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YOLO COUNTY BICYCLE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

INTRODUCTION
Yolo County has long been a favorite area for bicycling. The flat terrain, mild climate, and relatively
short distances between cities are all conducive to this transportation mode. Bicycling occurs locally
within the four cities of the County, in the rural land between the cities, and to nearby places in the
region such as Sacramento and Lake Berryessa. The University of California at Davis, with its
30,065 students (Fall 2004 enrollment) and staff, is a large generator of bicycle traffic.
In 1974, the Yolo County Bicycle Path Advisory Committee prepared a comprehensive master plan
of bikeways for the County. Several of the bikeways proposed in the 1974 plan were developed, and
in 1982, recognizing the need to update the plan, the Board of Supervisors charged the
Transportation Advisory Committee with the responsibility of preparing a revised plan. With the
completion of several of the bikeways recommended in the 1982 report, and following the
incorporation of the City of West Sacramento in 1987, the 1982 document was updated in 1993.
The 1993 Bikeway Plan was updated in December 1999 to comply with Section 891.2 of the
California Streets and Highways Code so that the County could apply for State Bicycle
Transportation Account funds, and was renamed the ‘County of Yolo Bicycle Transportation Plan.’
The 2002 plan revision was necessary to incorporate the July 2001 Davis-Woodland Bikeway
Feasibility Study Report into the County Bicycle Transportation Plan. This 2006 plan update reflects
the completion of the bike lanes on County Road 32 and acknowledges the California Cross State
Bicycle Route Study.
The purpose of this Plan is to formulate a long-range, comprehensive, and consistent policy guide
for achieving a Countywide bikeway network, and list current priorities for bicycle facility
development. The Plan sets forth goals and policies for bicycle facilities in the unincorporated
County in response to identified needs. The plan provides a viable system of bike routes that when
constructed will encourage and promote more bicycle riding. Because of the uncertainty of funding,
this Plan does not contain funding or construction schedules. Specific policies and suggested actions
are described and routes are prioritized as guides for future action.
This plan has been reviewed for consistency with bicycle planning documents prepared by the Cities
of Davis, Woodland, West Sacramento, and Winters, Solano County, Colusa County, and
Sacramento City/County. The County’s Plan has been prepared with input from the staff at the
University of California at Davis, local bicycle clubs, and interested private citizens. Following the
adoption of this Plan by the Yolo County Board of Supervisors, the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) will review it for consistency with the regional Metropolitan Transportation
Plan
The Transportation Advisory Committee will periodically review this Plan to assess the need for
updates and revisions in response to continuing changes in bicycling needs and regulatory
requirements.
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GOAL
It is the goal of Yolo County to provide for and encourage the development of an integrated system
of bikeway facilities. These facilities would provide for safe and convenient travel for bicyclists
throughout the County. The County recognizes the benefits of improved air quality, improved
energy efficiency, reduced traffic congestion, and improved personal fitness that can be realized by
encouraging bicycle travel for transportation and recreation.
POLICIES
To accomplish these goals, the following policies have been developed:
PLANNING OF BICYCLE FACILITIES:
x The safety of bicyclists and the motoring public is of primary importance.
x Commuter bicycling facilities shall be given a higher priority than recreational
facilities. Commute trips are any trip with a utilitarian purpose such as bicycle
trips to work, school, shopping, appointments, sporting events, recreational
events, or entertainment events.
x Class II Bikeways (bike lanes contiguous to roadways) shall be the generally
preferred facility in areas of developed roadways, primarily to serve
commuters. Class I Bikeways (bike paths separated from roadways) shall be
considered to close gaps that exist in the roadway system and to provide
alternate routes that might be more desirable or safer, to serve both commuter
and recreational bicyclists.
x Special emphasis shall be given to transportation interfaces so that a bicyclist
may employ multiple modes of transportation in reaching a destination.
x County bicycle facilities shall be developed with maximum flexibility and shall
be developed in coordination with long-range transportation planning.
x County bicycle facilities planning shall be developed with maximum citizen,
community, and local government involvement.
x Personal safety and security issues shall be addressed in the planning of
individual bicycle facilities.
x Cost effective measures to provide safe and convenient bicycling shall be
emphasized in the bikeway facility planning process. These can include
removal of physical barriers and improved maintenance activities, such as
pavement sweeping where required.
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x The development of bicycle routes on levees or abandoned railroad road rights
of way shall be considered as opportunities arise. Coordination of bicycle
facilities proposed in a future Parks Master Plan with routes proposed in the
Bicycle Transportation Plan will provide residents with an array of
opportunities for bicycle transportation and recreation.
IMPLEMENTATION:
x The County shall continue to require that planned residential, commercial and
industrial developments include bicycle facilities in their projects. Rights of
way on collector streets and minor streets should be adequate for bikeways.
Pathways should also be provided for bicycle and pedestrian use through culde-sac and loop streets where such access will encourage bicycle and pedestrian
travel.
x The needs of bicyclists shall be considered when new roads are constructed or
existing roads are upgraded.
x New bridge construction in the County shall accommodate the needs of
bicyclists where there is a demand potential.
x Bikeways shall be constructed and marked in conformance with State
standards, as outlined in Chapter 1000 of the Caltrans HIGHWAY DESIGN
MANUAL, Bikeway Planning and Design, November, 2001.
x The County shall encourage the provision of bicycle rest facilities, including, but
not limited to, restrooms, drinking water, public telephones, and air for bicycle
tires.
x The County shall encourage the provision of bicycle parking facilities,
including, but not limited to, bicycle parking with theft prevention devices
located at, in, or near civic and public buildings, transit terminals, business
districts, shopping centers, schools, parks and playgrounds, and other locations
where people congregate.
x Bikeways shall be designed with a structural cross-section appropriate for the
expansive clay soils that underlie much of the County. Inadequate structural
sections placed on expansive soils can result in increased maintenance costs and
can reduce the level of rider safety, factors which shall be considered in the
design of bikeways.
x When constructing bicycle facilities, trees and other significant vegetation shall
be preserved or planted where feasible, considering the effects on construction,
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maintenance activities, and public safety, to realize the benefit of vegetation’s
shading effect and improved aesthetics.
MAINTENANCE
x All bicycle facilities shall be regularly inspected, maintained, and repaired as
needed. Another reason for generally preferring bike lanes to bike paths is that
lanes typically require less maintenance because of the sweeping action of
occasional motor vehicle wheels.
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF BICYCLE COMMUTERS
Census data can be used to make reasonable estimates of current bicycle commuting patterns.
According to the 2000 United States Census, 45% of the total County population commuted to
work, with 8.3% of the workforce using some means of transportation other than an automobile,
a carpool, public transportation or walking. Using 2000 U.S. Census population figures for the
unincorporated County shown on Figure 2, this data indicates that an estimated 800 residents in
the unincorporated County commute to work via bicycle.
This figure does not include inter-city commutes of residents living in the incorporated cities
outside of the Plan area. Distances that can be commuted by bicycle separate all the four
incorporated cities of Davis, Woodland, West Sacramento, and Winters. Both Davis and
Woodland have bicycle commuting levels well above the national average. In addition to
bicycle commuters in the unincorporated County, there are riders from these two Cities, as well
as West Sacramento and Winters, who use County roads as inter-city routes. Based on visual
observations, public meetings, and requests for road maintenance from bicycle commuters, it is
estimated that an average of 100 people per day commute from one of these cities to another
through the County. This estimate is probably conservative based on the results of a May 17,
2001 survey conducted between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m. on the west end of the Yolo
causeway. Forty-eight bicyclists commuting between Davis and Sacramento responded to the
survey that was handed out during this two-hour period.
In addition, it is estimated that 300 students attending Woodland Community College,
Clarksburg High School, Madison and Esparto High Schools commute by bicycle to school from
or through the County.
In sum, current bicycle commuting in the Plan area is estimated to total 1,200 trips per day.
The County’s continued development of the bikeway system, with particular emphasis on intercity commute routes, is projected to encourage a 100% increase in the percentage of bicycle
commuters over the next 20 years.1 SACOG population growth forecasts estimate an annual
1

National Walking and Bicycling Study, U.S. Department of Transportation, 1995
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growth rate in the unincorporated County of 2.36% per year over the twenty-year period ending
in 2025. The estimated number of bicycle commuters in the Plan area is projected to increase to
approximately 3,800 per day by the year 2025.
LAND USE
Figures 1 and 2 show the land use and settlement patterns in the County. As shown in Table 1, more
than 95% of the County is zoned agricultural. The County has a strong history of limiting residential,
commercial, and industrial development to areas within the incorporated cities and areas adjacent to
communities in the unincorporated County. As a consequence, there are no major residential centers,
schools, shopping centers, public buildings, or employment centers outside these communities.
According to projections by SACOG, 13,330 additional people will live in the unincorporated
County by the year 2025 compared to 2005. Assuming this growth is accommodated according
to the County’s General Plan, zoning and land use patterns in the County are not expected to
change dramatically during this period.
TABLE 1
LAND USE PATTERNS IN YOLO COUNTY
USE

ACRES

% OF TOTAL ACREAGE

Residential

7,680

1.2

Commercial Industrial

11,568

1.8

Open Space

632,624

95.6

9,550

1.4

661,422

100.0

Street & Highways
Total

EXISTING BIKEWAY SYSTEM
Figure 3 shows the locations of existing bikeways in the County. There are five designated bikeways
in the unincorporated County. They have been constructed over the past twenty years and are either
Class I or Class II routes (Refer to Appendix 1 for definition of classes.) The routes are:


A route from Davis to West Sacramento, consisting of a Class I Caltrans-constructed bike
path along the Interstate 80 causeway over the Yolo Bypass, and Class I and II sections
of County Road 32A.



A Class II bike lane along County Road 102 from Knights Landing to the eastern portion of
Woodland, and on to Davis.
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A Class II bike lane along County Road 99 from the southern city limits of Woodland south
approximately 3.5 miles to County Road 27, then east one mile to State Route 113, and south
of CR27 to approximately Willow Slough.



A Class II bike lane along County Roads 31 and 93A west from Davis to Winters.



A Class I bike path along County Road 32 west from Davis to County Road 95A.

The existing bikeway route map shows a fragmented system in the unincorporated area that does
not adequately connect the cities in the County. At present, the routes designated in the plan are
not adequately signed. While bicyclists often travel the narrower County roads without bike
lanes, the gaps in the bikeway system and lack of signage undoubtedly deter potential bicyclists
concerned about vehicular traffic.
PROPOSED BIKEWAYS & PRIORITIES

Figure 4 shows the existing and proposed locations of bikeways in the County. The bikeways
shown connect the four incorporated cities to each other and to Sacramento. They are located to best
meet the commuting needs of employees, business owners, shoppers, and students. These bikeways
are generally located along existing roads between cities, and would likely serve commuting
bicycling needs for the foreseeable future.
Three additional Class I routes are identified. One is an extension of the Class I facility from County
Road 32 south to Solano County. The second is a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers project along the
deep water ship channel south of West Sacramento. The Army Corps first proposed this project in
1999, but due to lack of federal, state, and local support the project is currently shelved. The third is
the old Yolo Shortline railroad alignment south of West Sacramento.
The City of West Sacramento is purchasing the Right of Way of the Yolo Shortline Railroad from
West Sacramento south as far as Pumphouse Road north of Clarksburg. The purchase is planned to
ultimately result in a continuous ten-mile long City trail.
Specific yet-to-be completed sections of the Bicycle Transportation Plan are itemized in Appendix 2,
and have been prioritized using the policies stated earlier in this document as guidelines. The
projects were categorized as high, medium, or low priority. Numerical prioritization was not utilized
because of the flexibility afforded by having a group of high and medium priority projects with a
range of costs. This will allow the County to submit funding applications for projects that best
match available grant and local funds. Applications for funding for County projects will occur only
after consulting the Transportation Advisory Committee and the Board of Supervisors. High priority
projects are generally bikeway sections needed to complete the linking of the four incorporated cities
in the County and connections to Sacramento, and have the potential to provide benefit to the
greatest number of cyclists. Medium priority projects are generally less important
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links between cities, or routes that have the potential of serving fewer cyclists than high priority
projects. Low priority projects are long-range projects whose importance as bicycle routes should be
considered as roads and bridges along these sections are improved. Safety, education, and
maintenance projects are not listed along with capital improvement projects. Although these are
important components of a successful bikeway system, they are difficult to prioritize together.
Planning level cost estimates were prepared for each of the alternative routes based on inspections of
field conditions along each of the routes. Right of way conditions were judged based on the existing
location of utilities and drainage ditches. Costs for construction are based on recent bid results for
work of a similar nature. The cost estimates are useful for comparing relative costs, but detailed cost
estimates would be required prior to submitting grant applications, or beginning any of the
improvements.
A feasibility study to investigate various bikeway routes between Davis and Woodland was
completed in July 2001. The City of Davis, the City of Woodland, the Yolo-Solano Air Quality
Management District, and the County jointly funded the study, and the Yolo County Transportation
District adopted the recommendations contained in the final report. The project also included a
public workshop. The feasibility study report is incorporated into this plan by reference; the
Executive Summary is attached as Appendix 3. The most feasible route in the short term involves
adding 4 foot shoulders to roadways that do not presently have shoulders to complete a Class II
connection between western Woodland and western Davis: County Road 99 between County Roads
27 and 29, County Road 29 between County Roads 99 and 99D, and County Road 99D between
County Road 29 and the City of Davis. (See map, Appendix 2, page 1) The second recommendation
is a more central alignment achieved by connecting a series of lightly traveled dead end frontage
roads on the west side of State Route 113. (See map, Appendix 2, page 2)
The California Cross State Bicycle Route Study, prepared by the El Dorado County Transportation District in
June 2004, with grant funding from Caltrans and assistance from various individuals and agencies along the
corridor, provides guidance for development of a seamless interregional bicycle facility that extends across
California, from the San Francisco Bay Area to Lake Tahoe. This route enters Davis from Solano County,
and in the unincorporated County continues east to West Sacramento on the Old Lincoln Highway bike path
along Interstate 80, County Road 32A east of County Road 105, and the Yolo Causeway bicycle path. The
plan also shows a possible “Yolo Shortline Rail Trail” and upgrades to State Route 84 to provide connection
from West Sacramento to Rio Vista. The County of Yolo supports the idea of this “Bicycle Interstate” and
strives to construct continuous bikeway connections between the four incorporated cities in the County and
connections to Sacramento. The ultimate benefit will be a dependable bicycle system for people to utilize for
either a commute trip or recreational ride.

PROPOSED BICYCLE PARKING AND TRANSPORT FACILITIES

Because of the rural nature of the unincorporated County, there are few end-of-trip commute
destinations in the Plan area. Currently, the most significant destinations in the unincorporated
County are a handful of small schools, parks, town halls, libraries, and small shops in the business
districts of small unincorporated communities. Figure 5 indicates the location of existing and
proposed bicycle parking, transport, and clothes changing and storage facilities in the County. The
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County has land use planning and development policies that discourage development outside of
incorporated cities. There are no developments anticipated within the County’s jurisdiction in which
public locker, shower, or restroom facilities would be feasible. The County will encourage major
end-of-trip developments that may be proposed in the future to provide these facilities in accordance
with the policies of this Plan and the County General Plan.
A number of County Parks along proposed bike routes have water and/or restroom facilities
available for bicyclists, including parks in Esparto, on County Road 22 south of Interstate 5, and on
State Route 16 two miles north of Rumsey. The Cache Creek Canyon Regional Park north of
Rumsey on State Route 16 provides free camping for bicyclists, to encourage recreational bicycling.
The following criteria for bicycle parking facilities shall serve as guidelines in implementing the policies
in this plan. Bicycle parking facilities shall:
1. Consist of racks anchored so that they cannot be easily removed, of solid low-maintenance
construction, resistant to corrosion and saws, where the user may lock both the bicycle
frame and the wheels.
2. Be designed and constructed of materials that do not cause damage to the bicycle. Inverted
“U” racks are the preferred design.
3.

Facilitate easy locking without interference from or to adjacent bicycles.

4. Be located on a raised island no less than six inches (6") in height, or within an area
sufficiently protected from vehicular traffic, and be located in areas protected from the
weather.
5. Be located no further from the entrance of the building that it serves than the nearest
automobile parking stall.
6. Bike lockers shall be provided at locations where secure long-term parking may be
required.
7. Be located in protected, convenient, highly visible, active, well-lighted areas, and not
interfere with pedestrian movements.

Yolobus provides bus service from Woodland to the rural community of Knights Landing twice
weekly, and from Woodland to Esparto and the Cache Creek Casino in Brooks eight times per day.
The buses on these rural routes are equipped with bicycle racks to provide bicyclists with
multimodal transportation opportunities. Yolobus also provides bike racks on its more frequent
service between the incorporated cities and Sacramento and the Sacramento Metropolitan Airport.
Because of the limited capacity of bicycle racks on each bus there is a level of uncertainty involved
for bicyclists utilizing this service, especially on more popular routes. The County will support
efforts to improve the availability of this service for bicyclists.
Recognizing that most bicycle commute trips begin and end in the surrounding incorporated cities or
U.C. Davis, the County will support efforts in these jurisdictions to develop amenities such as
DECEMBER 2006
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bicycle parking, bicycle friendly intermodal connections, lockers, restrooms, and showers.
BICYCLE SAFETY AND EDUCATION

66 accidents involving bicyclists have been reported on County roadways and bikeways since
January 1988, an average of approximately 4 to 5 incidents per year. Of these accidents about
two thirds were attributed to the bicyclist or mechanical failure of the bicycle. The importance of
bicycle safety education and enforcement of Vehicle Code regulations is recognized by the
County.


The California Highway Patrol enforces provisions of the Vehicle Code
pertaining to bicycle operation.



The Davis Bike Club is active in advocacy and education.



The Yolo County Transportation Management Association, of which the
County is a member, provides information on bike safety at area transportation
fairs.



The County promotes an alternative commute program that rewards employees
for using alternative commute modes, including bicycle commuting.



The
League
of
American
Bicyclist’s
BikeEd
website,
http://www.bikeleague.org/educenter/index.html is available to County residents and
promotes bicycle safety and education

This plan proposes continuing support for these necessary components of the bicycle
transportation system.
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN PLAN DEVELOPMENT

During the development of this Plan, extensive efforts were made to obtain ideas and reviews from
citizens, local government, and groups with particular interest in bicycling. The Plan was developed
at Transportation Advisory Committee meetings that were noticed and open to the public. The draft
of the Plan was posted on the County website and public comments were solicited. Copies of the
draft were circulated to the Cities of Winters, Davis, West Sacramento, and Woodland, Yolo Solano
Air Quality Management District, the University of California at Davis, and the Davis Bicycle Club.
As stated in the policies presented earlier, County bicycle facilities shall be developed with
maximum citizen, community, and local government involvement.

COORDINATION/CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL AND REGIONAL PLANS

DECEMBER 2006

PAGE 14

YOLO COUNTY BICYCLE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Yolo County General Plan:

The policies outlined in this Plan are consistent with the County’s General Plan, Circulation Policies
3 , 4, 5, 13, and 14:
CIR 3

Transportation, Basic
Yolo County shall plan, develop, and maintain a comprehensive, coordinated
transportation system and road net to insure all persons the opportunity for safe,
efficient, convenient, and pleasant movement of persons and goods without
substantial congestion of delay, while encouraging greater efficiency, including
the substitution of alternate transportation and consideration of ground, air, and
water modes.

CIR 4

Circulation/Reduce Conflicts and Tie Communities
Yolo County shall seek to design and implement a circulation and transportation
system which:
1.
Reduces conflicts between land use and circulation-transportation.
2.
Shields adjoining areas and community from noise, fumes, dust, and
congestion.
3.
Promotes new non-polluting forms of transportation.
4.
Requires routing, construction, and operation of transportation facilities
to protect or enhance environmental quality.
5.
Develops intracommunity ties by creating a functional and aesthetically
pleasing system of transportation corridors, pedestrian and bicycle ways
and landscaped open areas which harmonize development in areas of
transition.

CIR 5

Public Transit/Reduce Autos
Yolo County shall seek to establish, expand, and improve a balanced public
transportation system, integrated with the Regional System, to meet basic
transportation needs as expeditiously as possible; to encourage diversion of
substantial numbers of riders from autos to transit; to meet the transportation
needs of the elderly, the handicapped, and the young; and to facilitate
interconnections with other modes of transit.

CIR 13

Bicycle Routes and Facilities
Yolo County shall promote and ensure opportunities for bicycle use. The
following means shall be used to achieve this policy:
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
DECEMBER 2006

Design streets to accommodate bikeways.
Sign and mark bike routes.
Provide sloping curbs at all street corners.
Provide or receive serviceable bike parking facilities in the Central
business areas, at public buildings, on school grounds, and at new
businesses, industries, and multi-family developments which require
development permits, zoning, site plan reviews or extensions of permits.
Require secure bike parking areas in all parking lots subject to use by
the public whenever new or renewed permits are required.
Require construction of bike routes on all new thoroughfares and arterial
highways developed in or for any development project.
Provide funding for building and maintenance of bike routes and facilities
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8.
9.
10.
11.

CIR 14

through application of federal or state aid bicycle registration, licensing,
and directed fines for bicycle operation violations.
Provision and encouragement of use of bicycle use incentives.
Encouragement and establishment of bike routes along trails, on levees,
along railroad levees, along drainage canals, and along transmission
right-of-ways where feasible.
Designate part of the Yolo Plank Road and Turnpike as a part of the
countywide bikeway system.
Implement the Yolo County Bikeway Plan (adopted 26 October 1982 by
the Yolo County Board of Supervisors) including the standards and
routes therein.

Bikeways and Pedestrian Ways
Yolo County shall plan and promulgate adequate, safe bikeways and pedestrian
ways, integrated with other transit modes and coordinated with all forms of
development.

The Yolo County General Plan Open Space and Recreation Element, November 2002, contains
the following policies related to recreational bicycle paths in the County.
OP-15

The County shall support the efforts to enhance and improve public access to Lower
Putah Creek.

RP-10

The County shall work with willing landowners to create a continuous corridor of natural
open space along Lower Cache Creek, Lower Putah Creek, the Sacramento River, and
within the Yolo Bypass, with provision for limited access at specific locations to
recreational and educational uses from a County road or highway. The County shall also
consider establishing bicycle access to select areas.

RP-22

The County shall work with interested groups to complete construction of a bicycle trail
system. Ensure that bicycle access is an integral part of future recreational facility design
and facility operations.

Other Bikeway Plans:

The bicycle transportation plans of the 4 cities in the County, Colusa County, Solano County, and
Sacramento City/County have been reviewed during preparation of this Plan, to insure consistency
with local and regional bicycle transportation planning documents.
In November 2004, Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) adopted the Regional
Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan for the six-county Sacramento region. The Regional
Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan is intended to guide the long-term decisions for
SACOG’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding Program, a program that is expected to generate
$350 million in federal funds for bicycle and pedestrian projects in the SACOG region over a 23
year period. The emphases of the SACOG bicycle and pedestrian funding program are to
provide facilities for walking and biking in the cities and towns of the region, and provide
connections between cities and towns. In order to compete for SACOG Bicycle and Pedestrian
funds, projects must be included as ‘high priority’ projects in the SACOG plan. Yolo County has
two high priority Class 2 projects in the SACOG plan: County Road 32A between County Road
DECEMBER 2006
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105 and Mace Blvd, and the Woodland Davis Bikeway along County Roads 99, 29, and 99D.
Air Quality Attainment Plan:

This plan is consistent with Volume IV, “Mobile Source Control Program” of this February 1992
Plan prepared by the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District, which states:
INDIRECT SOURCE CONTROL MEASURES
Bicycle Facilities
This program will supply policies that will support a comprehensive network of bicycle facilities and
amenities that interface bicycling, transit, and pedestrian modes. This program is intended to
facilitate and improve the safety and attractiveness of bicycling as an alternative mode of
transportation. It will encourage the development of a comprehensive bikeway network that
connects residential areas with commercial, major employment destinations, and transit stations.

Sacramento Area Regional Ozone Attainment Plan:

Implementation of this plan will help in the realization of emission benefits attributed to
Transportation Control Measures as described in this regional plan adopted in November 1994 by
the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District.
PAST AND FUTURE FINANCIAL INFORMATION

Construction expenditures on projects prioritized in the County’s 1993 Bikeway Plan that have been
completed to date are as follows:
County Road 102 bridge over Willow Slough-widen bridge, install bike lanes (Priority 2):
Completed: 1997
Construction cost: $1,330,432
Federal: 73%, State 2%, County: 25%
County Road 32 between County Road 90A and 91A-widen roadway, add bike lanes (Priority 3):
Completed: 1993
Construction cost: $789,219
Federal: 85%, State: 0%, County 15%
County Road 32 widening between fifteen hundred feet east of County Road 91A and County Road
93A to include six foot bike lanes (Priority 3):
Completed: 2003
Construction cost: $1,773,395
Federal: 86.53%, State: 8.7%, Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District 2.8%
($50,000 Clean Air Fund grant) ,County 2%
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Reconstruct Connector to I-80 Path at County Road 32A (Priority 7):
Completed: 1994
Construction Cost: $25,138
Federal 0%, State Bikeway Account 90%, County: 10%
Overlay 3.6 miles of Class I Bikeway along County Road 31 (no priority):
Completed: 1994
Construction Cost: $118,4554
State Petroleum Violation Escrow Account: 85%, County 15%
Add 4 foot shoulders to County Road 27 concurrent with road reconstruction project
Completed: 2000
Construction Cost: $85,000
State Transportation Improvements Plan funds, 100%
As in the past, it is anticipated that most future projects will be completed as part of the upgrade of
County roads and bridges, and not funded independently as bikeway projects. The estimated cost
for each bikeway project is included in the project’s description.
The County will pursue State Bicycle Transportation Account Funds, federal CMAQ funds, Clean
Air funds available through the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District, SACOG Bicycle and
Pedestrian Funding program, as well as other funding sources that may become available to fund the
improvements in the Plan.
Not shown on the project listing, but essential for the bikeway system proposed in this plan, is the
continued maintenance and repair of existing bikeway facilities, and promotion of bicycle safety and
education.
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A P P E N D I CES

1.

Bicycle Route Classification Definitions

2.

Detailed Project Maps

3.

Executive Summary - July 2001 “Davis Woodland Bikeway Feasibility
Study Report

4.

Response to Comments on Draft circulated for Public Comment
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EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE
THERE ARE THREE TYPES OF BIKEWAYS MENTIONED IN THIS PLAN.
A BIKE PATH is a trail separated from roads or streets. Bicycles can go either
way on a bike path, but motor vehicles are excluded. A bike path is called a
CLASS I BIKEWAY.

A BIKE LANE is the paved edge of a wide street or road, delineated by white
stripes. Bike lanes come in pairs, one on each side of the road. Bicyclists go one
way on a bike lane, the same direction as motor traffic Bike lanes can also be used
by turning motor vehicles and agricultural implements. A bike lane is a CLASS II
BIKEWAY.

A BIKE ROUTE is a road or street without bike lanes or bike path, but designated
by signs to provide continuity to the bikeway system. Bicyclists share the bike
route with motorists, and there are not necessarily any physical improvements
specifically for bicyclists. A bike route is a CLASS III BIKEWAY.

The term BICYCLE FACILITIES usually means bike paths, bike lanes, or bike
routes, but it can also refer to bicycle storage lockers, bike racks, bike racks on
buses, or any other physical thing that facilitates bicycle travel.
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APPENDIX 2 – PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

APPENDIX 3 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FROM DAVISWOODLAND BIKEWAY FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Davis-Woodland Bikeway Feasibility Study is the result of an agreement between Yolo
County, the City of Davis, the City of Woodland, and the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management
District to fund the analysis of alternative bicycle routes between Davis and Woodland. A total of
six routes were evaluated that included Class I (bike path), Class II (on street bike lanes), and
Class III (on street shared facility) components that could serve commute and recreational
purposes.
The Study incorporates comments and recommendations from the Yolo County Transportation
District Technical Advisory Committee Subcommittee (TAC Subcommittee) for the Bikeway
Feasibility Study, and the public, submitted either in direct communication with project staff or
submitted during the Public Workshop held for the project on September 14, 1999. The TAC
Subcommittee consisted of representatives from each jurisdiction funding the study, and the Davis
Bike Club.
The alternatives were then analyzed and prioritized according to a set of ranking criteria developed
for the project by the TAC Subcommittee. A new option (Option1) emerged out of the review and
workshop process, while one of the original six options (CR 102) was eliminated because the
corridor already has a Class II bicycle route.
Factors in the analysis of the alternatives included right of way costs, construction costs,
maintenance costs, accessibility of the route to existing and future activity centers, environmental
impacts, agricultural impacts, recreation/aesthetic value, time to implement, and the prospects for
increased growth and development in Woodland and Davis. Currently, UC Davis represents the
destination for a significant number of Woodland residents - residents who have the potential to
bicycle to work, class, or other utility destinations, and who are included in a region that currently
commutes by bicycle at rates higher than the national average, although not at the high levels
found in the City of Davis. Increased growth adjacent to either Woodland or Davis generates
additional demand for improved bicycle facilities between the two cities, a demand that will
continue to grow as more developments are built in the future.
In the short term, there is a need to improve bicycling conditions for those residents who commute
between Davis and Woodland on County roads. Many of these improvements can be made within
the context of general roadway improvements and maintenance, and can significantly improve the
safety and attractiveness of the connecting roadway system for those who currently cycle between
Davis and Woodland. The most feasible alternative in the short term is a modified Option 1,
adding four foot bike lanes to roadways that presently do not have shoulders: the section of CR 99
between CR 27 and CR 29, and the section of CR 29 between CR 99 and State Route (SR) 113.
The estimated cost of this option is approximately $1.2 million.
In the longer term, to address the expressed desire by many residents for a bicycle route between
the two cities with more recreational and aesthetic values, the next most feasible alternative is
Option 5. In general, Option 5 connects a series of three dead end frontage roads on the west side
of SR 113 to provide a more centralized connection between the two cities. The estimated cost of
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this option is approximately $2.9 million. The first phase of Option 5 would be the improvements
to shoulders on CR 99D to connect Option 1 -modified to Davis.
It is also recommended that in the event that the California Northern Railroad/Union Pacific
Railroad tracks are abandoned in the future, that the right-of-way be preserved for use as a nonmotorized multi-use pathway connecting the cities of Woodland and Davis.
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APPENDIX 4 – RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT
CIRCULATED FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

County of Yolo
PLANNING, RESOURCES AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
292 West Beamer Street

Woodland, CA 95695-2598

JOHN BENCOMO

(530) 666-8775 FAX (530) 666-8728
www.yolocounty.org

DIRECTOR

Date: February 16, 2006
To:

Transportation Advisory Committee

From: Jim Campbell
Re:

Proposed responses to comments received on October 2005 draft of County of Yolo
Bicycle Transportation Plan

Copies of the comment letters are attached. The comments in each letter have been
numbered, and are addressed individually below. The use of italics and strikeouts in the
responses below is intended to highlight staff’s recommended changes to the text of the
October 2005 draft of the County Bicycle Transportation Plan to address each comment
received. The strikeouts and italics would not remain in the final version.
Walt Seifert, SABA
Email dated December 1, 2005
Response to Comment 1: In practice, the County has installed a number of “Share the Road” signs
in selected corridors, including County Road 32A and County Road 95A. Placement of such
warning signs is provided for and governed by FHWA’s Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices
adopted by Caltrans. The placement of special destination signage is allowed for in the Highway
Design Manual already referenced in the text. Recommend revising 5th bullet on Page 3 to read:
x

Bikeways shall be constructed, marked and signed in conformance with State standards, as outlined
in Chapter 1000 of the Caltrans HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL, Bikeway Planning and Design,
November, 2001. Destination signs along fully improved bicycle routes are encouraged to provide
for a more functional system. In corridors that are heavily used by bicyclists, consider placing
warning signs to alert motorists as allowed in the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices, if
warranted by an engineering study.

Response to Comment 2: According to the League of American Bicyclist’s website, the nearest bicycle
safety course currently scheduled in the next three years is Palo Alto, and thus not likely to be attended
by County residents. The organization’s website does have many resources promoting bicycle safety
that could be used by residents, organizations, and teachers in the County. Recommend adding a
bullet item to “Bicycle Safety and Education”, page 13, as follows:

x

The League of American Bicyclist’s BikeEd website, http://www.bikeleague.org/educenter/index.html
is available to County residents and promotes bicycle safety and education.

Response to Comment 3: Enforcement of the vehicle code on County roadways is the responsibility of
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the California Highway Patrol. The current text incorrectly includes the County Sheriff in this role, and
the reference to UC Davis police no longer applies because the university has developed their own
Bicycle Transportation Plan, and is no longer in the County plan area. The extent of County promotion
of bicycling is already listed in the text on page 13. There is no funding to expand these programs.
Recommend revising bullet item 1 on page 13 as follows:
x

The California Highway Patrol enforces the Vehicle Code on County roads.

Response to Comment 4:

Noted. Recommend revising bullet item 9, page 3 as follows:

x When constructing bicycle facilities, trees and other significant vegetation shall be preserved or planted
where feasible, considering the effects on construction, and maintenance activities, and public safety,
to realize the benefit of to retain the vegetation’s shading effect and improved the aesthetics. character
of the area or corridor.
Response to Comment 5: Current language indicates County support for improving the availability
of bicycle racks on buses operated by the Yolo County Transportation District. Recommend no
revision.
Response to Comment 6: Previous contact with railroads operating in Yolo County have indicated
an absolute unwillingness to consider allowing bicycling facilities on railroad right of way due to
safety concerns. Due to infeasibility, recommend no change to the existing policy statement.
Response to Comment 7:
a.
The existing on-causeway crossing replaced a crossing that was on the bottom of the
causeway. The crossing on the bottom of the causeway was a source of constant complaints
because it was closed during portions of the year, required extensive maintenance at the end
of each flood season in the bypass, and because pavements that are submerged periodically
fail rapidly. Co-location on the UP trestle is not technically feasible, nor would the railroad
grant right of way. Obtaining funding for a facility parallel to the existing one is unlikely at
best. Recommend no revision.
b. & c. Since trails along the creeks would more likely be developed primarily for recreational
purposes rather than bicycle transportation purposes, discussion of these alignments are
better left in the Yolo County General Plan Open Space and Recreation Element.
Recommend adding the following text below “CIR 14” on page 15 for consistency with the
General Plan:
The Yolo County General Plan Open Space and Recreation Element, November 2002, contains
the following policies related to recreational bicycle paths in the County.
OP-15: The County shall support the efforts to enhance and improve public access to Lower
Putah Creek.
RP-10: The County shall work with willing landowners to create a continuous corridor of natural
open space along Lower Cache Creek, Lower Putah Creek, the Sacramento River, and within
the Yolo Bypass, with provision for limited access at specific locations to recreational and
educational uses from a County road or highway. The County shall also consider establishing
bicycle access to select areas.
RP-22: The County shall work with interested groups to complete construction of a bicycle trail
system. Ensure that bicycle access is an integral part of future recreational facility design and
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facility operations.
d. Shown in Appendix A, Page 13. Recommend no revision.
e. Shown in Appendix A, Page 8. Recommend no revision.
f. This would appear to be redundant to the existing causeway trail, and its location in the bypass
would subject it to periodic flooding. Recommend no revision.
Katherine Eastham, Caltrans
December 19, 2005 letter
Comment 1: Noted. The plan update follows the same format as the previous plan, and addresses
the requirements of Streets & Highways 891.2 in the same manner, which Caltrans determined was
in compliance with Streets & Highways 891.2.
Comment 2: One of the purposes of circulating the October 2005 draft for comment was to receive
input on its consistency with the goals and objectives of other agencies, including Caltrans District
3. The bicycle plans of other jurisdictions were reviewed, but to the County’s knowledge there is no
Caltrans District 3 Bicycle Transportation Plan to review for consistency. Recommend no revision.
Comment 3: Separation of the County Road 99 project into different projects, one with a 4’ wide
lane, and one with a 6 ‘ wide lane, is a function of the financial reality Yolo County faces funding
road improvement projects in general, and bicycle projects in particular. Recommend no revision.
(See also Air Quality Management District Comment 9.)
Comment 4: Noted.
Comment 5: Noted.
Comment 6: Noted. Add the Park and Ride facility to Figure 5.
Comment 7: Noted
Jim Antone, Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District
Letter dated January 17, 2006
Comment 1: Noted. Recommend revising bullet item 2 on page 2 as follows:
x

Commuter bicycling facilities shall be given a higher priority than recreational facilities. Commute
trips are any trip with a utilitarian purpose such as bicycle trips to work, school, shopping, or
appointments, sporting events, recreational events, or entertainment events.

Comment 2: Noted. Recommend revising bullet item 3 on page 2 as follows:
x

Class II Bikeways (bike lanes contiguous to roadways) shall be the generally preferred facility in
areas of developed roadways, primarily to serve commuters. Class I Bikeways (bike paths separated
from roadways) shall be considered to close gaps that exist in the roadway system and to provide
alternate routes that might be more desirable or safer, to serve both commuter and recreational
bicyclists. the generally preferred facility in areas without roadways, primarily to serve recreational
bicyclists.
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Comment 3: Noted. Recommend revising paragraph 4 on page 11 as follows:
The California Cross State Bicycle Route Study, prepared by the El Dorado County Transportation District
published by Caltrans in June 2004, with grant funding from Caltrans and assistance from various
individuals and agencies along the corridor, provides guidance for development of a seamless interregional
bicycle facility that extends across California, from the San Francisco Bay Area to Lake Tahoe. This route
enters Davis from Solano County, and in the unincorporated County continues east to West Sacramento on
the Old Lincoln Highway bike path along Interstate 80, County Road 32A east of County Road 105, and the
Yolo Causeway bicycle path. which is already improved with 4 foot bicycle lanes. The plan also shows a
possible “Yolo Shortline Rail Trail” and upgrades to State Route 84 to provide connection from West
Sacramento to Rio Vista. The County of Yolo supports the idea of this e first “Bicycle Interstate” and strives
to construct continuous bikeway connections between the four incorporated cities in the County and
connections to Sacramento. The ultimate benefit will be a dependable bicycle system for people to utilize for
either a commute trip or recreational ride.
Comment 4: Noted. Recommend adding the following paragraph between the first and second
paragraphs on Page 13, to provide policy direction on standards for bicycle parking.
The following criteria for bicycle parking facilities shall serve as guidelines in implementing the
policies in this plan. Bicycle parking facilities shall:
1.

Consist of racks anchored so that they cannot be easily removed, of solid low-maintenance
construction, resistant to corrosion and saws, where the user may lock both the bicycle frame
and the wheels.

2.

Be designed and constructed of materials that do not cause damage to the bicycle. Inverted “U”
racks are the preferred design.

3.

Facilitate easy locking without interference from or to adjacent bicycles.

4.

Be located on a raised island no less than six inches (6") in height, or within an area sufficiently
protected from vehicular traffic, and be located in areas protected from the weather.

5.

Be located no further from the entrance of the building that it serves than the nearest automobile
parking stall.

6.

Bike lockers shall be provided at locations where secure long-term parking may be required.

7.

Be located in protected, convenient, highly visible, active, well-lighted areas, and not interfere
with pedestrian movements.

Comment 5: Noted. Cache Creek Casino is located outside the plan area. Recommend adding Cache
Creek Canyon Regional Park, the Esparto High School, and Esparto and Clarksburg Central Business
Districts to the “Proposed Facilities” section of Figure 5.
Comment 6: Noted. Recommend revising the following text in the locations noted Comment 6:
The County has zoning land use planning and development policies that discourage development outside
of incorporated cities.

Page 4 of 5

Cache Creek Canyon Regional Park The County park north of Rumsey on State Route 16 provides free
camping for bicyclists, to encourage recreational bicycling.
Recognizing that most bicycle commute trips in the Plan area begin and end in the surrounding incorporated
cities or U.C. Davis, the County will support efforts in these jurisdictions to develop amenities such as
bicycle parking, bicycle friendly intermodal connections, lockers, restrooms, and showers.
Comment 7: Noted. Recommend revising the first paragraph on page 17 as follows:
County Road 32 widening between fifteen hundred feet east of County Road 91A and County Road 93A
to include six foot bike lanes (Priority 3):
Completed: 2003
Construction cost: $1,773,395
Federal: 86.5%, State: 8.7%, (Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District 2.8% ($50,000 Clean Air
Fund grant), County 2%
Comment 8: It is likely that the project would be built in stages, with the connections at Willow
Slough and the railroad being the first improvements needed to provide continuity along the
alignment. Although road widening on the dead end streets would not be necessary to provide for
interim bicycle use, it is preferable to plan for a route that would ultimately be constructed to State
standards. Recommend no revision.
Comment 9: Noted. This was the recommendation by the previous TAC. Recommend revising
priority to “Medium”
Comment 10: Noted. This was the recommendation by the previous TAC. Recommend revising
priority to “Low”
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