
 
CORRIDOR EVALUATION
OC Foothills Bikeways Collaborative

Lower . . . . . . . . Higher

Safety Needs Public Support Trip Demand
Ease of 

Implementation
Bikeway

Completion
Cost per
Benefit

Disadvantaged
Areas

Avoids Steep
Hills

Corridor B

Corridor C

Corridor D

Corridor E

Corridor F

Corridor G

Corridor H

Corridor I

Corridor J

Corridor K

Corridor A

Safety Needs Public Support Trip Demand
Ease of 

Implementation
Bikeway

Completion
Cost per
Benefit

Disadvantaged
Areas

Avoids Steep
Hills

D, E, F B, F G, J

G, J

B, E

D, I

C, H C, H

A, F, K A, F, I A, F, K

A, C, G

A, F, K A, E, F, K

A, C

G, I

G, I

H, J

A, B, C, G, I, J, K

H

D, E, K

D, E

D, F

D, E D, G D

B, EH, J

I, JI, K

C, HE, H B, C

B, K

B, J

B, J

C, G, H, I



1.       Safety Factors - Collisions: examines historic crash
data for the corridor.  Level of Traffic Stress: addresses
perceived safety related to posted traffic speeds,
traffic volumes and existing bikeway type.  High 
stress routes are prioritized for treatment.

2. Public support: incorporates public priorities 
through a Public Demand Index. A combination of 
“votes” from the survey and public roundtable events 
were used as inputs.

3. Trip Demand: based on the OCTA Bicycle Priority 
Index (BPI), a measure of population and employment 
density, land use, local schools and transit that 

4. Constraints: tallies physical constraints such as 
right-of-way, on-street parking, and other ‘chokepoints.’ 
Higher scoring corridors are considered easier to 
implement and therefore prioritized for treatment. 

5.

6.

 Bikeway completion: measures the potential to 
‘complete’ a longer corridor and completion of the 
regional network.

associated with the corridor, considering the number of 
anticipated users compared to construction cost 
estimates.  

7. Grades:  measures how steep roadways are to help 
riders determine preferable routes. 

8. Equity: measures a route’s ability to provide 
transportation options to socially disadvantaged areas

Orange County Foothills

Bikeways Collaborative
Evaluation Method

Each of the regional priority bikeway corridors 

identified in the OC Foothills area were evaluated

using the criteria below:
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BICYCLIST AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITY DESIGN GUIDE

General Design Practices

Materials and Maintenance
Asphalt is the most common surface for bicycle paths.  
The use of concrete for paths has proven to be more 
durable over the long term. Saw cut concrete joints rather 
than troweled improve the experience of path users.

Discussion
Terminate the path where it is easily accessible to and from the street system, preferably at a controlled intersection or at 
the beginning of a dead-end street. 

Additional References and Guidelines
AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012. 
Caltrans CA-MUTCD. 2014. 
Flink, C. Greenways: A Guide To Planning Design And Development. 
1993. 
Caltrans. California HDM. 2012.

Description
Shared-use paths can provide a desirable facility, particu-
larly for recreation, and users of all skill levels preferring 
separation from tra�c.  Bicycle paths should generally 
provide directional travel opportunities not provided by 
existing roadways.  

Guidance
Width

• 8 feet is the minimum allowed for a two-way bicycle 
path and is only recommended for low tra�c situa-
tions.

• 10 feet is recommended in most situations and will be 
adequate for moderate to heavy use.

• 12 feet is recommended for heavy use situations with 
high concentrations of multiple users. A separate track 
(5’ minimum) can be provided for pedestrian use.

Lateral Clearance

• A 2 foot or greater shoulder on both sides of the 
path should be provided. An additional foot of lateral 
clearance (total of 3’) is required by the MUTCD for the 
installation of signage or other furnishings.

• If bollards are used at intersections and access points, 
they should be colored brightly and/or supplemented 
with re�ective materials to be visible at night.

Overhead Clearance

• Clearance to overhead obstructions should be 8 feet 
minimum, with 10 feet recommended.

Striping

• When striping is required, use a 4 inch dashed yellow 
centerline stripe with 4 inch solid white edge lines. 

• Solid centerlines can be provided on tight or blind 
corners, and on the approaches to roadway crossings.

8-12’ 
depending 
on usage
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BICYCLIST AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITY DESIGN GUIDE

Guidance
• Lower than 35 mph speed limit preferred.

• In extreme circumstances, SLMs may be placed on 
roadways above 35 mph.

• In constrained conditions, preferred placement is in 
the center of the travel lane to minimize wear and 
promote single file travel. 

• Minimum placement of SLM marking centerline is 
11 feet from edge of curb where on-street parking is 
present, 4 feet from edge of curb with no parking.  

Description
A marked shared roadway is a general purpose travel lane 
marked with shared lane markings (SLM) used to encour-
age bicycle travel and proper positioning within the lane.

In constrained conditions, the SLMs are placed in the 
middle of the lane. On a wide outside lane, the SLMs can 
be used to promote bicycle travel to the right of motor 
vehicles.  

In all conditions, SLMs should be placed outside of the 
door zone of parked cars.

Additional References and Guidelines
AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012. 
Caltrans. CA-MUTCD. 2014. 
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.

Materials and Maintenance
Placing SLMs between vehicle tire tracks will increase the 
life of the markings and minimize the long-term cost of 
the treatment.

Discussion
If collector or arterial, this should not be a substitute for dedicated bicycle facilities if space is available. 

Bike Lanes should be considered on roadways with outside travel lanes wider than 15 feet, or where other lane narrowing 
or removal strategies may provide adequate road space. SLMs shall not be used on shoulders,  in designated bike lanes, or 
to designate bicycle detection at signalized intersections. (MUTCD 9C.07)

Marked Shared Roadway

MUTCD R4-11 
(optional)

When placed adjacent to parking, SLMs 
should be outside of  the “Door Zone”.

Minimum placement is 11’ from curb

Consider modifications to signal timing to induce a 
bicycle-friendly travel speed for all users

Placement in center of 
travel lane is preferred in 
constrained conditions

MUTCD D11-1 
(optional)

RANCHO CUCAMONGA CIRCULATION MASTER PLAN FOR BICYCLISTS AND PEDESTRIANS
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Bicycle Lane

6” white line

3’ minimum ridable 
surface outside of 
gutter seam

Guidance
• 4 foot minimum when no curb and gutter is present. 

• 5 foot minimum when adjacent to curb and gutter or 
3 feet more than the gutter pan width if the gutter pan 
is wider than 2 feet.

• 14.5 foot preferred from curb face to edge of bike lane. 
(12 foot minimum).

• 7 foot maximum width for use adjacent to arterials 
with high travel speeds. Greater widths may encour-
age motor vehicle use of bike lane. 

Description
Bike lanes designate an exclusive space for bicyclists 
through the use of pavement markings and signage. The 
bike lane is located adjacent to motor vehicle travel lanes 
and is used in the same direction as motor vehicle traffic. 
Bike lanes are typically on the right side of the street, 
between the adjacent travel lane and curb, road edge or 
parking lane.  

Many bicyclists, particularly less experienced riders, are 
more comfortable riding on a busy street if it has a striped 
and signed bikeway than if they are expected to share a 
lane with vehicles.

Materials and Maintenance
Paint can wear more quickly in high traffic areas or in 
winter climates. Bicycle lanes should be cleared of snow 
through routine snow removal operations.

Discussion
Wider bicycle lanes are desirable in certain situations such as on higher speed arterials (45 mph+) where use of a wider 
bicycle lane would increase separation between passing vehicles and bicyclists. Appropriate signing and stenciling is 
important with wide bicycle lanes to ensure motorists do not mistake the lane for a vehicle lane or parking lane. Consider 
buffered bike lanes when further separation is desired.

Additional References and Guidelines
AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.
FHWA. Manual on Uniform Tra�c Control Devices. 2009. 
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.

4” white line or 
parking “Ts”

14.5’ preferred

CAMUTCD R81 
(optional)
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Cycle Tracks
Guidance
Cycle tracks should ideally be placed along streets with 
long blocks and few driveways or mid-block access points 
for motor vehicles. 

One-Way Cycle Tracks

• 7 foot recommended minimum to allow passing. 5 
foot minimum width in constrained locations.

Two-Way Cycle Tracks

• Cycle tracks located on one-way streets have fewer 
potential con�ict areas than those on two-way streets. 

• 12 foot recommended minimum for two-way facility. 8 
foot minimum in constrained locations

Description
A cycle track is an exclusive bike facility that combines the 
user experience of a separated path with the on-street 
infrastructure of a conventional bike lane. A cycle track is 
physically separated from motor tra�c and distinct from 
the sidewalk. Cycle tracks have di�erent forms but all share 
common elements—they provide space that is intended 
to be exclusively or primarily used by bicycles, and are 
separated from motor vehicle travel lanes, parking lanes, 
and sidewalks.

Raised cycle tracks may be at the level of the adjacent 
sidewalk or set at an intermediate level between the 
roadway and sidewalk to separate the cycle track from the 
pedestrian area. 

Materials and Maintenance
Barrier separated and raised cycle tracks may require 
special equipment for sweeping and maintenance.

Discussion
Special consideration should be given at transit stops to manage bicycle and pedestrian interactions. Driveways and 
minor street crossings are unique challenges to cycle track design. Parking should be prohibited within 30 feet of the 
intersection to improve visibility. Color, yield markings and “Yield to Bikes” signage should be used to identify the con�ict 
area and make it clear that the cycle track has priority over entering and exiting tra�c. If con�gured as a raised cycle track, 
the crossing should be raised so that the sidewalk and cycle track maintain their elevation through the crossing.

Additional References and Guidelines
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.

Cycle track can be 
raised or at street 
level

The cycle track shall be 
located between the 
parking lane and the 
sidewalk 3’ parking 

bu�er

If possible, separate cycle 
track and pedestrian zone 
with a furnishing area

BICYCLE FACILITY TYPES

CLASS I 
SHARED USE PATH

CLASS III 
BICYCLE BOULEVARD

CLASS II 
BIKE LANE

CLASS IV 
BUFFERED BIKE LANE
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