKELANE 1,TAHQE, ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘CA':TRANS ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘,U,S HWY 50 (PM 77.3/79.3) ‘,S,K', RUNBLVD ‘IRQUI CREEK [ 1.95. $9.000 ,QQQ‘ - $17.591.210; 9,5,%, DESIGN
NA/03- : 'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE : :

A734 C-2/BIKE LANE '"TAHOE \CALTRANS ‘us HWY 50 (PM 79.3/80.4) ‘STATELINE RD ‘SKI RUN BLVD ; 1.15: $8.000. ooo‘ $9.185.51 8‘

”””””” C-2/BIKELANE ~ DOUGLAS COUNTY ‘D’OUGL’AS’COUNTY””"”””‘k’AHL’E”D’mVE’””’”””’””’””’FUS”H’WY’SO’”"”””"”"”””’TA’RTHUR’DRNE"”””” ' 0.36 ”’$’5’60’600T””s?i’s’d’o’oo””””””””””
”””””” 'C-2/BIKELANE ~ 'DOUGLAS COUNTY =~ DOUGLAS COUNTY ~'LAKE PARKWAY (WEST) " WUSHWY50 " 'STATELINEAVE | 0.45. $500.000'  $226.469.
”””” 7’7’7”c"2’/’B|’|<’E’|_’A’N’E"”””"EOUGLA’S’CO’UN’TY’””’TD’OUGL’A’S’COUNTY"”"””’"L’A’K’E’PAR’KWA’Y’E’A’S’T"(LD’OP’RO’A’DYP’A’R’K’AVE’””"”””"”"”””’"US’HWYS’O’””””””*;"”’o"8’3T’”$’5’60’6007”’”$4’1’54’5’37””””””””””
’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’ |WIDE SHOULDER ~|DOUGLAS COUNTY ~ DOUGLASCOUNTY ~~~ IKINGSBURYGRADE ~~ USHWYSso —~ ~~ ~ sUMMT ~ = ' 311 $5000.000, $15.542663

; | 'LAKE PARKWAY (LOOP ; : : !
,,,,,,,, ?,5,3,,W,'P,E,S':'QU,LP,EB,,,,,,,[QQU,Q%A,SCQUNIY,,,,,,1N,D,QT,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,LA'S,E,T,AHQ,E,S,C,E,N',C,,B!'S,E,LQQFT,,,,,LE,L,KS,FTQ!NTBQAP,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,RQAQ),,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,1 1.58!  $5000; $7.885
: 'LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP-- ! ! i i ; :
,,,,,,,,,,,, LW,'P,E,SHQU!-P,EB,,,,,,,3,'3,QU,GJ:A,5,CQUNIY,,,,,, NDOT \CASINO CORE ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘J—A'S,E,E’AR'SWAY,(':QQE,R,QAP),,,,,,,,:,S,TAT,EJ-JN,E, AVE . 036,  $5000 $1.793,
‘ ‘ o ‘L}&KE’TA’HOE’S’C’ENIC BIKE LOOP- ; . ' ; .
,,,,,,,,, 753 W'PE,,S,"JQUJ-PER,,,,,,, "?QUG!—AS,,QQU,NTY,,,,,,,1NDOT SSKYLAND ‘G!—,E,NBRQQ'S,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,lE',—,K,S,PQ'N,T,RQAQ,,,,,,,L,,,?;58),,,,,,$,5,QQQL,,,,,,353,9:35,2,1,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
T 'LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP- 3 3 ! 3
753 \WIDE SHOULDER wDOUGLAS COUNTY NDOT ISKYLAND wSPOONER SUMMIT wGLENBROOK : 2.48! $5.000! $12.401!
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, C ’,’Z,ZB’I,KE’,’L},\NEL’,’Sfff,‘EL’DZQ’RAD’QCQQZNTYffff | ,E’,L’P’QR’AQQ’,’C,’QQNTYL’Sffffff,‘AF?’A’,C’HE’AV,E’]NUE](WE]S,T’)’Sffffffff,l USHWYS50 " MEYERSELEMENTARY 042 $5000  $2099
'BOULDER MOUNTAIN ; ; ;
,,,,,,,,,,,, LQ,%(B',KEJ—AN,E,,,,,,,,,,EJ-,P,QRAQQCQUNTX,,,, :E',-,'?QRAP,Q,C,QU,NTY,,,,,,,,,,,‘!—AK,E,TAHQ,E,B!-YP,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,SAWMJ':':,B':\!P,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,@QURT,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,l,,,,,Q-?{QL,,,$,5,QQ,QQQJ,,,,,3;]9,5,,3{6,1l,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
| : ‘ 'NORTH UPPER TRUCKEE/LAKE EXISTING BIKE LANE ON LAKE TAHOE !EXISTING BIKE LANE ON 3 3 : 3

,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘C,,Z,/BJK,E,',—,A,NE,,,,,,,,iE',—PQRAPQ,C,QU,NTY,,,,, E,':PQRA'?QCQUNIY,,,,,,,,,, ‘T,AJ'!Q,E,B!-YJ?,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, BLVMD ‘NQRTH,UPP,EBIRUC,KE,E,,,L,,,9:881,,,,,$5,0,Q,QQL,,,,,35‘!4,1?3,2;,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
49/03- ! "US HWY 50 AND SR 89 | | ; |
1A841 ‘9 2/BIKELANE ‘EEPQRAPQ COUNTY LQA!—IRAN,S, ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘STAT,E ROUTE 89-MEYERS ",NT,ER,S,E,C,T'QN ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, "?QRTA',—, DRIVE Lo 2.50;  $500. Q,O,Q‘ ~ $1.249.675 JN,CQNSTRU@T!QN, .
NA/03- | |
|A731 ,C, 2/BIKELANE ‘ E':PQRAPQ COUNTY LC,A!-IRAN,S, ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘US,HWY,SQ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘STATEBQ!JIE, 89 INMEYERS ‘ SQUTH,UPP,EB TRUCKEE | 0.44;  $500. QQQ . $218.229 ,6,0?/9 DESIGN
NA/03- ‘ ISTATE ROUTE 89'IN : :
|A731 ‘W',D,E, SHOULDER ! E':J?QRAPQ COUNTY LQA!—IRAN,S, ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘U,S,HWYEQ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘E",O,N,E,ER TRLINMEYERS MEYERS . 0.87, $500. QQQ . $433.465 ,69‘3/9 DESIGN
NA/03- ‘ ‘ : : ;

A732 ‘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
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, W !EE,’SHQU;L’QER’,’,’Ifff,‘EL’D’Q’RAD’Q’CQQZNTYffff ELDORADO COUNTY LAKETAHOEBLVD ~ DSTREET _ __ _ _ SAWMILLROAD = 1.59.  $500.000; o s79sdeti
NA/03- I 'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY 1 ' ! j

A842 ;WIDE SHOULDER ;EL DORADO COUNTY 'CALTRANS ;LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP LIMITS 'CAMP RICHARDSON : 1.70' $1.000. oool $1.702.159/95% DESIGN
NA/03- ; ! : ‘ ‘ : | :

A842 _WIDE SHOULDER 'EL DORADO COUNTY ECA_LTRANS LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP .CAMP RICHARDSON 'SPRING CREEK ROAD 3 1.53! $1 000000 $1 .534.218 95% DESIGN

Table 18: Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Project List, Class lI/Bike Lane or Wide Shoulder




FIP#/Caltrans Cost per mile
EAZH Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1) (2) Total Cost Status

A/7U3- ; TARE TATCE CENC DRE Loor oot ! : : '

AB45 ‘W'DE SHOULDER ‘E',—,DQRAP,Q COUNTY CALTRANS 8 ‘M,E,EJSS,BAX ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘F,",NE,S,TR,E,EI ,,,,,,,,,,,, . ___2.56; $500.000; $1.280.000 ,PA&,EJ? 1271510
NA/03- ‘LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 3 3 ;

A843 ‘W'DE SHOULDER ) ‘E',—PQRA,'?Q COUNTY ! CALTRANS 89 (PM13.8/180) ‘SF’,RJN,G, CREEKROAD ‘EM,EBA!-Q BAY . 3.78] $4.000.000: $15.112.974 ,PA&,EP 1271510
NA/03- *LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP (PM ! : : !
|A844 W'PE SHOULDER ‘ E',—PQRAPQ COUNTY CALTRANS . 18.0/249) (EMERALDBAY MEEKSBAY 735, $500.000: $3.673.878 ,9,5% DESIGN
y49/03- l ‘ ‘ ‘LUTHER PASS/BASIN l l ;r \IN CONSTRUCTION

AB41 ‘W'DE SHOULDER ) ‘E',—PQRAPQ COUNTY ! CALTRANS ‘STAT,E ROUTE 89-MEYERS ‘E’QRTA!—, DRIVE . ‘BQL!N,DARY ,,,,,,,,,,,,,, . 600 $100. $600:2010

! wLAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR ! ! i i ;r 77777777777777 ‘ENVIRONMENTAL 77777
787 C 2/BIKE LANE ‘PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS/PLACER COUNTY 128 1CSR 267 ‘CHIPMUNK STREET 3 0 933 $5.000; $4.632: REVIEW
¥48/03- | L [ N A [
co71 ‘C 2/BIKE LANE ‘PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS ‘,S,TAT,E, ROUTE267 ‘,S,TAT,E, ROUTE 28 ',NJS',NGSBEACH,,,,‘g#g%gggTsEUWlT,,, | 320 $500,000; $1.599.121 F',NA!—, DESIGN
762/03- | : : : '267/NORTH SHORE | | 3 ‘IN CONSTRUCTION
PA940 ,‘ C-2/BIKELANE (PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS ‘STAT,E ROUTE 28-DOLLARHILL (DOLLARHILL BLVD ._..636; $100. $636 J,Q, L
NA/03- ; ; ‘ | | ;
PA920 ‘C 2/BIKE LANE ‘P'-ACER COUNTY | CALTRANS ‘STAT,E ROUTE 89-HOMEWOOD (FAWN STREET ‘C!",ERRY,STR,E,EI ,,,,,,,,, . 0.82.  $50000! $41.141 ,9,5% DESIGN
NA/03- ! 1 1 !
PA921 ‘C 2/BIKE LANE ‘PLACER COUNTY | CALTRANS ‘STAT,E ROUTE 89-TAHOE CITY ‘TA"JQE, arv™>" ‘B,A,SJN, BOUNDARY | 3.46, $500,000: $1.730.427 JN,CQNSTR,UCT!QN, .
NA/03- *LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 1 1 ! ‘IN CONSTRUCTION
PA940 W'QE SHOULDER P',—AC,ER,C,QU,NTY ,,,,,,,,,, CALTRANS 1 2 ‘TAHQE, arv™~" PQ':':AR, DRIVE . 285 $100, $285 J,Q, o
NA/03- | wLAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR ° ! l l ;r
PA920 \WIDE SHOULDER ) ‘F,",-AQEB,C,QU,NTY ,,,,,,,,,, CALTRANS 1{39 ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘CH,EBRY,STR,E,EI ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘TAHQ,E,C!TY,",Y'I ,,,,,,,,, BNCE5 2 $5.000; ¢ $27.601 ,9,5% DESIGN
NA/03- 1 wLAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR ' ! ! : : (

A845 1WIDE SHOULDER ‘F}[_AQERQQ[J?NIY 7777777777 CALTRANS 189 ‘PINE STREET ‘FAWN STREET 2.20:  $500.000; $1.100.000: PA&ED 12/15/10
NA/03- e L . e o 'IN CONSTRUCTION
PA940 wWIDE SHOULDER PLACER COUNTY CALTRANS 'STATE ROUTE 28-TAHOE CITY "TAHOE CITY "Y" TAHOE STATE PARK | 546/ $500,000; $2.731.791:2010
”””””” ‘C’Z’/BI’KE’L’AN’E’”’""’wWA’S’H’O’ECﬁUN"I:Y”’""”WA’S’HOE’COUNT’Y’””""""’wC’OUN’TRY’CI’_U’BD’RIVE”""’”"’”TS"I"A:I"ER’GUT’EHZBH”"’”"’””"’TINC’L’IN’EWA’Y’"””’””:"”’(53’2’:’$’2’O’O’O’(500w $638.594
. C2/BKELANE {WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY \COUNTRY CLUBDRIVE IVILLAGE BLVD (NORTH) [STATEROUTE28 | 1.45] $500,000;  $726.050/

C-2/BIKE LANE 'WASHOE COUNTY WASHOE COUNTY 'COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE INCLINE WAY ILAKESHORE BLVD . 0.18; $2.000.000°  $350.741;
~ C-2/BIKELANE 'WASHOE COUNTY | WASHOE COUNTY INCLINE WAY 'SOUTHWOOD BLVD ICOUNTRY CLUBDRIVE .. 0.58: $500 7QQQ; 77777 $288.660:

”””””” ‘C’Z’ZBI’I{E’L’ANE’”’"""WA’S’FIO’E’CGUN"I:Y"""”WA’S’HOE’C’OUNTY””"""""’S’KI’WAY”"""""”""’”"’”"’C’OU’NTRY’CI’_UB’DRIVE"”"’””””"F’AIRVI’EW]?{L}(D””””77;7””Q:{B]JHQQQQQQQ‘ $1618913
~ C-2/BIKELANE 'WASHOE COUNTY | Nnootr ISTATE ROUTE 431 'STATEROUTE 28 'BASIN BOUNDARY o 6.57. 7$§7QQ7QQQ; ~ $3.286 7773?‘ 77777777777777777777
”””””” *C’Z’ZBI’KE’L’AN’E”""’”‘WA’S’HO’E’C’OL’JN"I:Y’”"’”’WA’S’HOE’CGUNTY’"""’”""VII’_LKG’E’BI’_VD""’”"’"”"’”’"’C’O’LL’E’G’E’D’RIVE”""’”’"""’””"S’TAT’E’R’OL’JT’E’EB””’ 717777(7)]737[”7$l57(7)9799(}‘ ~ $365481:
CUUUGL2/BIKELANE 'WASHOE COUNTY | WASHOE COUNTY VILLAGEBLVD 'EAGLEDRIVE 'COLLEGE DRIVE 1 0.48: $500.000: $242 188 R
”””””” *C’Z’/’BI’KE’L’AN’E"""”"WA’SH’O’EC’OUN’T’Y”’"”"WA’S’HOE’C’OUN’T’Y"""””"’"VII’_LKG’E’BI’_VD"””"’””"""’TS’T’A’T’ER’O’U’T’E’ZB""’”"""""”"’L’AI’(ES’HORE’B’LVD’”""7;"’”(5.767’(’?1;’2’()’(50’6007”’51’;’1 333,959
””””” 8 46’WI’I5E’S’H’OUL’DE’R””’” WASH’C’)E’COUNT’Y””””’NDO"I"”””””””””””” LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKELOOP ~~ 'SANDHARBOR wCH’IM’NEY’BEA’CH’”””"1””’2:6’3’1”””$’5’.O’0’6; - $13.132,

'LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - | ; 3 : :

‘W'DE SHOULDER ‘WA,SH,QE,CQU,NTY ,,,,,,,,, WASHOE COUNTY LAKESHOREBLVD |STATE ROUTE 28 (WEST) ‘STATE ROUTE 28 (EAST) | 2.97! $2.000.000; $5930.108;
'LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR 'LAKESHORE BLVD 3 3 : 3

760 W'D,E, SHOULDER ‘WA,SH,QE,CQU,NTY ,,,,,,,,, Nnoor oo 28 ‘STATE',—!NEBQA'? ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, (W,E,S,T) ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, L2300 $5.000: $11.508.
'LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP - SR : 3 3 : 3
847 }WIDE SHOULDER wWASHOE COUNTY NDOT 128 wLAKESHORE BLVD wSAND HARBOR : 2.36! $5.000! $11.777!

Table 18: Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Project List, Class lI/Bike Lane or Wide Shoulder




EIP#/Caltrans Cost per mile

EA# Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1) (2) Total Cost Status
i CITY OF SOUTH LAKE | 5 i i i i i
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, C-3/BIKEROUTE  TAHOE ~ (CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CSTREET ~ USHwWys0  MELBADRVE | 0.08  $5000{  $393;
1 CITY OF SOUTH LAKE
751 C-3/BIKEROUTE | TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE D STREET LAKE TAHOEBLVD | usHwyso 0.69: $5,000; $3,437.
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE
. C3/BIKEROUTE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE :ESTREET KYBURZAVE | MELBADR 0.12; $5,000; . $584;
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE
. C3/BIKEROUTE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE FARWAYAVE ~ 'GLENWOODWAY | BLACKWOODRD 0.14: $5,000; . $700;
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE
~ C3/BIKEROUTE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE :FARWAYDRIVE ~~~ JOHNSONBLVWD BLACKWOODRD & 0.17: $5,000; $858;
| CITY OF SOUTH LAKE : 1 : f 1 ; |
'C-3/BIKE ROUTE i TAHOE 'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  {FOUNTAIN AVENUE 'SIERRA BLVD IMARTIN AVE i 0.27 $5,000: $1,365:
iCITY OF SOUTH LAKE | | | | 3
. (C-3/BIKEROUTE TAHOE ~ iCITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE _THIRD STREET UsHwyso BARTON HOSPITAL ] 0.29:  $5000 $1,457;
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ; ;
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, C-3/BIKEROUTE ~ TAHOE ~ CITY OF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE JAMESAVE  ELOISE  PROPOSEDBIKEPATH = 0.60;  $5000.  $3,022:
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ;
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, C-3/BIKEROUTE  TAHOE ~ CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE KYBURZAVE ‘USHwWyso  ~~ ~~~~~~~ ESTREET = 048  $5000.  $2391
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 3
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, C-3/BIKEROUTE  TAHOE ~ CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE LOSANGELESAVE ~ OAKLANDAVE ~ USHWYS50BIKEPATH =  0.19:  $5000.  $964
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 3
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, C-3/BIKEROUTE ~ TAHOE ~ CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE MARTIN/BLACKBART ~ ‘FOUNTANAVE PIONEERTRAL . 1.05.  $5000.  $57247.
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 3 :
 C3/BIKEROUTE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE MELBADRIVE ESTREET SOUTHAVE . 0.48: $5,000; $2,379;
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE : ;
 iC3/BIKEROUTE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE :OAKLANDAVE LAKEVIEWAVE | LOS ANGELESAVE . 0.34: $5,000; $1,715,
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ‘
. C-3/BIKEROUTE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE |SOUTHAVE | MELBADRIVE ¢ THIRD STREET =+ 0.25; $5,000; . $1,268;
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE
. C-3/BIKEROUTE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE :SPRUCEAVE ~~  GLENWOODAVE BLACKWOODRD 0.37: $5,000; $1,847:
1 'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ISTATELINE AVE/LAKESHORE 1 ‘ i ! ‘ ‘
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, C-3/BIKEROUTE  TAHOE  'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE BLVD/PARKAVE  PINEBLVD  'PINEBLVD/PARKAVE . 052  $5000. $2,594
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ;
. C-3/BIKEROUTE TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE _{STATELINERD usHwyso PINEBLVD . 0.25: $5,000: $1.271.
: 'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ; | | | ; : :
:C-3/BIKE ROUTE ‘TAHOE 'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  VENICE DRIVE ‘TAHOE KEYS BLVD {15TH STREET i 0.88:  $500,000: $440,471!
| CITY OF SOUTH LAKE § § 'FUTURE CONNECTION TO § i i
'C-3/BIKE ROUTE ‘" TAHOE 'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  iVENICE DRIVE EAST '15TH STREET ‘POPE BEACH 3 0.78; $5,000 $3,895]

ISTATE ROUTE 1 :
1207/KINGSBURY GRADE | 0.19;

:DOUGLAS COUNTY

:DOUGLAS COUNTY

:DOUGLAS COUNTY

[EXISTING SHARED USE
PATHONSR89

OUTH UPPER TRUCKEE
‘PROPOSED SHARED USE

'PATH IN STATE PARK 039 $5,000 $1,928

... C3/BIKEROUTE _EL DORADO COUNTY EL DORADO COUNTY _  'SANBERNADINOAVE _ MEYERSELEMENTARY SCHOOL _ TAHOE PARADISEPARK 0.21 $5000 _  $1,064
LUTHER PASS :

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, CAMPGROUND . 487 $5000: $24332

! : : : : 'MEEKS BAY AVE i 2.57 5,000 12,833
fffffffffffffffffffff $$ Table 18: Proposed

(C-3/BIKE ROUTE [PLACER COUNTY NTPUD 'DONNER RD [ENTRANCE 'PINEDROP TRAIL 022 $5,000: $1,123: Bicycle and Pedestrian

: : : | | 3 3 3 3 o

‘CONSTR |  Project List, Class i/

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 {UCTION )
.C-3/BIKE ROUTE 'PLACER COUNTY "PLACER COUNTY 'LAKE FOREST ROAD 'POMIN PARK 'SKYLANDIA PARK ____0.62 $5.,000: $3,078.09_11 Bike Route




M
EA# Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1) (2) Total Cost Status
i :CITY OF SOUTH LAKE : g § g :
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, i,P,E,D,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,JTAHQE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,i,CJT,Y,Q,F,§Q,UTH,,L,AK,E,,TAH,Q,E,,,,,@,ENWQQP,WAY,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,jEAJRWAYAYE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,JBLAQKWQQQRP,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,L,,,,,,,Q,ZE,,,,?%],,QQQ,QQQJ,,,,,,,,$,2,5J,§3,,6,LPREUM]N
: 1 : : 1 : ‘ARY
: 'CITY OF SOUTH LAKE ' ; : ; : ; 'PLANNIN
786 PED TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  PIONEERTRAL SHEPHERDSDRIVE ~ USHwWY50 = 037 $4,000,000 § ,1,‘1&7,,399,9 ,,,,,,,,,,,
! CITY OF SOUTH LAKE 1 1
786 PED TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE _ PIONEERTRAL ~ SKIRUNBLVD ! SHEPHERDSDRIVE | 0.62 $4,000,000. $ ,Z,,‘,*,&Q,QQQ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
! CITY OF SOUTH LAKE
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, PED TAHQE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,CJT,Y,Q,F,SQ!JTH,,LAK,E,TAH,Q,E,,,,,YS,Q!JTH,,TAHQ,E,,H'GHACQES,S,,RQAD,,,,,,,,,LAK,E,,TAHQE,,B,',—,V,D,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,SQUTH,,TAHQ,E,H',GH,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,QJZ,,,,%B?,,QQO,,QQQ,,,,,,,,,$,16§,Z,‘14t,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
! CITY OF SOUTH LAKE
... PO  TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  .SPRUCEAVE GLENWOODDR | BLACKWOODRD . | 0.37: $1,000,000; $3,7,3§,‘!,1 ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
1 CITY OF SOUTH LAKE
D TAHOE ¢ CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE = \SPRUCE AVENUE (NORTH SIDE) ¢ GLENWOOD WAY | BLACKWOODDRIVE . | 0.37: $1,000,000: $§,6,,8,,6,7,9 ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
1 CITY OF SOUTH LAKE
D TAHOE ! CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE = \SPRUCE AVENUE (SOUTH SIDE) | GLENWOOD WAY | BLACKWOODDRIVE & | 0.38! $1,000,000: $§§Q,1§ff ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
: CITY OF SOUTH LAKE
o PED T TAHOE ! CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  :STATELINEAVE | usHwvyso | LAKESHOREBLVD & | 0.42: $1,000,000. $,4,2,Q,QQQ ,,,,,,,,,,,,
| ‘CONSTR
: CITY OF SOUTH LAKE : ! 'UCTION--
..o TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE _USHwWYso STATELINERD | PARKAVE = . 0.28 $8,000,000. $2,266,406 HELD UP.
: CITY OF SOUTH LAKE FINAL
R PED 7 TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  'US HWY 50 PHASEI TROUT CREEK . SKIRUNBLVD & 1.44 $8,000,000 $11,519,241 DESIGN _
: CITY OF SOUTH LAKE : : FINAL
R PED TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  |US HWY 50 PHASENI | FOURTH STREET TROUTCREEK  2.14 $8,000,000 $17,107,326 DESIGN
; CITY OF SOUTH LAKE FINAL
‘PED TAHOE CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ~ ‘US HWY 50 PHASE II SOUTH TAHOE "Y" FOURTH STREET 0.24! $8,000,000! $1,943,245 DESIGN
| PED |DOUGLASCOUNTY  DOUGLASCOUNTY ~~  KAHLEDRVE ~  ~ USHWYys0 ~ LAURADRVE | 0.0/ $1,000,000 $95350
: FINAL
(A4S PED DOUGLAS COUNTY ~ :DOUGLAS COUNTY ! LAKE PARKWAY EAST (LOOP ROAD) ~ STATELINERD USHWYS50 ~  ©  0.60 $4,500,000: $2,695,956 DESIGN
778 PED DOUGLAS COUNTY ~ :DOUGLAS COUNTY ! STATELINE BLVD/CASINOCORE ~~ :USHWYyso .~ LAKESHOREBLVD @ 0.41 $1,000,000: $ ,4,19990, ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
3 'KINGSBURY GRADE (STATE ROUTE ~ |LAKE PARKWAY (LOOP
781 PED DOUGLAS COUNTY ~ :DOUGLAS COUNTY ! USHwWyso 20 ROAD) © 025 $400,000: $ J,QQ@@Q ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 3,':,’,5,',3,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,PQU,G,',—AS,,CQU,NTY,,,,,,,'?,QUG':A§,QQUNTY,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,YUS,HWYﬁQ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,ﬂE!—,K,S{,PQ'NTRQAP,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,KA",',L,E,PB',YE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,1,,9,7,,,,,$2§,QQQ,QQQ,,,,,,$,8,,5f‘,,3,,,5,,5,‘,‘,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
| 3ENVIRON
i 'MENTAL
D PLACER COUNTY ¢ PLACER COUNTY | BEAR STREET STATEROUTE28 ¢ TROUTAVE & 0.06: $317,000, $1§,,‘!§9,BEY!EW,,
| EENVIRON
i 'MENTAL
D PLACER COUNTY ! PLACER COUNTY COON STREET | STATEROUTE28 | DOLLY VARDEN AVE & | 0.39; §317,000. $1,2,,2,,,5,9,5,,,R,E,Y!,E,W,,
: ENVIRON
: 'MENTAL
D PLACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY DEER STREET | STATEROUTEZ28 | PASTTROUTAVE . | 0.04; $317,000. $1,2,,Q§§,,R,E,Y!EW,,
: [ENVIRON
[FANNY BRIDGE PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE : | 'MENTAL
854 | PED PLACERCOUNTY  TCPUD ~ IMPROVEMENTS ~  TAHOETAVERNROAD MACKINAWRD ~ :  0.61; $1,200,000: $ ,?,3,,5,,‘18,83,5,\/15,\(\!,,
3ENVIRON
: MENTAL
o PED PLACER COUNTY | PLACER COUNTY FOXSTREET . STATEROUTEZ28 | RANBOWAVE ~  :  0.21; $317,000{ . $ ,6,6,1,3,1,‘3,5,\/,',5,\(\!,,
;ENVIRON
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 IMENTAL
'PED 'PLACER COUNTY 'PLACER COUNTY 'SECLINE STREET 'STATE ROUTE 28 'STEELHEAD AVE 0.16.  $317,000: $51,017 :REVIEW

Table 18: Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Project List, Pedestrian Facilities



EIP#/Caltrans

Cost per mile

EA# Class Location Ownership Name From To Miles (1) (2) Total Cost Status
3 : 3 3 3 ! 3 1 : 'ENVIRONMENT
787,PED ‘P'-ACER COUNTY PLACER COUNTY 'STATE ROUTE 28 STATEROUTE 267 ‘CH'PMUN,K STREET | . 0.89) $2.500. ,QQQL,,?Z, 217.179|AL REVIEW |
””””””” 3’P’E’D”””””’””””‘PL’A’CER’CO’UN’TY”””” 'PLACER COUNTY ~~ STATEROUTE28 =~ STATELINERD 'CHIPMUNK STREET .~ 0.79: $8.000.000: $6.336.719:
,,,,,,,,,, 775PED  PLACERCOUNTY 1TC'?U,D,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,‘,SIAT,E,RQUT,E@QHQMEWQQD,,,,,,,‘SJLY,ER,SIR,E,EI,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘FAW,N,S,TR,E,EI,,,,,,,,,,J,,,,,Q-,S?J,ﬁil,QQQQQQ‘,,,,,$55,Q,QQQ‘,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
: ; ! ! : 'ENVIRONMENT
PED 'PLACER COUNTY ‘PLACER COUNTY ‘STEELHEAD AVE ‘DEER STREET ‘Fox STREET . 041! $317,0000  $130.811 AL REVIEW
””””””” 'PED WASHOE COUNTY ~ 'WASHOE COUNTY ~ ICOUNTRYCLUBDRIVE  IVILLAGEBLVD rSjI"ATE:R’QUTELZ 8 | 1.56; $2,000.000: . $3.113.866 |
””””””” PED IWASHOE COUNTY ~ |WASHOE COUNTY ~ DRVERWAY " VILLAGE BLVD (COUNTRY CLUBDRIVE  ©  0.58! $1.000,000:  $579.115:
””””””” PED  WASHOECOUNTY  WASHOECOUNTY ~ 'FARWAYBLVD NORTHWOODBLVD  COUNTRYCLUBDRIVE |  0.44 $2,000000  $875332 |
””””””” PED IWASHOE COUNTY  |WASHOE COUNTY ~ |GOLFERS PASS ROAD 'STATE ROUTE 431 VILLAGE BLVD . 0.85 $1.000.000]  $847.320.
””””””” ’;P’ED"’””””’””’”ZW’A’SHO’E”COUNTY"””” 'WASHOE COUNTY " INCLINEWAY " VILLAGEBLVD /SOUTHWOODBLVD |  0.23' $1.000.000]  $233.843'
””””””” PED IWASHOE COUNTY ~ |WASHOE COUNTY ' 'MCCOURRYBLVD ~'STATEROUTE431 ' INORTHWOODBLVD |  0.46 $1.000.000'  $456.688| |
PO \WASHOE COUNTY  'WASHOE COUNTY  'SKIWAY " """""'COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE FIRST GREEN DRIVE " 0.73' $2.000.000 $1.455.290' |
””””””” PED " WASHOE COUNTY ~ |WASHOE COUNTY ~STATEROUTE28  LAKESHORE BLVD (WESTEND)  INORTHWOODBLVD  1.10. $2.000. 600"7’7’7&;7’27’717’97’73’:877:5:
””””””” }P’Eb”””””"”””’ZW’A’SHO’E”COUNTY””””‘W’A’SH’OE’COUN’TY’””””””‘VEELAG’E”BL\’/D’”””””””’”””‘COUN’T’RY’CLUB”D’RNE’”””””””TCC)LIE’GE’DR]\’/’E’”””’"{””b’.’s’z’(*s’z’b’dé’éb’df $1.042, 160*
””””””” L UUUICITY OF SOUTHLAKE 1
,,,,,,,,,,,,,, LQ,V,SHAREP,U,S,E,RA,TH TAH,QE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,J,CJTY,QE,SQUTJ'!J—,A,'SE,TAHQE,,,,‘,TRQUI,CBE,E'SBRJP,G,E,REJ?A!R,,,,,,,,‘T,L!':ARE,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘MA,,CKJNAW,,,,,,,,,,,,,,3,,,,,010,5,3,,55;?,9999@9‘,,,,,$]QQ,QQQL,,,,,,,,,,,,,
iCITY OF SOUTH LAKE ! : | : |
I ,C, 1/SHARED USE PATH | TAHQE ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ,CJTY, OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE UP,P,EB,TRU,CJS,E,E, BRIDGE REPAR . PQNP,E,RQSA STREET : ELOISEAVE . 0.05; $2,000.000: _ $100 000
‘c 1/SHARED USE PATH |EL DORADO COUNTY  IUSFS ‘POPE/BALDWIN PATH--UPGRADE ‘1 5TH STREET \SPRING CREEK . 3.30,  $750.000! $2.475 QQQ 777777777777777
... i/BIKEFERRY ‘EL’D,@RAD,’Q’,CQUN,TY ,,,,,,,,,, oo BIKEFERRY . _____CAMPRICHARDSON MEEK'SBAY {880, $1670,000; $14.702.676;
,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘C,],/,S,HAR,EP,US,E,PAT,H,PJ-A,C!ER ,C,QU,NTY,,,,,,,,,‘TCPU,D(,CA':TRANS,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘TRU,CJSE,E,R!YE,R,TRA'!-, WIDENING ‘TAHQ,E,,C!TY,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,LS,QUAW ,\(A!-J-,E,Y,,,,,,,,,L,,,,2,-591,,,$7,5,Q,0993,,,$1 ,3?,5,999‘
'PLACER COUNTY/EL ‘ : :
10042/NA__|C-1/SHARED USE PATH 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



PLANNING-LEVEL PROJECTS

Ranking Criteria . Weight _Evaluators should use professional judgement when ranking. Not all situations conform to the criteria below.
3 ‘Project that connects two high use facilities that were not linked before, or that links a facility with a high-density
rresidential or commercial area = 1 pt
15 iProject that connects medium or low use facilities that were not linked before = 0.75 pt
"Project fixes a section that deterred use, or adds length to an existing facility = 0.5 pt
iProject upgrades a section not built to current standards = 0.25 pt
""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 'Based on the Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian User Models.
iOver 1,500 estimated users per day = 1 pt
: 11,000 to 1,500 = 0.75 pt
Estimated use 1 40 1500 to 1,000 = 0.5 pt
‘ 1100 to 500 = 0.25 pt
'Less than 100 = 0.1 pt
'Note: Destination connectivity is incorporated into this criterion through the model calculations.
""""""""""""""""""""""""""" Provides unduplicated, direct link between residences and recreational or commercial area.
iFaciIity where no parallel facility exists within 1300 feet (exception: sidewalk or shared-use path next to a bike lane
receives 1 pt) = 1 pt
iFaciIity 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
iThe focus of this criterion is on avoiding duplication, not on gap closure or connecting destinations.

‘Provides additional support to existing transit stops and routes.
5 ‘Sidewalk or shared use path directly connecting to a transit stop = 1 pt

Fixes gap in
existing network

Multi-modal

connectivity iBike lane or bike route connecting to a transt stop = 0.5 pt
‘ iProject can address a problem location where there have been reported accidents = 1 pt
Safety 10 ‘Addresses a location that the public or planners have identified as a safety hazard = 1 pt
- Costperannual user served.
iLess than $5 per person = 1 pt
'$5-$20 per person = 0.75 pt
Cost benefit 20 §$20-$1 00 per person = 0.5 pt
§$1 00-$500 per person = 0.25 pt
‘Over $500 per person = O pt.
| Greater than 50% of project might result in new SEZ disturbance = 1 pt
Environmental 325-50% new SEZ disturbance = 0.5 pt
Impact -20 '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.
iOther environmental impacts that don't fit into above categories = up to 1 pt

§Perm|tted or Permlt Requested = 1 pt
‘ iFmaI Design = 0.75 pt
Timeline 20 ‘Environmental Review = 0.5 pt
| "Preliminary Design or Feasibility Study = 0
?Feasibility Study =0

Table 19. Prioritization Criteria



|OWNERSHIP

PRIORITIZATIO
i N_SCORE

" KAHLE DRIVE

-1/SHARED USE PATH

IDOUGLAS COUNTY

{DOUGLAS COUNTY

INV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY SOUTH DEMO

I[ELK'S POINT ROAD

{KAHLE DRIVE

$1,231,911 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

:PED

[DOUGLAS COUNTY
PLACER COUNTY

ITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE

ERCOUNTY

{DOUGLAS COUNTY

ALTRANS

INV STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY SOUTH DEMO

e e T e e S e e e ] 1=

TATE ROUTE 89-HOMEWOOD

FAWN STREET

ATE ROUTE 89-EMERALD BAY ROAD

IROUND HILL PINES BEACH

~ |SOUTH TAHOE "Y"

ISTATE ROUTE 28

{ELK'S POINT ROAD

HERRY STREET

0. LAKE TAHOE CITY LIMITS

‘Design-Level

$2,000,000

$317,000]

$1,490,575:ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

$66,131 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

:C-3/BIKE ROUTE

POMIN PARK

ANNY BRIDGE PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS

777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 :Design-Level

iDesign-Level

$5,000]

$3,078:IN CONSTRUCTION 09_11

,,,,,, $1,487,39
$735,488 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

1US HWY 50 PHASE |

{US HWY 50 (PM 77.3/79.3)

:Design-Level

iSKI RUN BLVD

$17,591,210{95% DESIGN

{TROUT CREEK

{US HWY 50 PHASE I
' LAKE FOREST CAMPGROUND
{ENTRANCE

AHOE CITY "Y"

TY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CITY
{CALTRANS {LAKE TAHOE SCENIC BIKE LOOP ILIMITS

CPUD EST SHORE BIKE TRAIL EXTENSION MEEKS BAY

62.2! | $164.833.758

Table 20: Prioritized Project List, Design-Level Projects.

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.



| | | | | IMILES ~ (COST_PER_MIL 5  PRIORITIZATIO
EIP#/Caltrans EA# (CLASS LOCATION {OWNERSHIP | i {PROJECT_TYPE i(m | ATUS | N_SCORE |

HIGHEST PRIORITY "PLANNING-LEVEL" PROJECTS (6) | | i |

10042/NA {C-1/SHARED USE PATH | | [EMERALD BAY

PLACER COUNTY

_|CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE

DOUGLAS COUNTY | | g : ,000,
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ___|CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE _ : : ‘ o (Planninglevel i 0140 $5,000
DOUGLAS COUNTY TATELINE BLVD/CASINO CORE ‘ | ing . $1,000,000

WASHOE COUNTY | |OLD MT ROSE HWY i | iPlanning-level : .54 $1,000,000
EL DORADO COUNTY IPOPE/BALDWIN PATH--UPGRADE lanning-level $750,000

-1/SHARED USEPATH ~ [CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ICITY OF SOUTHLAKE TAHOE . ELOSEAVE  (Planning-level i 0.05  $2,000,000/  $100,
/SHARED USE PATH CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE XISTING BIKE PATH : $2,000,000

""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" HWY 50/END OF LINEAR
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, (CITYOF SOUTHLAKETAHOE ~ PARKAVE(WEST) ~~~ PNEBLIVD ~~~~~ PARKTRAL
3 3 3 iCITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE  |CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE lusWwyso ~~ {STREET  iCITYLMTS
i i i ISTATE ROUTE 207/KINGSBURY

S o

{KINGSBURY GRADE (STATE ROUTE |

{DOUGLAS COUNTY | 1207) LAKE PARKWAY (LOOP ROAD)
DR

Table 20: Prioritized Project List, Planning-Level Projects



Location Segment Name From To Classification Comments

iScreened out at this time based on screening criteria #1: duplicative of Greenway and bike
| ! iroutes through Barton neighborhood. Proposed at CSLT Parks and Rec Commission
{CARROW'S ON US 3 imeeting 6-29-09. Follows river from Elk's Club to highway, cross under highway, end near

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE i,U,PE,E,R,TB,L!,CK,E,E,M,E,A,DQW,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,i,E,L,IS§,C,L,U,B,RQA,D,,,,,,JHWX,,S,Q ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, C, 1/SHARED USE PATH  iCarrow's. Very difficult with SEZ, property acquisition.
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE 56-ACRE CONNECTOR 56-ACRES BIJOU PARK Desian Workshop suagested this, however | can't figure out where it would go.

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

§Screened out based on criteria #6, ROW acquisition. This trail would have to cross private
3 ! ‘ ! iproperty which at the time of plan development was not available for acquisition. This link
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE ‘GREENWAY TO Y CONNECTOR 'SOUTH TAHOE GREENV SOUTH AVE C 1/SHARED USE PATH thas been suggested from multiple public sources.

7777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777

iScreened out based on criteria #6, ROW acquisition. This path was suggested at the
iOctober 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
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE '‘BARTON MEADOW 'SAN FRANCISCO AVE VENICE AVE C 1/SHARED USE PATH iwork they are proposing in the Cove East area.

iEMERALD BAY--RAISE WHOLE ROAD AROUND 3 iScreened out based on criteria #8, meeting design standards. Proposed at Lake Tahoe

'‘EMERALD BAY TO ADD SPACE FOR BIKE LANE, AND ! iBicycIe Coalition planning meeting. Slopes of path would be beyond AASHTO standards for

iALLOW ANIMALS AND SNOW TO CROSS UNDER ! | imuch of the route, also low predicted use (approx 150 users per day) would not justify
EL DORADO COUNTY 'ROAD 3 3 3 ‘expense.

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

iScreened out on criteria #1, duplicate route, and #7, environmental impacts. This direct
iconnection would have to go through waterfowl habitat that was recently restored by the
iForest Service. Impact mitigation would be very difficult if not impossible. Also, although it
iwould be direct for people in the Keys who wanted to access the western-most portion of
iPope Beach, most other people would not experience significant time savings, particularly
! 3 ! ‘ ias they could visit the more eastern portions of Pope or Jameson Beach. There is a walking
EL DORADO COUNTY {POPE BEACH CONNECTOR 'VENICE DRIVE {END OF POPE BEACI C-1/SHARED USE PATH itrail connecting Venice Drive to Pope Beach during dry periods.

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

iScreened out on criteria #8--meeting design standards. At a Sawmill TAC meeting, it was
| ! | isuggested to sign this ClIl until the C-1 is constructed, but this road seems too dangerous
EL DORADO COUNTY 'SAWMILL ROAD US HWY 50 ILAKE TAHOE BLVD C 3/BIKE ROUTE ito sign as C-lll right now.

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

3 ! 3 iScreened out on criteria #8--meeting design standards. This alternative was recommended
3 DL BLISS SOUTH §DL BLISS NORTH 3 iin the SR-89 Cascade to Rubicon Bay Bikeway Study, 2003. However, it seems too steep
ELDORADO COUNTY WEST SHORE DL BLISS SERVICEROAD  [ENTRANCE  ENTRANCE CB/BKEROUTE itobeusefulssanalternative routetothe hiohway. .
iScreened out on criteria #6 (right-of-way) and #8 (meeting design standards). This is
! ! ! icurrently a mountain bike path and is planned to remain as a mountain bike path. Crosses
; 'VAN SICKLE STATE ‘multiple private properties, is very steep. The Pony Express on the other side of Kingsbury,
DOUGLAS COUNTY 'PONY EXPRESS TRAIL PARK "TAHOE RIM TRAIL C-1/SHARED USE PATH ithe 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

C-1



Phone: (530) 543-2600

North Tahoe Public Utility district
Contact: Lee Schegg

E-mail: Ischegg@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

Width in  Posted

Jurisdiction Segment Name |[From To Class Distance in Miles Feet Speed ADT
Carson City NSR 28 Chimney Beach US Hwy 50/NSR 28 P-I 3.53 24 45 6,000
||D0ug|as County Loop Rd US Hwy 50 El Dorado County P-I 0.52 36 35 3,200"
||D0ug|as County  |Skyland US Hwy 50/Nsr 28 Cave Rock P-I 0.56 48 45 126,000"
||D0ug|as County Us Hwy 50 Zephyr Cove Round Hill/Elks Point Trl P-I 1.48 48 45 18,000"
||D0ug|as County Us Hwy 50 Cave Rock Zephyr Cove P-I 4.75 48 45 16,000"
||D0ug|as County |Stateline NSR 207 El Dorado County P-I 1.15 36 35 2,600"
||D0ug|as County Us Hwy 50 Elks Point Trl Lake Pky P-I 1.58 48 45 25,000"
||D0ug|as 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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Funding Memorandum

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:

e TFunding sources are highly competitive, with many agencies competing for the same “pots” of
money.

e Funding is limited; capital funding needs far outstrip available funding every year.
e Applying for funding is a time-consuming and staff-intensive process.

e  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:

e administering agency,

e cligible projects,

e cligible agencies,

e match requirements,

e amount of funding typically available for each project, and

e 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.thwa.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.
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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.thwa.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/ncre/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
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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 BT'A 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 connections;

Existing and proposed facilities for changing and storing clothes and equipment;
Bicycle safety and education programs;

Citizen and community participation;

R R Al I e

Consistency with transportation, air quality, and energy plans;

.4
e

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 LLake 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:

e To increase and enhance significant regional public access and public recreational
opportunities consistent with natural resource preservation.

e To provide a range of public access opportunities to locations with regionally significant
lakefront, riverfront, cultural/historical and natural charactertistics.

» To increase regional waterborne and non-motorized transportation and recreation
opportunities.

e 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:
e Local public agencies, State agencies, and federal agencies;
o Federally recognized Indian tribes, including the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and
e California;
e The Tahoe Transportation District (established under California Government
e 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/
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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 mototized 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:

e Maintenance and restoration of existing trails;

e Purchase and lease of trail construction and maintenance equipment;

e Construction of new trails; including unpaved trails;

e Acquisition of easements or property for trails;

e State administrative costs related to this program (limited to seven percent of a State's
funds); and

e  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.thwa.dot.gov/environment/rectrails/
Nevada Recreational Trails Program Website: http://patks.nv.gov/trail/about.htm

California Recreational Trails Program Website: http://www.patks.ca.gov/?Page_id=24324

Land and Water Conservation Fund

(California and Nevada)
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Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCEF) 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.patks.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
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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 Consetrvation 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://tesources.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
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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 12t 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.
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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.
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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)
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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 "4 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
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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.aspxrSelectedIndex=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. 1n 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 1.ong-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
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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)
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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
demographic and travel data for the Tahoe region. Note that this model is for relatively urban or
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 I1/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.
September 28, 2009) available from either LSC or the TRPA.

Using the Models

The single page to be used by the analyst summarizing the models is shown in Table A. The boxes
indicate data that the analyst will need to enter. The analysis should be conducted in the following
steps:

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.t

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
calculated as follows:

Maximum 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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10.

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
estimate should be reduced in the spreadsheet to reflect this cap (total of bicyclists plus
pedestrians).

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
be substantially higher. A simple equation to estimate total corridor use is as follows:

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
miles for walking, with detailed values for individual facilities presented in Table C of the
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
the location of lowest use that is 50 percent of that at the peak location. Total bicycle use
throughout this facility would be calculated as follows:

Total Corridor Daily Bicycle Use =1,000X(72/24)X(1+050)/2
=1,000X3.0X15/2
= 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
Pedestrian Use Models” memo for discussion regarding these modifications (available on the TIIMS
website: www.tiiims.org).
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TABLE B: Potential Bicycling Demand

At Location of Peak Demand in Corridor, Excluding Bicyclists Driving to Trail

1-Way Cyclist Trips --
Peak Summer Day

Resident Visitor

Bike to Bike to

Corridor Facility Facility

E1 Incline to Sand Harbor 1,370 1,260
E2 Sand Harbor to Round Hill 250 300

E3 Round Hill to Stateline 390 2,130

E4 Kingsbury Grade 840 2,650
N1  Truckee River Corridor 172 258
N2  Tahoe City to Dollar Hill 570 390
N3  Dollar Hill to Kings Beach 650 330
N4  Kings Beach to Brockway Summit 280 150
N5 Kings Beach to Crystal Bay 410 210
N6 Crystal Bay to Incline 1,140 620
N7 Incline to Mt. Rose 1,220 960

81  Pioneer Trail Corridor - Stateline to Ski Run 950 4,510
S2 Pioneer Trail Corridor - Ski Run to Trout Creek 360 140
S3  Pioneer Trail Corridor - Trout Creek to Meyers 380 40
S4 Meyers to South Y 600 180
S5 South Y to Al Tahoe 1,390 470
S6 Al Tahoe to Ski Run 480 420

S7 US 50 Corridor - Ski Run to Stateline 1,370 3,550
S8 South Y to Meyers via Tahoe Paradise 730 150
S9 South Y to Spring Creek 710 470
W1 Tahoe City to Meeks Bay 600 420
W2 Meeks Bay to Spring Creek 0 60

TOTAL REGIONWIDE 14,862 19,668
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TABLE C: Potential Walking Demand

At Location of Peak Demand in Corridor, Excluding Pedestrians Driving to Trail

1-Way Pedestrian Trips -
- Peak Summer Day

Non-Driver Non Driver

Corridor Resident Visitor
E1 Incline to Sand Harbor 750 160
E2 Sand Harbor to Round Hill 110 90
E3 Round Hill to Stateline 140 370
E4 Kingsbury Grade 120 240
N1  Truckee River Corridor 20 30
N2  Tahoe City to Dollar Hill 80 100
N3  Dollar Hill to Kings Beach 170 130
N4  Kings Beach to Brockway Summit 100 50
N5 Kings Beach to Crystal Bay 110 80
N6 Crystal Bay to Incline 180 180
N7 Incline to Mt. Rose 210 170
S1  Pioneer Trail Corridor - Stateline to Ski Run 130 580
S2  Pioneer Trail Corridor - Ski Run to Trout Creek 220 100
S3  Pioneer Trail Corridor - Trout Creek to Meyers 270 90
S4 Meyers to South Y 260 100
S5 South Y to Al Tahoe 350 140
S6 Al Tahoe to Ski Run 220 240
S7 US 50 Corridor - Ski Run to Stateline 190 710
S8 South Y to Meyers via Tahoe Paradise 290 100
S9  South Y to Spring Creek 260 140
W1 Tahoe City to Meeks Bay 120 180
W2 Meeks Bay to Spring Creek 0 50
TOTAL REGIONWIDE 4,300 4,030
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TABLE D: Bicycle/Pedestrian Facility Use Factors

For use in Tahoe Basin Bicycle Pedestrian Master Plan

Starting from the trail usage that wouid occur from a "perfect” non-motorized faciiity (Ciass i, continual, no street crossings,
flat, great maintenance, through an area with high recreationai vaiue (woods, shoreline), no traii congestion), the foliowing
reductions in usage would be eliminated based upon the foliowing factors, for each user type.

Bicyclists Pedestrian
Residents| Visitors Residents| Visitors
Biking Biking | Bicyclists | Walking | Walking | Walkers
from from Drivingto] from from Driving to
Home Lodging | Facility Home Lodging | Facility
Class 1, attaining AASHTO standards 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Facility Class|Class 2, attaining standards for lane width 35% 55% 85% Note 1 | Note 1 Note 1
\?;75:1 :s on street with acceptable width and traffic Note 2 Note 2 Note 2 Note 1 Note 1 Note 1
Fiat or only short sections of gentle grade <4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
o/, _Q0, H
Grade hGJ:g:eesdo; ;— :58 %, extending for no more than a few 10% 30% 30% 10% 30% 30%
Long sections of sustained maximum AASHTO grade, o o o o o o
with total elevation change exceeding 300 feet 40% 60% 65% 20% 36% 37%
No breaks in trail or cross streets 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
lnfrquent crossings of lqw volume residential streets 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
and driveways (<4 per mile)
Frequent crossing of low volume residential streets 10% 15% 15% 2% 79 16%
Facility and driveways (>4 per mile) ° ° i ? ° ?
Continuity  [ynprotected crossing of busy (ADT > 10,000) street
' 0 0, 10, 0, 0 0
(including crossings with striped crosswalk only) 22% 29% 40% 7% 35% 35%
Fsrigtneacltg? ;rs::;ngozz)busy (ADT >10,000) street 14% 16% 18% 5% 10% 10%
ﬁi;e:wk: ;nof_a:tl::gr %c:jr;t;n:tlg ertequvrlng travel along state 35% 44% 49% 36% 48% 54%
High -- No sand on trail or pavement deformities 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Maintenance 2:;:;;?2—2 aCrgndltlon is an inconvenience, but not a 11% 10% 10% 5% 5% 5%
Poor -- Trail condition reduces safe travel speed 43% 41% 52% 8% 7% 7%
High -- Shoreline, river corridor, dense woods 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
R jonal
V;,cur:am"a Medium -- Scenery mixed with urban uses 9% 18% 30% 9% 24% 28%
Low -- Urban corridor 21% 33% 75% 15% 36% 51%
None -- LOS A (< 40 passing events per hour) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Trail Low -- LOS B or C (40 to 100 passing events per hour)] 13% 6% 4% 10% 5% 5%
Congestion
(Note 2) x:—d:;fs - LOS D or E (100 to 195 passing events 26% 10% 8% 23% 8% 13%
High -- LOS F (>195 passing events per hour) 40% 19% 16% 30% 8% 8%

Note 1: Pedestrian demand only evaluated for Class | facilities.
Note 2: Bicyclist demand only evaluated for Class | and i facilities.
Note 3: See Highway Capacity Manual 2000 Chapter 19: Bicycle Methodology. For example, 40 passenger events per hour reflects that
an individual user would overtake, be overtaken, or be passed in the opposing direction by 40 other individuals over the course of an hour
(or 1 every 1.5 minutes).
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APPENDIX G

TAHOE REGION ENVIRONMENTAL
FINDINGS




TAHOE

REGIONAL
PLANNING
AGENCY

OFFICE MAIL HOURS
128 Market 5t, PO Box 5310 Monday-Friday
Stateline, NV Stateline, NV 85449-5310 9:00 am - 5:00 pm

Accepting Applications Until 4:00 pm
Phone:(775) 588-4547
Fax: (775) 588-4527 Www.trpa.org trpa@trpa.crg

" PrintForm INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
—= ' FOR DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
I. Assessor's Parcel Number (APN)/Project Location NA

Project Name |  Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (BPP) - countyicity  N/A

Brief Description of Project:

wide.

TRPA-—-IEC

The project is a Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan which lists potential projects and policies necessary to
complete a comprehensive bicycle and pedestrian network and encourage bicycling and walking region-

1 of 25 8/06




The following questionnaire will be completed by the applicant based on evidence submitted with the
application. All "Yes" and "No, With Mitigation™ answers will require further written comments. Use the
blank boxes to add any additional information. If more space is required for additional information, please
attach separate sheets and reference the question number and letter.

Il. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1. Land
Will the proposal resultin:

a. Compaction or covering of the soil beyond the limits allowed in the
land capability or Individual Parcel Evaluation System (IPES)?

[ Yes X No
No, With Data
r Mitigation - Insufficient

o

. A change in the topography or ground surface relief features of site
inconsistent with the natural surrounding conditions?

[T Yes X No
No, With Data
r Mitigation r Insufficient

¢. Unstable soil conditions during or after completion of the proposal?

[T Yes X No
Na, With Data
r Mitigation r Insufficient

d. Changes in the undisturbed soil or native geologic substructures or
grading in excess of b feet?

Individual projects could result in grading in excess of X Yes [~ No
5 feet, but must make the findings in Code section 64.7. - No. With - Data
B ~ Mitigation Insufficient

e. The continuation of or increase in wind or water erosion of soils,
either on or off the site?

The construction impacts of the projects listed in the [ Yes [~ No
Plan have the potential create soil erosion, however No. With Data
those impacts will be mitigated with the use of BMPs. 4 Mit}gation r Insufficient

TRPA-IEC 20f25 8/06




f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sand, or changes in
siltation, deposition or erosion, including natural littoral processes,
which may modify the channel of a river or stream or the bed of a
lake?

Individual projects have the potential to modify a [ Yes

stream channel. Necessary mitigation measures will be : '
. R PR, . - No, With
identified as part of individual environmental analyses. - X Mitigation

g. Exposure of people or property to geoclogic hazards such as
earthquakes, landslides, backshore erosion, avalanches, mud slides,
ground failure, or similar hazards?

™ Yes

No, With
Mitigation

2. Air Quality
Will the proposal result in;

a. Substantial air pollutant emissions?

I~ Yes

No, With
Mitigation

b. Deterioration of ambient (existing} air quality?

™ Yes

No, With
Mitigation

¢. The creation of objectionable odors?

[~ Yes

No, With
Mitigation

d. Alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any change
in climate, either locally or regionally?

[ Yes

No, With

- Mitigation

TRPA—-IEC 3of25
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No
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Insufficient

No

Data
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e. Increased use of diesal fuel?

X Yes
There may be temporary increased use of diesel fuel
during construction activities. — No, With
Mitigation

3. Water Quality
Will the proposal result in:

a. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of water movements?

[T Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

b. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and
amount of surface water runoff so that a 20 yr. 1 hr. storm runoff
(approximately 1 inch per hour) cannot be contained on the site?

Individual projects have the potential to change runoff [™ Yes
rates. Necessary mitigation measures will be identified .
A . No, With
as part of individual environmental analyses. X Mitigation
c. Alterations to the course or flow of 100-yearflood waters?
[~ Yes
~ No, With
r Mitigation

d. Change in the amount of surface water in any water body?

[ Yes

No, With

™ Mitigation

e. Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water
quailty, including but not limited to temperature, dissoived oxygen or
turbidity?

Temporary construction activities could result in [~ Yes
discharges. Necessary mitigation measures will be No. With

identified as part of individual environmental analyses. X Mitigation

TRPA-IEC 4 0of 25
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f.  Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground water?

[T Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

g. Change in the quantity of groundwater, either through direct
additions or withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by cuts
or excavations?

[~ Yes

No, With

- Mitigation

h. Substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise available for
public water supplies?

I Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

i. Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as
flooding and/or wave action from 100-year storm occurrence or
seiches?

I~ Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

j. The potential discharge of contaminants to the groundwater or any
alteration of groundwater quality?

[~ Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

7

Is the project located within 600 feet of a drining water source?

[ Yes

No, With

~ Mitigation

TRPA--IEC Sof 25
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4. Vegetation
Will the proposal result in:

a. Removal of native vegetation in excess of the area utilized for the
actual development permitted by the land capability/IPES system?

[~ Yes

No, With
r Mitigation
b. Removal of riparian vegetation or other vegetation associated with

critical wildlife habitat, either through direct removal or indirect

lowering of the groundwater table?

Individual projects have the potential to remove I Yes

vegetation. Necessary mitigation measures will be No. With

identified as part of individual environmental analyses. X Mitigation

c. Introduction of new vegetation that will require excessive fertilizer or
water, or will provide a barrier to the normal replenishment of existing
species?

I [~ Yes

No, With

‘ r Mitigation

d. Change in the diversity or distribution of species, or number of any
species of planis (including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, micro flora
and aquatic plants)?

Individual projects have potential to change the I Yes

number of plants. Mitigation measures will be No. With

identified as part of individual environmental analyses. X Mitigation

e. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered species
of plants?

[T Yes

'nﬂitﬁr‘na‘ nraiante hatva nntantial tn vaduna
AaaiarYauiuehs Pa Uiy Y e PULLLMiiG WU I vuuty

endangered plants. Mitigation measures will be No, With

identified as part of individual environmental analyses. X Mitigation

TRPA-IEC 6 of 25
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f. Removal of stream bank and/or backshore vegetation, including
woody vegetation such as willows?

Individual projects have the potential to remove [ Yes

vegetation. Necessary mitigation measures will be

No, With
identified as part of individual environmental analyses. = X

Mitigation

g. Removal of any native live, dead or dying trees30 inches or greater
in diameter at breast height (dbh) within TRPA's Conservation or
Recreation land use classifications?

Individual projects may determine the need to remove [T Yes
trees 30 inches or greater, but would do so in .

: . No, With
accordance with TRPA Code section 71.2.A. 3 Mitigation

h. A change in the natural functioning of an old growth ecosystem?

Individual projects have the potential to affect old I Yes

growth. Necessary mitigation measures will be

No, With
identified as part of individual environmental analyses. - X

Mitigation
5. Wildlife

Will the proposal resdit in:

a. Change in the diversity or distribution of species, or numbers of any
species of animals {birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and
shellfish, benthic organisms, insects, mammals, amphibians or
microfauna)?

[ Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

b. Reduction of the number of any unique, rare or endangered species
of animals?

Individual projects have potential to affect endangered [ Yes

species. Necessary mitigation measures will be

L g . No, With
identified as part of individual environmental analyses, X

Mitigation

TRPA--IEC 7of25
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c. Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or resultin a
barrier to the migration or movement of animals?

I~ Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

d. Deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat quantity or quality?

Individual projects have the potential to affect wildlife ™ Yes

habitat. Necessary mitigation measures will be :
. . s e . No, With
identified as part of individual environmental analyses. [X Mitigation
6. Noise

Will the proposal result in:

a. Increases in existing Community Noise Equivalency Levels (CNEL)
beyond those permitted in the applicable Plan Area Statement,
Community Plan or Master Plan?

[~ Yes

No, With
Mitigation

b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels?

[~ Yes
No, With
Mitigation

¢. Single event noise levels greater than those set forth in the TRPA
Noise Environmental Threshold?

™ Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

TRPA--IEC 80of25
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7. Light and Glare
Will the proposal:

a. Include new or modified sources of exterior lighting?

X Yes
Bicycle paths may include lighting in accordance with .
. No, With
Community Plan standards. I Mitiaati
itigation

b. Create new illumination which is more substantial than other lighting,
if any, within the surrounding area?

[T Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

c. Cause light from exterior sources to be cast off -site or onto public
lands?

I~ Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

d. Create new sources of glare through the siting of the improvements
or through the use of reflective materials?

[T Yes

No, With

I Mitigation

8. Land Use
Will the proposal;

a. Include uses which are not listed as permissible uses in the
applicable Plan Area Statement, adopted Community Plan, or Master

Plan?

[ T \fma
B oS

No, With

- Mitigation

TRPA--IEC 9of 25
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b. Expand cor intensify an existing non-conforming use?

Individual projects will conduct individual analyses to [~ Yes
determine whether an existing non-conforming use .

. . e _ No, With
could be intensified, and employ mitigation measures. X Mitigation

9. Natural Resources
Will the proposal resuli in:

a. A substantial increase in the rate of use of any natural resources?

™ Yes

No, With
Mitigation

b. Substantial depletion of any non-renewable natural resource?

[~ Yes

No, With
Mitigation

10. Risk of Upset
Will the proposal:
a. Involve a risk of an explosion cr the release of hazardous

substances including, but not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or
radiation in the event of an accident or upset conditions?

[T Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

b. Involve possible interference with an emergency evacuation plan?

™ Yes
Individual projects will conduct individual analyses for

possible interference with emergency evacuation plans. < No, With

Mitigation

TRPA--IEC 10 of 25

-

No

Data
Insufficient

No

Data
Insufficient

No

Data
Insufficient

No

Data
Insufficient

No

Data
Insufficient

4/9/02




11. Population
Will the proposal:

a. Alter the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the human
papulation planned for the Region?

[T Yes

No, With

I Mitigation

b. Include or result in the temparary or permanent displacement of

residents?
[T Yes
No, With
™ Mitigation
12. Housing

Will the proposal:

a. Affect existing housing, or create a demand for additional housing?
To determine if the proposal will affect existing housing or create a
demand for additional housing, please answer the following

questions:

{1) Will the proposal decrease the amount of housing in the Tahoe
Region?

[ Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

(2) Will the proposal decrease the amount of housing in the Tahoe
Region historically or currently being rented at rates affordable by
lower and very-low-income households?

[T Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

Number of Existing Dwelling Units:

X

No

Data
Insufficient

No

Data
Insufficient

No

Data
Insufficient

No

Data
Insufficient

Number of Proposed Dwelling Units:
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4/9/02




b. Will the proposal result in the loss of housing for lower-income and
very-low-income households?

[~ Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

13. Transportation/Circulation
Will the proposal result in:

a. Generation of 100 or more new Daily Vehicle Trip Ends (DVTE)?

Individual projects could result in the generation of - Yes

new DVTE. Necessary mitigation measures will be

identified as part of individual environmental analyses. [X No, With

Mitigation

b. Changes to existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking?

Individual projects could result in demand for new X Yes
parking, however the plan as a whole is expected to .

. . No, With
result in a decreased demand for parking overall. r Mitigation

c. Substantial impact upon existing transportation systems, including
highway, fransit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities?

X Yes
The plan goals include construction of a comprehensive
bieyele and pedestrian network. — No, With
Mitigation

d. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people
and/or goods?

An expected outcome of the plan is the reduction in X Yes
vehicle trips and an overall shift in mode share from .
. . . . . No, With
private vehicle to bicycling, transit, and walking. I Mitigation
e. Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic?
[T Yes
No, With
3 Mitigation
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f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or
pedestrians?

[~ Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

14. Public Services

Will the proposal have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for
new or altered governmental services in any of the following areas?

a. Fire protection?

[T Yes
No, With
a Mitigation
b. Police protection?
I~ Yes
No, With
r Mitigation
c. Schools?
[T Yes
No, With
r Mitigation
d. Parks or other recreational facilities?
Individual projects have the potential to increase use of [ Yes
recreation areas. Mitigation measures will be identified .
s e . R . No, With
as part of individual environmental analysis. X Mitigation
e. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?
I - X Yes
There will be an increased need for maintenance of new'
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. ~ No, With
Mitigation
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f. Other governmental services?

F Yes
No, With
- Mitigation
15. Energy
Will the proposal result in:
a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy?
™ Yes
No, With
P Mitigation

b. Substantial increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or
require the development of new sources of energy?

[~ Yes

No, With
r Mitigation
16. Utilities

Except for planned improvements, will the proposal result in a need for
new systems, or substantial alterations to the following utilities:

a. Power or natural gas?

I Yes

No, With
Mitigation

b. Communication systems?

[ Yes
No, With
Mitigation

¢. Utilize additional water which amount will exceed the maximum
permitted capacity of the service provider?

[~ Yes

No, With

r Mitigation
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d. Utilize additional sewage treatment capacity which amount will
exceed the maximum permitted capacity of the sewage treatment

provider?
[T Yes
No, With
r Mitigation
e. Storm water drainage?
[T Yes
Individual prejects treat stormwater runoff through
the use of Best Management Practices. X No, With
== Mitigation
f. Solid waste and disposal?
[T Yes

Individual projects may require the installation of
outhouses or teilets. Project implementers will be No. With

responsible for identifying appropriate disposal means. X Mitigation

17. Human Health
Will the proposal result in:

a. Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard {excluding
mental health)?

[ Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

b. Exposure of people to potential health hazards?

[T Yes

No, With
Mitigation
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18. Scenic Resources/Community Design

Will the proposal:

a. Be visible from any state or federal highway, Pioneer Trail or from

Lake Tahoe?

Individuzal projects have the potential to be visible. "
Necessary mitigation measures will be identified as part
of individual environmental analysis. 74

b. Be visible from any public recreation area or TRPA designated

bicycle trail?
Individual projects have the potential to be visible. _ I~
Necessary mitigation measures will be identified as part’
of individual environmental analysis. X

Yes

. No, With

Mitigation

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

c. Block or medify an existing view of Lake Tahce or other scenic vista

seen from a public road or other public area?

Individual projects have the potential to block views. -
Necessary mitigation measures will be identified as part
of individual environmental analysis. X

Yes

No, With
Mitigaticn

d. Be inconsistent with the height and design standards required by the

applicable ordinance or Community Plan?

[

B

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

e. Be inconsistent with the TRPA Scenic Quality Improvement Program

(SQIP) or Design Review Guidelines?

-

r
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19. Recreation
Does the proposal:

a. Create additional demand for recreation facilities?

Individual projects have potential to ereate additional I Yes

demand. Necessary mitigation measures will be No, With

identified as part of individual environmental analysis. [ Mitigation
b. Create additional recreation capacity?
X Yes
Bicycle paths provide recreation capacity. No. With
r Mitigation

c. Have the potential to create conflicts between recreation uses, either
existing or proposed?

Conlflicts between different types of path users can I Yes
occur. Path widths will be designed for the anticipated No. With
use and signage techniques will be employed. : ¢ Mit’igation

d. Resultin a decrease or loss of public access to any lake, waterway,
or public lands?

I Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

20. Archaeological/Historical

a. Will the proposal result in an alteration of or adverse physical or
aesthetic effect to a significant archaeological or historical site,
structure, object or building?

Individual projects could have the potential to impact a [ Yes
historical or archaeological site. Each preoject will No. With
complete its own cultural resources inventory. I Mitligation
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b. is the proposed project located on a property with any known
cultural, historical, and/or archaeological resources, including
resources cn TRPA or other regulatory official maps or records?

[ Yes
Individual projects could be located on known cultural .

sites. Each project will complete its own cultural T
resources inventory.

No, With
Mitigation

¢. Is the property associated with any historically significant events
and/or sites or persons?

[ Yes
Individual projects could be located on such properties.
Each project will complete its own research and take - No, With
appropriate measures to respect these events. Mitigation

d. Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change
which would affect unique ethnic cultural values?

One project in the plan has the potential to conflict I~ Yes

with Washoe values associated with Cave Rock. The )
o . . . . No, With

Washoe Tribe is closely involved in project planning. X Mitigation

e. Will the proposai restrict historic or pre-historic religious or sacred
uses within the potential impact area?

[~ Yes

No, With
r Mitigation

21. Findings of Significance.

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish population to

drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or

endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California or Nevada history or prehistory?

[ Yes

No, With

X Mitigation
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b.

Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the
disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals? (A short-term
impact on the environment is one which occurs in a relatively brief,
definitive period of time, while long-term impacts will endure well into
the future.)

[T Yes

No, With

r Mitigation

Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (A project may impact on two or more
separate resources where the impact on each resource is relatively
small, but where the effect of the total of those impacts on the
environmental is significant?)

[~ Yes

No, With

X Mitigation

d. Does the project have environmental impacts which will cause

substantial adverse effects on human being, either directly or
indirectly?

TRPA--IEC

[T Yes

No, With
Mitigation
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DECLARATION:

| hereby certify that the statements fumnished above and in the aftached exhibits present the data and information required for this initial
evaluation to the best ofmy ability, and that the facts, statements, and information presented are true and comect to the best of my knowledge

and belief.

Signature: (Original signature

required.)
W Mj A DoUglas (0‘(4(\; Date: (st | , L0
U Conty  of v

Person Preparing Application S

Applicant Written Comments: (Attach additional sheets if necessary)

Print.Form
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FOROFFICEUSE ONLY

Date Received: By:

Determination:
On the basis of this evaluation:
a. The proposed project could net have a significant effect on the environment

and a finding of no significant effect shall be prepared in accordance with
TRPA's Rules of Procedure.

[~ Yes X No

b. The proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, but
due lo the listed mitigation measures which have been added to the project,
could have no significant effect on the environment and a mitigated finding
of no significant effect shall be prepared in accordance with TRPA's Rules
and Procedures.

l X Yes [~ No

c. The proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment and
an environmental impact statement shall be prepared in accordance with
this chapter and TRPA's Rules of Procedure

Dby Ao gl

Signature of Evaluator

Title of Evaluator

I [T Yes X No
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CEQA NOTICE OF EXEMPTION

To:

Oifice of Planning and Research
1400 -10th Street, Room 121
Sacramento, CA 95814

PROJECT INFORMATION:

Project Title:

Project Location — Specific:

Project Location — City:

Description of Nature, Purpose
and Beneficiaries of Project:

Name of Public Agency
Approving Project:

Name of Person or Agency
Carrying Out Project:

Exempt Status:

Reasons Why Project is Exempt:

Contact Person:
Telephone:

Date Received for Filing at OPR:

Signed: _an,\pm/%\—fw |

From:

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (RTPA for
CA)

P.O. Box 5310

Stateline, NV 89449

Lake Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

The entire region of the Lake Tahoe Basin, encompassing parts of
two states and five counties. The boundaries are the jurisdictional
boundaries of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency as set forth in
the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Compact

N/A

The project is a Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (BPP) which lists goals
and policies which will facilitate completion of a comprehensive
bicycle and pedestrian network and encourage bicycling and walking
region-wide. The BPP identifies potential bicycle and pedestrian
projects, which are conceptual only, and which will undergo
individual environmental analysis prior to construction. Beneficiaries
of the BPP are the general public who would benefit from improved
bicycling and walking conditions in Lake Tahoe.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency as the Regional Transportation
Planning Agency (RTPA) for the State of California

Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Agency, Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency

Ministerial {(Sec. 15073)
Declared Emergency (Sec. 15071 (a))
Emergency Project (Sec. 15071 (b) and (c))
___ Categorical Exemption
__X__ Statutory Exemption, section 15262 (planning and feasibility
studies)

The project involves adoption of a plan which identifies potential
projects, programs and policies for possible future actions. The plan
is exempt because the RTPA has not approved, adopted, or funded
these possible future actions. The plan is for planning purposes only
and does not involve a commitment to any specific project.

Karen Fink
(775) 589-5204

IR/

Karen Fink, Transportation Planner, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Date



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
Quiality (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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