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REVITALIZATION PROJECT CIT‘I(Ncc)rI(SjylzllCO
5 = PIIOSI
§ 5 - TWO-WAY CLASS IV ALLOWS FOR CONTRAFLOW MOVEMENT,
§ /& ’ 5 REDUCING TRAVEL TIME.
N
8ig chico c,eek/ (39
g$ . CLASS IV WORKS WITH PROTECTED INTERSECTIONS.
r -/ A k . ACCOMMODATES FUTURE AL FRESCO DINING SPACE.
WZNDSI EZNDh 'og Yy . REDUCED LANE WIDTHS TO SLOW VEHICLE SPEEDS AND
l 2 I_ —_ oL MBROSA AvE REMOVAL OF A TRAVEL LANE TO MAKE ROOM FOR BIKEWAY.
< A 2
| g %
+— SI Chico F et — CONS:
I = l . DEVELOPING LOADING ZONES CURBSIDE AND DRIVEWAY
l 2 l DAYLIGHTING COULD REDUCE PARKING.
> < 7 I
&% | : C;,j I 2z
S 3 R
@ __ Little Ultc,,e,( m 7 : G a
W T1TH ST \ V{, :
\ 3 LEGEND:
—¥ J mmmss = LIMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
e == == = BIKE ROUTE TO ESPLANADE/PARK AVE
R/W 82" R/W
58'
n-13" 8 15’ | 12' . 15' 1 8 M -13
SIDEWALK [PARKING LANE LANE LANE PARKING| SIDEWALK

MAIN STREET EXISTING
R/W 82" R/W
12 58' L2
6 6 | 8 ; mns ;N5 8 | 5 14’ 6 | 6
ALl'SIDE |PARKING|  LANE LANE  [PARKING|BUFF| BIKELANE | SIDE [AL
"Binio| WALK 4 & WALK[GiNiNG

MAIN STREET PROPOSED

DESIGN CRITERIA

ADTL N (4TH TO STH) = 9700 MAIN STREET
NB (7TH TO 8TH/SR32) = 9210

STREETR/W= 82" TWO-WAY CLASS IV BIKEWAY
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B3 &
§ 5 - ADDS DEDICATED SPACE FOR A VERTICAL BARRIER TO PROTECT
§ /& ’ 5 CYCLISTS FOR IMPROVED COMFORT AND SAFETY.
A
g c'""/ %&O . CLASS IV WORKS WITH PROTECTED INTERSECTIONS
N ‘
r -/ A k . ACCOMMODATES FUTURE AL FRESCO DINING SPACE.
WZNDS' EZND h -Oog Yy . REDUCED LANE WIDTHS TO SLOW VEHICLE SPEEDS AND
| < L _; MBROSA AvE REMOVAL OF A TRAVEL LANE TO MAKE ROOM FOR BIKEWAY.
N
I s J
W 5TH S E TR [— —
I Chico - CONS:
I = l . DEVELOPING LOADING ZONES CURBSIDE AND DRIVEWAY
l 2 l DAYLIGHTING COULD REDUCE PARKING.
z 3 & &
Loee) L 2
s o §
@ __ Little rlltc,,e,, = : = a
W 11TH ST \ ‘ I
\ | LEGEND:
~ Z J mmmss = LIMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
© == mm = BI|KE ROUTE TO ESPLANADE/PARK AVE
R/IW - R/W
58’
n-13' 8 | 15’ | 12' | 15 | 8 n-13'
SIDEWALK |PARKING LANE LANE LANE PARKING| SIDEWALK

MAIN STREET EXISTING

R/W - RIW
16° 50" : 16
8 4 8 | 8 , W L et e SO
AL| SIDE [PARKING| LANE TANE PARKING|BUFF|” BIKE | SiDE AL
FRESCO| WALK 1 1 LANE | WALK |FRESCO
DINING DINING
]

MAIN STREET PROPOSED

DESIGN CRITERIA
ADTL N (4TH TO STH) = 9700 MAIN STREET
NB (7TH TO 8TH/SR32) = 9210

STREETR/W= 82" ONE-WAY CLASS IV BIKEWAY
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i 3 PROS:
g 5 3 e LANE REDUCTION AND REDUCED LANE WIDTH SLOWS VEHICLE
g /" 5 SPEEDS.
A“’
Big chico Creek/ (39
/7 / & e WIDER SIDEWALKS ALLOW DEDICATED SPACE FOR
v k STREETSCAPE ENHANCEMENTS AND FRONTAGE
r IMPROVEMENTS.
WZNDSI EanDsT | S
I s I_ Sy omsrosn ave
3 = TN CONS:
I s ‘%J ] o ALTHOUGH PARALLEL PARKING CONVERSION TO ANGLED
wsTH e ST - PARKING INCREASES AVAILABLE SPACES, THERE IS A LOSS OF
I Chico | PARKING ON ONE SIDE OF THE STREET.
| g | e NO SPACE FOR BIKE LANE.
z 3 & &
Loee) Lo 2
(2 | I P &
Lt {A';(c,,e,,f 7, I e}
N
W 11TH ST \
\ | LEGEND:
Z ] messs= = LIMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
)
R/W _ RIW
58'
1 -13" 8’ N 15’ .| 12' | 15' | 8’ m-13'
SIDEWALK [PARKING LANE LANE LANE PARKING| SIDEWALK

MAIN STREET EXISTING
RIW - RIW
; 43’
’ 195 12" ST BN 19’ 1 195
SIDEWAL LANE LANE ANGLED ~ SIDEWALK

f 1 PARKING

MAIN STREET ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED 2

DESIGN CRITERIA

ADTL N (4TH TO STH) = 9700 MAIN STREET
NB (7TH TO 8TH/SR32) = 9210

STREET R/W=  82'
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s s PROS!:
i S .| ¢ TWO-WAY CLASS IV ALLOWS FOR CONTRAFLOW MOVEMENT,
5 /™ S REDUCING TRAVEL TIME.
= ’ N7
g chico c,eek/ (39
7 Al & e CLASS IV WORKS WITH PROTECTED INTERSECTIONS.
r <78 +  ACCOMMODATES FUTURE AL FRESCO DINING SPACE.
i 2 E2sT g S v «  REDUCED LANE WIDTHS TO SLOW VEHICLE SPEEDS AND
I L S ‘OMerosa Ay REMOVAL OF A TRAVEL LANE TO MAKE ROOM FOR BIKEWAY.
IS — _;46“
I < %
I
W 5TH sI N E 5"H'§1- —p—
Q
S Chico CONS:
I g | o DEVELOPING LOADING ZONES CURBSIDE AND DRIVEWAY
I % I DAYLIGHTING COULD REDUCE PARKING.
zf = &
e, L 28
= ol % g
@  Little CI';a c,,e,,m (((-;2 I = a
« K 1 =2
W T1TH ST \\: l’“ I
N B ! D IMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
~ = =
== == = BIKE ROUTE TO ESPLANADE/PARK AVE
R/W 8o’ R/W
58’ 12' - 20’
2 [ 8 15 Lo 12 15' L 8 |75, 12
SIDEWALK |PARKING LANE LANE LANE PARKING | SIDE |AL
FRESCO
‘ ‘ ‘ WALK DINING

BROADWAY EXISTING
R/W 82’ R/W
12' 58’ 12'
6 ;. 6 w__ 5, 8 ;_ m& | m&y & 6 | 6 |
AL| SIDE BIKE LANE |BUFF |PARKING LANE LANE PARKING | SIDE [AL
"Dinine | WALK { } WALKIGNNG

DESIGN CRITERIA

POSTED SPEED= 25 MPH

ADT= SB (W1ST TO W2ND) = 11070
SB (W4TH TO W5TH) = 8480
SB (W7TH TO W8TH) = 8340

STREET R/W= 82

BROADWAY PROPOSED

BROADWAY STREET
TWO-WAY CLASS IV BIKEWAY



1 AhdMARK
powntownciico B B THOMAS

REVITALIZATION PROJECT CITYorCHICO

INC 1872

asd

s s PROS!:
i S .| + ADDS DEDICATED SPACE FOR A VERTICAL BARRIER TO PROTECT
£ /7~ v - CYCLISTS FOR IMPROVED COMFORT AND SAFETY.
A\
O
"““‘“7/ v/ $§ e CLASS IV WORKS WITH PROTECTED INTERSECTIONS.
r 7 f_’ Q. ‘ +  ACCOMMODATES FUTURE AL FRESCO DINING SPACE.
i 2 E2sT g S e «  REDUCED LANE WIDTHS TO SLOW VEHICLE SPEEDS AND
| ). REMOVAL OF A TRAVEL LANE TO MAKE ROOM FOR BIKEWAY.
5 % N
I — e
W 5TH S N 3 —— —
I g Chico r CONS:
I g | +  DEVELOPING LOADING ZONES CURBSIDE AND DRIVEWAY
I R I DAYLIGHTING COULD REDUCE PARKING.
> < 5 =
% R Oy I ¢ g
o) z | g %‘/( l =
. Little cl'z(c,,e,,é % I S a
W T1TH ST \\: l’ I
<N | LEGEND:
T s = LIMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
3 == == = BIKE ROUTE TO ESPLANADE/PARK AVE
R/W 82 R/W
58’ 12'- 20"
2 | 8 15' | 12 15' L 8 |75, 12
SIDEWALK |PARKING LANE LANE LANE PARKING | SIDE (AL
‘ ‘ ‘ WALK FRESCO
DINING
‘ "

BROADWAY EXISTING
R/W gor R/W
16' 50’ 161
g > B > 7 e 5' »le g ole i »le 1 e g g ple 8
AL | SIDE | BIKE |BUFF|PARKING| LANE LANE [PARKING|sIDEWALK| AL
FRESCO | WALK | LANE FRESCO
DINING ‘ ‘ DINING
[ ]
- § ) |
i 1
i

BROADWAY ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED

DESIGN CRITERIA

ADTL B (WAST TO W2ND) = 11070 BROADWAY STREET
SB (WATH TO W5TH) = 8480

SB (W7TH TO W8TH) = 8340 ONE -WAY CLASS IV BIKEWAY

STREET R/W= 82
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55 = PIIOSI
Z 5 - LANE REDUCTION AND REDUCED LANE WIDTH SLOWS VEHICLE
§ /& ’ =3 SPEEDS.
e
8ig chico Ci k/ (39
@ chice / l & e WIDER SIDEWALKS ALLOW DEDICATED SPACE FOR
-/ 4 k y STREETSCAPE ENHANCEMENTS AND FRONTAGE
N IMPROVEMENTS.
WZNDSI E2NDST | 5 G
I I_ S ““LOMBROSA AvE
5 =S CONS:
I : J | ¢ ALTHOUGH PARALLEL PARKING CONVERSION TO ANGLED
W 5TH sl N ESFST_ o PARKING INCREASES AVAILABLE SPACES, THERE IS A LOSS OF
I g Chico I PARKING ON ONE SIDE OF THE STREET.
[
l tq; l e  NO SPACE FOR BIKE LANE.
zf = & &
S (L
S ofl % &
@ __ Little (‘Ira Creeg g (({;L I G @
K IR !
W 11TH ST \ I ’
\ | LEGEND:
Z J mmmss = LIMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
)
R/W 82 R/W
58' 12' - 20’
12' b g8’ | 15’ | 12' el 15' NI 8’ 75' 12'
SIDEWALK [PARKING LANE LANE LANE PARKING | SIDE (AL

FRESCO
‘ ‘ ‘ ALK DINING

BROADWAY EXISTING
R/W 82’ R/W
43’
19.5' 19’ | 12’ 12’ 19.5'
SIDEWAL ANGLED LANE LANE - SIDEWALK

PARKING ‘ ‘

BROADWAY ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED 2

DESIGN CRITERIA

ADTL B (WAST TO W2ND) = 11070 BROADWAY STREET
SB (WATH TO W5TH) = 8480

SB (W7TH TO W8TH) = 8340
STREET R/W= 82
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5 = PROS:
Z 5 . . ADDS DEDICATED SPACE FOR A VERTICAL BARRIER TO PROTECT
S /& = CYCLISTS FOR IMPROVED COMFORT AND SAFETY.
= / ’ o“%
%‘“‘“7" ‘ / @@‘% . CLASS IV WORKS WITH PROTECTED INTERSECTIONS.
-/.—1 k - . REDUCED LANE WIDTHS TO SLOW VEHICLE SPEEDS.
WZNDSI E2NDST | gg ’/lzo
I I_ - _% MBROSA AvE
I CONS:
5 J . DRIVEWAY DAYLIGHTING COULD REDUCE PARKING.
W5TH S E i—1—1—
: § Chico Srﬁ
& BE
=z
z = I & &
3 1]:;, | "
- < ﬁoL & e
(2 )8 I % O 6
 Little n( et .5% I
W 11TH ST L ? I ’
"\ : | LEGEND:
~ J mmsss = LIMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
e == == = BIKE ROUTE TO ESPLANADE/PARK AVE
R/W 22" - 80’ R/W
54' - 56'
5'-14' 8 | 6 12'-14' | 12'-14' . 6" | 8 5'-14'
PARKING | BIKE LANE LANE BIKE |PARKING WALK
LANE LANE

SALEM EXISTING
RIW 72' - 80" RIW
54' - 56'
514" & 3, 8 4 10 4 10 | 8 .3 6 5'-14"
SIDEWALK | BIKE |BUFF|PARKING| LANE | LANE |PARKING|BUFF| BIKE | SIDEWALK
LANE LANE

SALEM PROPOSED
DESIGN CRITERIA
ADT S OF 2ND.: 3100 S OF STH : 2800 *, S OF 8TH : 1400 * SALEM STREET
STREETR/W= 72'-80'

*  ADT OBTAINED USING A FACTOR REPRESENTING THE RATIO OF 2 ONE -WAY CLASS IV BIKEWAY
ADT TO PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION COUNTS
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E T PROS:
g 2 . PARKING PROTECTED BIKE LANES ADD DEDICATED SPACE FOR A
s r~ = VERTICAL BARRIER TO PROTECT CYCLISTS FOR IMPROVED
s mc}ﬁ/ / & COMFORT AND SAFETY.
. X
o/ { e REDUCED LANE WIDTHS TO SLOW VEHICLE SPEEDS.
wao . h - ¢ MAINTAINS SIDEWALK WIDTH, PROVIDING STREETSCAPE
I L S ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES.
~ ] —5
I 5 “
:‘l L
NS — —
v i e CONS:
I | e LOSS OF PARKING DUE TO REMOVAL OF DIAGONAL PARKING
I G I SPACES TO IMPLEMENT PARALLEL PARKING SPACES.
=
z = & &
& I | g S
e’ i)
__ Little C‘(C”Ekg % I G ﬁ
W 11TH ST \ I ’
\ | LEGEND:
AT mms= = LIMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
B e e w= = BIKE ROUTE TO ESPLANADE/PARK AVE
RIW PR RIW
54"
15' | 2 12" 15' 8 -13'
ANGLED LANE LANE ANGLED WALK
PARKING

(1ST TO 4TH) WALL STREET EXISTING

RIW 76' - 80’ el
i 54'
8-13 6 3 8 . 10 10, 8 3 6 8 -13'
SIDEWAL BIKE [surHPARKING| LANE LANE |PARKING [purr| BIKE SIDEWALK
LANE

4

LANE

1

(1ST TO 4TH) WALL STREET PROPOSED

DESIGN CRITERIA

POSTED SPEED= 25 MPH
ADT= 470
STREET R/W=  76'-80'

WALL STREET

PARKING PROTECTED
CLASS IV BIKEWAY
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X

5 E PROS
g 2 . PARKING PROTECTED BIKE LANES ADD DEDICATED SPACE FOR A
s r~ Y = VERTICAL BARRIER TO PROTECT CYCLISTS FOR IMPROVED
s mc}ﬁ/ / & COMFORT AND SAFETY.
. X
o/ { e REDUCED LANE WIDTHS TO SLOW VEHICLE SPEEDS.
r’ AS
wao b h - ¢ MAINTAINS SIDEWALK WIDTH, PROVIDING STREETSCAPE
| L Y ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES.
3 R
WeHH] — ey L CONS:
| |° | e CYCLISTS SHARE SPACE WITH VEHICLES.
——- I =4 o DIAGONAL PARKING CONFLICTS WITH CYCLISTS.
5 I £ o I ¢ g
S I 3 0, I 2 =
= 3 &
@ __Little C‘(C"E/rg % I O ﬁ
W 11TH ST \ I ’
\ | LEGEND:
AT mms= = LIMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
B e e w= = BIKE ROUTE TO ESPLANADE/PARK AVE
RIW —— RIW
52 -54'
8'-13’ 8 17'-19' 17'-19' 8 8 -13"

| PARKING|

LANE 'PARKING

(5TH TO 9TH) WALL STREET EXISTING

R/W 76' - 80' R/W
52'-54'
L 8g-13" | 6 3y 8 ) 10 , 10 8 3 6 8 -13
SIDEWAL BIKE [BUFFPARKING LANE LANE PARKING BUFF| BIKE DEWALK

LANE

-

DESIGN CRITERIA

POSTED SPEED= 25 MPH
ADT= 470
STREET R/W=  76'-80'

LANE

(5TH TO 9TH) WALL STREET PROPOSED

WALL STREET

PARKING PROTECTED
CLASS IV BIKEWAY
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T T PROS:
;2“ < ) LOW VOLUME, LOW SPEED STREET SUPPORTS THE
g /&’ 3 DEVELOPMENT OF BIKE BOULEVARDS, WHICH CAN REDUCE
%Chmm,/ 73 VEHICLE SPEEDS AND REDUCE THROUGH TRAFFIC WITH
/ §$ IMPLANTATION OF TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES.
r -/ k Qe . MAINTAINS SIDEWALK WIDTH, PROVIDING STREETSCAPE
WZND* E2 h\ s ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES.
S Iy
I I_ § Uomprosa ave
~ — —5
I ©»
3 J CONS:
W STH sI NG 5"H'§1- —= .
I Chi}: I . CYCLISTS SHARE SPACE WITH VEHICLES.
I 7 I . DIAGONAL PARKING CONFLICTS WITH CYCLISTS.
z % 55
Peo, |1 28
Z %
P B B B .
_ Little U(c"e/, } ? '
W 11TH ST \ I ’
N % I LL“N?l LIMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
~ = =
== mm = BIKE ROUTE TO ESPLANADE/PARK AVE
R/W R
/ 76' - 80" hid
: 52' - 54’
8'-15' | 12'-19" | 12' - 19’ | 8'-15’ 8 -13'

PARKING LANE LANE PARKING

WALL STREET EXISTING
R/W 76' - 80" R/W
52' - 54'
g-13 |  8-1% S 12-19° . 122190 8'-15' S 8-13
SIDEWALK PARKING LANE LANE PARKING SIDEWALK

WALL STREET ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED

DESIGN CRITERIA

POSTED SPEED= 25 MPH
ADT= 470 WALL STREET
STREETR/W=  76'-80'

CLASS /Il BIKE BOULEVARD
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E T PROS:
g 2 o PARKING PROTECTED BIKE LANES ADD DEDICATED SPACE FOR A
£ 7~ Y Y.< VERTICAL BARRIER TO PROTECT CYCLISTS FOR IMPROVED
" mc}ﬁ/ / & COMFORT AND SAFETY.
L X
o/ (& o BUFFERED CLASS Il BIKE LANES PROVIDE GREATER DISTANCE
r D BETWEEN CYCLISTS AND VEHICLES, ENHANCING SAFETY.
W 2ND E2ND ~ s
i . 8 Mg o REDUCED LANE WIDTHS TO SLOW VEHICLE SPEEDS.
I m _% < MBROSA AvE
———
I S 0 o MAINTAINS SIDEWALK WIDTH, PROVIDING STREETSCAPE
N % ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES.
W 5TH sI E i—|—1—
I Chico
R 1 CONS:
5 | £ 2 2 o  LOSS OF PARKING DUE TO REMOVAL OF DIAGONAL PARKING
&° | i % = g TO IMPLEMENT PARALLEL PARKING ON ONE SIDE.
__ Little rl(c,,e,,cé ((\% -~ G a
W 11TH ST \ I I —
\ | L LEGEND:
AT mes= = LIMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
B w= wm= = BIKE ROUTE TO ESPLANADE/PARK AVE
RIW 74’ - 80’ RIW
46' - 52'
9 -14' 8 -15' L m-15 ;. M-15' | 8'-15 9-14

SIDEWALK | PARKING | LANE | LANE | PARKING

FLUME STREET EXISTING
R/W 74' - 80' R/W
46'-52'
9'-14' 7 .4 n e 1 J 8 g4y 7 [ 9-14
SIDEWALK BIKE [BUFF LANE LANE PARKING |BUFF| BIKE ‘SIDEWALK

LANE ‘ f LANE

FLUME STREET PROPOSED

DESIGN CRITERIA

POSTED SPEED= 25 MPH
ADT-= 2160 FLUME STREET
STREET R/W=  78'-80'
CLASS /| AND PARKING PROTECTED
CLASS IV BIKEWAY
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E T PROS:
L%“ 3 ) LOW VOLUME, LOW SPEED STREET SUPPORTS THE
s /&’ 3 DEVELOPMENT OF BIKE BOULEVARDS, WHICH CAN REDUCE
%chzcoc,m/ & VEHICLE SPEEDS AND REDUCE THROUGH TRAFFIC WITH
/ 4 / gé IMPLANTATION OF TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES.
r -/ k e  MAINTAINS SIDEWALK WIDTH, PROVIDING STREETSCAPE
WZNDSI £ 2ND N I ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES.
| -
| :
X o : .
W 5TH sI u“E —— — CONS:
I T e CYCLISTS SHARE SPACE WITH VEHICLES.
I z
> < 3 5
5 | : Cf R
> <q h\G) o 4
e .2 % : &
__ Little cl(c,,e,,cé (\‘—@- O
W 11TH ST \ vﬂ : a LEGEND:
2
\¥ %, J s = LIMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
g == == = BIKE ROUTE TO ESPLANADE/PARK AVE
R 74' - 80° RIW
46'-52'
8 -1%' g Mm-15" . 1M-15" | 8'-15’ 9'-14

SIDEWAL

PARKING

LANE

LANE

PARKING

FLUME STREET EXISTING
R/W 78' - 80' R/W
46'-52'
9'-14' 8'-1% n-15' n-15' 8'-15' 9'-14'
PARKING LANE LANE PARKING SIDEWALK

SIDEWALK

W

FLUME STREET ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED

DESIGN CRITERIA

POSTED SPEED= 25 MPH
ADT= 2160 FLUME STREET
STREETR/W=  78'-80'

CLASS /Il BIKE BOULEVARD
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5 s PROS
g g e« PARKING PROTECTED BIKE LANES ADD DEDICATED SPACE FOR A
< r~ Y 5 VERTICAL BARRIER TO PROTECT CYCLISTS FOR IMPROVED
o // & COMFORT AND SAFETY.
@V
& REDUCED LANE WIDTHS TO SLOW VEHICLE SPEEDS.
_
wand WISTST EZND = ¢ MAINTAINS SIDEWALK WIDTH, PROVIDING STREETSCAPE
| L 12 Lliorseosy: ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES.
— %
WSTHSI Es'ﬁ'g]———J CONS:
| ity | +  DRIVEWAY DAYLIGHTING COULD REDUCE PARKING.
I > é I 5 =
5 I C;,j I £ o
z 5 % =]
@ __ Little (‘Ira Creeg g (({;L I G @
o
W 11TH ST \ I .
\ | LEGEND:
Z ] messs = LIMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
) S-S
RIW - RIW
56’
Y 16" op 14 Al 13" < e P S 4
ANGLED LANE LANE BIKE [PARKING WALK
PARKING 1 f LANE

1ST STREET EXISTING
RIW - RIW
56'
7 -12 16’ | n | . 8 4, 6 712
SIDEWALF ANGLED LANE LANE |PARKING|BUFF| BIKE | {SIDEWALK
PARKING LANE

1ST STREET PROPOSED
DESIGN CRITERIA
POSTED SPEED= 25 MPH
ADT= W OF WALL : 3800 *, E OF WALL : 3900 * IST STREET
STREET R/W=  80'
PARKING PROTECTED

*  ADT OBTAINED USING A FACTOR REPRESENTING THE RATIO OF
ADT TO PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION COUNTS

CLASS IV BIKEWAY
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LANE

13 s PROS
L;Z“ < ) BUFFERED CLASS Il BIKE LANES PROVIDE GREATER DISTANCE
g /& ’ A‘j BETWEEN CYCLISTS AND VEHICLES, ENHANCING SAFETY.
8ig chico c,eek/ / é;zp
/ ; & . REDUCED LANE WIDTHS TO SLOW VEHICLE SPEEDS.
-/ k Qe . MAINTAINS SIDEWALK WIDTH, PROVIDING STREETSCAPE
WZND* EanpsT |- < ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES.
I o st L S4 Alowaross T
— %
' x CONS:
W 5TH sI E 5"H'§1- —p— °
I T . DRIVEWAY DAYLIGHTING COULD REDUCE PARKING.
I > é I 5 =
7 | <§ o | Y g
a’ e 1 el el
z 3 &
__Little cl(c,,e,,cé ((;% I O ﬁ
W 11TH ST \ I ’
L LEGEND:
\— Z J mmssss = LIMIT OF PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS
—
R/W 80" R/W
58'
7'-12' 8' | 5 17' | 15’ 1. 5 | 8’ - 7' -12'
SIDEWALK:s |PARKING | BIKE LANE LANE BIKE [PARKING SIDEWALK

; 77 ? | LANE

(SALEM TO BROADWAY) 2ND STREET EXISTING

RIW - RIW
58'
7.2 | 8 e g4y W g w4y 6 8 7-12
SIDEWALK: [PARKING| BIKE [BUFF| LANE TANE [hur?] BIKE [PARKING] SIDEWALK
LANE ‘ 1 LANE

(SALEM TO BROADWAY) 2ND STREET PROPOSED

DESIGN CRITERIA

POSTED SPEED= 25 MPH

ADT= W : (SALEM TO BROADWAY) = 7090
E: (MAIN TO WALL) = 4870

STREET R/W= 82

2ND STREET
BUFFERED CLASS Il BIKEWAY
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B T PROS:
g z o PARKING PROTECTED BIKE LANES ADD DEDICATED SPACE FOR A
s r~ Y Y.< VERTICAL BARRIER TO PROTECT CYCLISTS FOR IMPROVED

ot // / & COMFORT AND SAFETY.
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3 s PROS
g g o PARKING PROTECTED BIKE LANES ADD DEDICATED SPACE FOR A
S 7~ Y Y.< VERTICAL BARRIER TO PROTECT CYCLISTS FOR IMPROVED
g chico Creek/ / (;19 COMFORT AND SAFETY.
/ &
o/ k o LANE REDUCTION AND REDUCED LANE WIDTH SLOWS VEHICLE
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| — _; STREETSCAPE ENHANCEMENT AND FRONTAGE
I R0 : IMPROVEMENTS.
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