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1. INTRODUCTION 
The City of Rancho Mirage is located within Riverside County, California. Rancho Mirage is recognized 
for its exclusive gated communities, abundance of golf courses and tennis facilities, and world-class 
resorts. Located between Cathedral City and Palm Desert, it is one of the nine cities within Coachella 
Valley.  

The City of Rancho Mirage is served by Interstate Highway 10 along its northern border, and motor 
vehicle traffic is accommodated by a grid of arterial roadways.  To balance its transportation system 
and better integrate all modes, the City is assessing the location and conditions of existing active 
transportation assets including bikeways, sidewalks, trails, and transit routes within the city. This 
evaluation includes a qualitative analysis on the potential demand impacts of the future CV Link 
alignment and future development plans for Sections 19, 24, and 31.  ASSESSMENT OF EXISTING 
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS AND FUTURE DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS 
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2.1. Existing Active Transportation Network 
The City of Rancho Mirage has separated 
sidewalks along major arterial roadways, as 
well as striped bike lanes along the majority 
of roadways. This section identifies the 
conditions of the existing pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, locates gaps, and identifies 
potential impacts from users entering the 
city. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities exist 
throughout the City of Rancho Mirage; 
however, the facilities have inconsistencies 
and lack connectivity. Pedestrian facilities 
consist largely of meandering sidewalks that 
vary in width from 5-8’. These sidewalks are 
found on most of the larger arterial streets in 
the city, however many streets are designed 
to have a sidewalk on one side only. An 
example of the City of Rancho Mirage’s 
meandering sidewalks can be seen in the 
image to the right. There exist notable gaps 
in the sidewalk network. Bicycle facilities 
include Class II bike lanes along a few of the 
larger arterial roads.  

 
Curb cuts and ramps are present at every 
major intersection. However, many of these 
do not feature the dual ramps considered 
best practice by the Americans with 
Disabilities Act. Almost all intersections have 
striped crosswalks using standard striping 
(two solid lines depicting crosswalk). The 
image to the right shows a typical example. 
These curb and ramp designs can be 
challenging for pedestrians, particularly older 
walkers or those with vision impairments. 
Some intersections are missing one or more 
crosswalks.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Country Club Dr. Immediately West of Morningside Dr. 

Bob Hope Drive and Highway 111 Intersection Facing West 
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 FIGURE 1 EXISTING PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS - SIDEWALKS 



Active Transportation Guidelines & Best Practices  The City of Rancho Mirage  
 

 

 
City of Rancho Mirage 
   
 

 
7 

 

 
 
 

Figure 1 above shows existing sidewalks in addition to pedestrian 
generators, including schools, the hospital, city hall, the library, 
and commercial areas. Existing sidewalk networks are generally 
aggregated on the larger arterial streets and are often designed to 
be on one side of the street. Transit stops are served by sidewalks; 
however, many connecting routes are not. There is a lack of 
sidewalks along bridges, particularly over the Whitewater wash.   
 
Bicycle lanes are present predominantly in the northeast portion of 
the city, although notable gaps exist. Most bike lanes can be found 
on both sides of the street. However, in many cases bike lanes are 
discontinued near intersections. Although it is compliant with 
Caltrans Highway Design Manual Class II bike path definition, the 
lack of bicycle delineation prior to intersections force cyclists to 
navigate a complex intersection and reduces cyclist predictability 
for motorists. The image to the left shows an example of bike lane 
discontinuity at the intersection of Bob Hope Dr. and Country Club 
Dr.; bike lanes can be seen on Bob Hope Dr.’s outside southbound 
lane but drop at the approach of the intersection. 

Figure 3, shown on the next page, shows existing bicycle facilities 
and half-mile buffers that express bike generators including: 
commercial areas, schools, Rancho Mirage City Hall, the library, 
and hospitals. Bob Hope Dr. is well served by bike lanes, creating 
a north-south connection through the city; however, Frank Sinatra 
Dr. is a main east-west connection. In comparison, the west side 
of the city is underserved by designated bicycle infrastructure. Like 
pedestrian infrastructure, designated bicycle infrastructure links 
between key activities are missing. Finally, transit stops are 
underserved by designated bicycle infrastructure, creating a 
disconnect for those trying to bike to and from transit stops utilizing 
Class I, II, and III facilities.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 2 BOB HOPE DR. AND COUNTRY 
CLUB DR. BIKE LANE CONNECTIVITY 

GAPS 
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FIGURE 3 EXISTING BICYCLE CONDITIONS 

  
Source: City of Rancho Mirage, 2018 
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2.1 Transit Facilities 
SunLine Transit Agency provides public transportation services in the Coachella Valley. All SunBus 
fleets are equipped with ADA ramps or lifts and bike racks. Routes 32, 111 and Commuter Link 222 
serve Rancho Mirage, as shown in Figure 4, along with stop locations. Transit and active transportation 
facilities are an integrated component of the City’s transportation system, as every transit trip also 
includes walking or cycling to link travelers to their destinations. 

FIGURE 4 EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE 
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Route 32 operates along Ramon Rd., Bob Hope Dr., Country Club Dr. and Monterey Ave., providing 
access to Palm Springs International Airport, Agua Caliente Casino Resort Spa, Eisenhower Medical 
Center, College of the Desert, and the Westfield Palm Desert Shopping Mall. This route would also 
serve future destination centers Sections 19, 24 and 31. 

  
Route 111 operates along Highway 111 and connects the City of Palm Springs, Cathedral City, Rancho 
Mirage, Indio, and Coachella. Within the City, the route provides access to City Hall, Post Office, 
Rancho Mirage Public Library, The River Mall, Rancho Las Palmas Shopping Center, and the Rancho 
Mirage Chamber of Commerce.  

Commuter Link 222 offers regional mobility along California State Route 60 and I-10 between 
Riverside and Palm Desert, and along Monterey Ave. in Rancho Mirage. The service connects with 
Riverside Transit Agency’s bus routes and Metrolink trains traveling to Los Angeles and Orange 
County.  

2.2. Connectivity and Barriers 
Rancho Mirage is a vibrant community with activity centers dispersed throughout the City including 
schools, commercial districts, parks, a library, hospital and more. To access these activities, residents 
and visitors are reliant on large arterial streets. These arterial streets are located on a one-mile grid 
across the city. Within the resulting square-mile ‘blocks’ are residential developments, most with one 
or two access points onto the main arterial grid. This development pattern encourages most traffic – 
motorized and active – onto the arterial roadway network. 

2.2.1 Connectivity 
A connected network provides a safe, efficient, and comfortable transportation experience for all 
users, including bicycles, pedestrians, and vehicles. While Rancho Mirage provides infrastructure that 
supports active transportation, these facilities are not distributed consistently throughout the city. 
Sidewalks are often missing along bridges, near schools, and along residential streets. Table 6 in 
Chapter 3.1 identifies areas lacking sidewalks.  

Figure 5 shows existing sidewalks, missing sidewalks, half-mile buffers that illustrate pedestrian 
generators, and pedestrian crashes. Many pedestrian generators aren’t served by sidewalks, and few 
pedestrian accommodations exist crossing the Whitewater Channel. Priority pedestrian infrastructure 
areas have been identified where pedestrian generators and pedestrian crashes intersect. Notably, a 
considerable number of fatal and injury pedestrian crashes occur along Highway 111, especially near 
Bob Hope Dr. This area has an extremely high number of pedestrian travel generators and also high 
vehicle traffic volumes.  
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FIGURE 5 PEDESTRIAN SYSTEM IS SUES

 
Source: Rancho Mirage, 2018 
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2.3 Bicycle and Pedestrian Collisions 
Bicycle and pedestrian collision data between 2006 and 2017 was gathered using the Transportation 
Injury Mapping System. The tool utilizes interactive collision maps to allow users to generate data 
summaries within specified study areas. 

 
A total of 59 bicycle and pedestrian collisions were accounted for between 2006 and 2017. The chart 
below shows the number of bicycle and pedestrian crashes that occurred by year. Over the analysis 
period, six pedestrians died in collisions with automobiles, and three cyclists fatalities were reported.  
 
Most crashes occurred on major arterial roadways and at intersections. Approximately 32% of 
collisions are due to pedestrians and cyclists being broadsided by motor vehicles on major roads, and 
41% involve automobiles colliding with cyclists and pedestrians crossing within the marked crosswalks 
at intersections. Details on bicycle and pedestrian crash types are provided in the following sections. 
 

FIGURE 6 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ACCIDENTS 

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), 2006-2017 
 

2.3.1 Bicycle Collision Summary 

Approximately half of cyclist collisions occurred at intersections. The leading cause of cyclist collisions 
in Rancho Mirage was due to cyclists being within an active intersection (defined as within automobile 
right of way) (31.3%) and improper turning (15.6%). The leading type of collision was broadside (45%). 
The data suggest that turning at intersections is among the most dangerous actions a cyclist can take 
in Rancho Mirage. As shown in Table 1, nearly one third of bicycle-vehicle collisions occurred in areas 
where cyclists and motorists share the right of way. 
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Other areas with high levels of bicycle collisions are within a ¼-mile boundary of schools where bicycle 
lanes or pathways do not exist and at the major intersection of Bob Hope Dr. and Highway 111, where 
retail developments attract many people to the area, but which lack designated facilities for cycling. 
Figure 6 shows the location of bicycle and pedestrians crashes and fatalities within Rancho Mirage. 
The locations of these crashes tend to correspond to areas with complex vehicle-bicycle interactions 
and at those areas lacking facilities promoting predictable cyclist travel behavior.  

 

 

Source: TIMS, 2006-2017 
 

 
 

Primary Collision Factor 
with Bicyclist  Glossary of Terms Count % 

Automobile Right of Way 

Driver or cyclist fails to yield to and then collides with 
a vehicle, pedestrian, or bicyclist already in an 
intersection 10 30.3% 

Improper Turning 

Driver or cyclist makes a U-turn at an intersection 
without a four way stop that resulted in a collision 
with bicyclist or other vehicle 5 15.2% 

Wrong Side of Road 
Driver or a person on a bicycle is traveling on wrong 
side of road (against the flow of traffic) 4 12.1% 

Not Stated or Unknown   4 12.1% 
Unsafe Lane Change Driver or cyclist changes lanes  3 9.1% 
Under the Influence of Alcohol 
or Drugs 

Driver or cyclist is driving or cyclying under the 
influence 2 6.1% 

Unsafe Speed 

Driver or a person on a bicycle travels above the 
posted speed limit or at an unsafe speed for the 
existing roadway conditions 2 6.1% 

Traffic Signals and Signs 
Driver or cyclist fails to stop at a stop sign and collides 
with a vehicle, pedestrian, or person on a bicycle.  2 6.1% 

Unsafe Starting or Backing 
Driver backing a vehicle on a highway without 
reasonable safety 1 3.0% 

 
Source: TIMS, 2006-2017 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Type of Collision With Cyclist Count %
Broadside 15 45.5%
Sideswipe 6 18.2%
Other 5 15.2%
Rear End 4 12.1%
Head On 1 3.0%
Hit Object 1 3.0%
Overturned 1 3.0%

TABLE 2 BICYCLE COLLISIONS AND COUNTS (2006 - 2017) 

TABLE 1 TYPE OF COLLISION WITH CYCLIST 



Active Transportation Guidelines & Best Practices  The City of Rancho Mirage  
 

 

 
City of Rancho Mirage 
   
 

 
14 

 

FIGURE 7 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN COLLISIONS (2006 - 2017) 
 

 
Source: TIMS, 2017 
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2.3.2 Pedestrian Collision Summary 
The largest contributor to pedestrian collisions is automobile drivers failing to yield to pedestrians 
crossing in designated crosswalks, as shown in Table 3 below. Furthermore, 46% of all pedestrian 
crashes occur while pedestrians are using crosswalks at intersections and between roadways, 
compared to 31% who fail to use a crosswalk. The largest cluster of pedestrian crashes is located 
near the Bob Hope Dr. and Highway 111 intersection, in an area of the city with a high number of 
pedestrian travel generators.  

  TABLE 3 PERCENT OF PEDESTRIAN ACCIDENTS AND VIOLATION DESCRIPTIONS 

Violation Description 
% of 

Pedestrian 
Accidents 

Driver must yield to pedestrian right of way in a crosswalk 26.7 % 

Pedestrian yield, upon roadway outside crosswalk 16.7% 
Red or Stop, vehicles stop at limit line or X-walk. When 
making right turn at a red light/stop sign driver required to 
yield to any vehicle approaching so closely as to constitute 
an immediate hazard 

10% 

Starting or backing while unsafe 6.7% 
Jaywalking, between signal controlled intersections 6.7% 
Walking on roadway, other than pedestrian's left edge 6.7% 
'Walk' pedestrian failure to yield right-of-way to vehicles 
already in crosswalk 3.3% 

Unknown or Other 23.3% 

Source: TIMS, 2017 

 

Location of Accidents 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   Source: TIMS, 2017 
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2.4 Future Development Impacts  
The city has identified Sections 19, 24, and 31 as future development sites that will house a variety of 
land uses including commercial corridors, hotels/resorts, mixed-use, and both single family and multi-
family residential housing. Each section is unique as they all have specific plans detailing the various 
types of developments and roadway improvements for their specific planning zones. A detailed 
description of the three specific plans and their potential impacts on existing and future active 
transportation infrastructure is provided in following three sections.  

The proposed CV Link alternative connecting the cities within Coachella Valley pose potential impacts 
to the city, such as increased bicycle and LSEV activity, safety concerns and right-of-way (ROW) 
constraints for community members in Rancho Mirage. The potential impacts and mitigation measures 
are described in more detail in Section 2.4.3. 

2.4.1 Specific Plans for Sections 19, 24 and 31 
Section 19 Specific Plan 
Project Background 
Section 19 is a significant site for new economic development at the northeast edge of the city, 
bordered by Bob Hope Dr. to the west, Dinah Shore Dr. to the south, the I-10/Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) corridor to the north, and undeveloped land in the City of Palm Desert to the east.  

Section 19 development objectives for the area provide an emphasis on attracting large retailers to 
the community within a planned commercial district context.11 The specific plan introduces a mix of 
high density commercial and residential uses in the context of a master planned Town Center and a 
detailed circulation plan. 

Circulation 
To maintain connectivity between land uses and 
alternative transportation users, the Specific Plan 
outlines Class I bikeways and golf cart paths as 
off-street pathways to allow bicyclists, golf carts, 
and pedestrians to travel along the same route 
along Bob Hope Dr., Dinah Shore Dr. and along 
the drainage channel between Bob Hope Dr. and 
Key Largo Ave. Class I pathways are proposed 
along the perimeter of the development.  

 
One Class III bikeway is proposed along North St. 
to provide access to a possible future multimodal 
transit station. The proposed route would also 
provide an additional or alternative path for 
connecting to the Class I bikeway along the 
drainage channel. The city defines Class III 
bikeways as designated but unmarked bike 
routes on the street within vehicular travel lanes.10  

 
 
 
 

 
 

Source: Section 19 Specific Plan, 2018 
 

 
1 Section 19 Specific Plan. City of Rancho Mirage, 2010.   

FIGURE 8 SECTION 19 CIRCULATION PLAN 
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Potential Impacts and Considerations 
 

Caltrans’ definition of a Class I bikeway specifies, “unless adjacent to an adequate pedestrian facility, 
bikeways are for the exclusive use of bicycles and pedestrians, therefore any facility serving 
pedestrians must meet accessibility requirements.”2 The design concepts outlined in the Specific Plan 
conveys golf carts would be able to travel along the same pathway as cyclists and pedestrians, which 
contradicts the Caltrans definition of Class I bikeways.    
 
Furthermore, the Section 19 Specific Plan provides a conceptual plan for these roadway 
improvements along Bob Hope Dr. and Dinah Shore Dr. and includes an 8 foot-wide sidewalk that is 
adjacent to a 20 or 15 foot-wide travel lane with an 8 foot-wide landscaped buffer between the roadway 
and sidewalk. This design concept does not provide adequate ROW on the sidewalk to accommodate 
all golf carts, cyclists, and pedestrians travel modes. However, automobile travel lanes typically require 
a minimum design standard of 10-feet in width, 12-feet desirable, which would allow for an exclusive 
or semi-exclusive travel lane to accommodate golf carts adjacent to the roadway.  

 
 
Section 24 Specific Plan 

Project Background 
The Section 24 Specific Plan guides development of approximately 577 acres of land with portions in 
both in the City of Rancho Mirage and unincorporated Riverside County, the project is bounded by 
Ramon Rd. to the north, Bob Hope Dr. to the east, Dinah Shore Dr. to the south, and Los Alamos Rd. 
on the west. Section 24 lies within the Agua Caliente Indian Reservation (“Reservation”), and involves 
the participation of the Tribe 
 3  
 
The overall vision for the Specific Plan is to create a master planned, mixed-land use community that 
would accommodate a higher density of mixed retail, entertainment, office, hotel and residential land 
uses within a Commercial and Mixed Use Development, in combination with a lower density Active 
Adult Community, including age-restricted residential units in a gated community.3  

The Tribe requires that a complete streets transportation planning approach be taken for public streets, 
which would encourage a balanced and safe mix of vehicular, pedestrian, bicycle, golf cart, NEV, local 
“circulator” transit and regional bus transit throughout the planned community, including service to the 
entrance gateways of the Active Adult Community.  

Circulation 
The Specific Plan includes 8 foot-wide, off-street Class I bikeways/golf cart paths along Bob Hope Dr., 
Ramon Rd., Dinah Shore Dr. and Los Alamos Road that would allow bicyclists, golf carts, and 
pedestrians to travel along the same facility. The pathway would connect into the existing golf cart 
circulation system, which provides Class I bike paths along the southern side of Dinah Shore Dr. and 
along the western side of Bob Hope Dr. and Los Alamos Rd. 
 
Class II bikeways would provide a 5 foot-wide striped, on-street lane for one-way bicycle travel on Bob 
Hope Dr., Ramon Rd., Dinah Shore Dr, Los Alamos Road and “A” Street Blvd. The Class II facilities 
would extend from the Class I pathways to provide dedicated access to the project’s residential and 
mixed-use interior. Golf carts are expected to gain access to the majority of the site’s uses by traveling 
along Class I facilities and through parking lots and smaller access roads within planning areas. 
Additional internal access may be provided to golf carts on streets with designated speed limits no 
higher than 25 miles per hour. 3 

 
 

 
2 California Department of Transportation. Highway Design Manual, 2015. http://www.dot.ca.gov/design/manuals/hdm/chp1000.pdf 
3 Section 24 Specific Plan. Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, 2015. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/design/manuals/hdm/chp1000.pdf
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Source: Section 24 Specific Plan, 2015 
 

 
Potential Impacts and Considerations 
 
Similar to the potential impacts from Class I bikeways identified in the Section 19 Specific Plan, the 
proposed Class I bikeway/golf cart paths located on the south side of Dinah Shore Dr and on the west 
side of Los Alamos Rd. and Bob Hope Dr. do not meet the Class I definition identified in Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual. Class II bikeways are recommended along Bob Hope Dr., Ramon Rd., Dinah 
Shore Dr. and Los Alamos Rd. 
 
 
Section 31 Specific Plan (Not Yet Adopted) 

Project Background 
The Section 31 Specific Plan area is bound by Gerald Ford Dr. to the north, Bob Hope Dr. to the west, 
Frank Sinatra Dr. to the south and Monterey Ave. to the east. The Specific Plan accommodates a 
majority of residential land use and a small 250,000 sq ft section of land use that may be developed 
into retail, recreation, and/or resort hotel.4 Proposals of final land use is still pending market force 
demands.  
 
 
 
 

 
4 Section 31 Specific Plan. EC Rancho Mirage Holdings, 2018.   

FIGURE 9 SECTION 24 CIRCULATION PLAN 
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Circulation  
The Specific Plan provides emphasis on utilizing a multi-modal transportation planning approach for 
publicly-accessible streets within the resort and retail core, which would encourage a balanced and 
safe mix of vehicular, pedestrian, bicycle, golf cart, and other modes.  
 
Class II bikeways, which the City’s General Plan defines as signed and striped bicycle lanes within the 
paved section of the street, currently line the Major Arterials. Furthermore, the plan identifies a 
supplemental 10 foot-wide meandering pathway along major and minor arterial roadways for shared 
use by golf carts, pedestrians and cyclists.  

The Section 31 Specific Plan is currently under review by the city and has not yet been adopted.  The 
maps shown in this document relative to said specific plan will likely evolve in the coming months and 
are used here for illustrative purposes. 

FIGURE 10 SECTION 31 CIRCULATION PLAN 

 
Source: Section 31 Specific Plan, 2018 

 

Potential Impacts and Considerations 

Although the Specific Plan includes plans for a supplemental multi-use path along the major arterials 
surrounding Section 31, there is only one public entry point identified for pedestrian and bicycle access 
to the lagoon/resort and retail core. Active transportation users would only be able to access the activity 
centers on Monterey Ave., which is also identified as an alternative truck route with high vehicle traffic 
volumes. Additionally, transit riders traveling on Route 32 would need to travel north to Gerald Ford 
Dr. and then south on Monterey Ave., or south to Frank Sinatra Dr. and then north on Monterey Ave. 
to access the commercial core. This in turn, would require multi-modal travelers using public 
transportation to travel an additional 2-miles to access the site. This results in longer travel times for 
multi-modal users and limits direct access for active transportation users along Bob Hope Dr., Gerald 
Ford Dr. and Frank Sinatra Blvd.  
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Summary of Findings for Sections 19, 24, and 31 
Considering the proposed commercial densities and development area of the three specific plans, 
Sections 19 & 24 will generate impact on the existing active transportation system. Collision trends in 
Rancho Mirage historically occur in areas with dense commercial land use. To provide a safe 
environment for the areas surrounding Sections 19 & 24, historic collision data in the City can be 
applied to roughly assess future collision patterns due to similar land uses and existing active 
transportation infrastructure; for refined projections the City may consider a separate study. 
Developers should take special care in providing treatments to intersections for pedestrians and 
delineate bicycle facilities on major arterials that will attract trip taking from Rancho Mirage residents 
in adjacent land uses. Proposed bicycle facilities shall be designed to meet Caltrans Highway Design 
Manual standards; Class I bike paths should be a minimum of 12-feet wide.  
 
Assuming Section 31 will develop with some amount of commercial land uses, in lieu of strictly resort 
and residential land uses, active transportation facilities should be equipped to accommodate 
pedestrian and cycling demand from surrounding areas. Since Sections 19 & 24 have higher proposed 
commercial density and development area, under existing conditions, the City should prioritize active 
transportation improvements in those sections over Section 31.  

2.4.2 CV Link Project Overview 
The purpose of the proposed CV Link alignment is to connect seven of the nine cities located in the 
Coachella Valley, including three tribal land reservations. Operating on its own devoted guideway, the 
50-mile long alternative transportation corridor would serve bicycles, pedestrians, and low speed 
electric vehicles (LSEVs) along the Whitewater wash and Tahquitz Creek that stretches from the City 
of Palm Springs to the City of Coachella. Figure 10 shows the core alignment, alignment alternatives 
and future extensions as identified in the CV Link Master Plan (2016) prepared by the Coachella Valley 
Association of Governments (CVAG).  
 

FIGURE 11 CV LINK PROJECT MAP 
 

 
Source: CV Link Master Plan, 2016 
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On April 16, 2015, the City of Rancho Mirage City Council voted to oppose specific route segments 
for the CV Link that are adjacent to the Rancho Mirage Public Library and along the Butler/Abrams 
Trail that travels along the Whitewater Channel. Shortly after, on May 7, 2015, the City Council passed 
a resolution prohibiting the CV Link from using any portion along Highway 111 and Bob Hope Dr. within 
the city limits. If CV Link is constructed, bicyclists and pedestrians would likely continue on existing 
bikeways and sidewalks within the city5. However, the City has expressed concerns that the existing 
active transportation infrastructure in place may potentially be unable to accommodate the increase in 
bicycle and pedestrian throughput within the city. 

 
 

2.4.3 Potential CV Link Impacts and Considerations  
Rancho Mirage voters overwhelmingly opposed the build-out of CV Link facilities within City limits. 
75% of residents approved of Measure 1, which gave the residents the authority to keep the current 
ban on NEV’s; meaning the ban could not be lifted by a City Council Ordinance if it wasn’t supported 
by a majority of the residents. 80% of voters dissented on the funding for the CV Link through 
Measures 2, 3, and 4. Concerns of the project were related to construction costs, operations and 
maintenance costs, residents’ privacy for those living in adjacent residences on the Whitewater 
Channel and safety impacts. 

The proposed CV Link alignment, as shown in Figure 10, shows the alignment traveling along the 
Whitewater Channel and connects to Butler-Abrams Trail, and then continues along Highway 111 
where the route would continue along the highway to Paxton Dr. The project alternative suggests CV 
Link users approaching from Palm Desert and La Quinta will be able to continue to pass through 
Rancho Mirage and Indian Wells on existing sidewalks, bike paths, and streets in accordance with 
applicable state and federal requirements.  

In response to votes taken by Rancho Mirage City Council, the CVAG Executive Committee identified 
three potential terminus location points for CV Link users. The proposed termini are located outside 
the Rancho Mirage city boundaries in Cathedral City (west terminus) and the City of Palm Desert (east 
terminus). The western terminus would be located just south of the bank channel at Buddy Rogers 
Ave., and would allow CV Link users to choose to continue travelling in on- street pathways or users 
could return to Cathedral City. The eastern terminus would follow the North Parkview Dr. alignment 
and end before entering Rancho Mirage. The CV Link Master Plan states signage would be posted to 
notify the CV Link users about the terminus location, and would encourage travelers to continue west 
on existing bike lanes and extending west to Highway 111 within Rancho Mirage.  

CV Link Impacts on Active Transportation 

The final buildout of CV Link with a “detour” in Rancho Mirage on Highway 111 will be disruptive to the 
City’s current roadway conditions. The CV Link will create stress on the existing no-build roadways 
due to confusing interactions among motorists, cyclists, and possibly NSEVs.  Overwhelming 
opposition from Rancho Mirage residents—primarily through the advisory measures on the 2016 
ballot-- has preempted buildout in the Whitewater Channel and detours on Highway 111 within city 
limits.   

The arterial roadways within the City of Rancho Mirage prioritize motor vehicle level-of-service for 
motorists and consequently can create inconvenient or unsafe environments for active transportation 
users. High posted speeds, wide lanes, and complex intersections pose as barriers for cyclists. CVAG 
2015 Census Report has noted traffic counts amounting to up to over 41,000 vehicles per day at the 
Highway 111 and Frank Sinatra Blvd. intersection. The same study counted nearly 35,000 vehicles 
per day at the Highway 111 and Bob Hope Intersection.6 Cycling within the City of Rancho Mirage in 

 
5 Resolution No. 2017-07 prohibits low-speed vehicles and neighborhood electric vehicles on certain streets in Rancho Mirage. 
6 (CVAG, 2015) 
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these existing conditions should be reserved for advanced cyclists. The CV Link notes that increasing 
tourism is among their project benefits and may attract individuals unfamiliar with Rancho Mirage’s 
spatial layout onto city roadways. Without infrastructure to provide cyclists of all levels with safe means 
of travel, the City should collaborate with CVAG to install signage at the CV Link termini warning 
cyclists—especially to warn those who lack deft operating skills – that the CV Link ends, that 
comparable facilities do not exist beyond this point, and to proceed at your own risk. It is reasonable 
to assume that some CV Link travelers will turn back at the termini, and that some will continue to 
travel through Rancho Mirage on city roadways. 

Forecasted 2040 bike counts included in the CV Link Master Plan assumed up to 30 cyclists per hour 
that would travel through the City limits; City of Rancho Mirage forecasts between 30-35 cyclists per 
hour for the year 2040. Highway 111 contains a very high density of bicycle activity generators; cyclists 
may continue to access destinations in the corridor, even without adequate facilities. If the city 
determines that Highway 111 is not an appropriate bike route, a parallel corridor could be developed 
as a neighborhood greenway to allow for bike access to the city’s commercial core. This would include 
traffic calming, bike lanes, intersection improvements, parking restrictions, and other cycling 
infrastructure on a low volume, low speed parallel roadway. San Jacinto Dr. could serve such a function 
along the southern segment of Highway 111 in the city. 

2. ANALYSIS OF HIGH PRIORITY ATP 
AREAS 

An analysis of high priority active transportation program areas was conducted using quantitative data 
from the TIMS collision data and looking at existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities provided by the 
City. The project team was able to identify corridors and intersections that should be considered high 
priority areas for infrastructure improvements when funding is identified.  

3.1 Pedestrian Facilities  
High priority areas for pedestrian facilities are focused in areas that contain dense pedestrian activity 
generators, a lack of consistent pedestrian infrastructure, and a demonstrated history of collisions. 
Primarily, the City should prioritize improvements at the commercial district along Highway 111, 
particularly at its intersection with Bob Hope Dr. In addition, the City shall maintain coordination with 
developers in the installation of proper pedestrian infrastructure for Sections 19, 24, and 31. 

The distribution of pedestrian collisions indicates that improvements are warranted for pedestrian 
crossings with solutions discussed in Chapter 4.2.3 of this study. The leading cause of pedestrian 
collisions was due to motorists striking pedestrians crossing the highway in designated crosswalks. 
This type of collision most frequently occurred along Highway 111 and Bob Hope Dr. due to the area’s 
high commercial land use. As such, intersections along Highway 111 between Bob Hope Dr. and San 
Jacinto Dr. would benefit from pavement markings and treatments to make the pedestrian right-of-way 
more visible to motorists and less complex for pedestrians. This study also recommends intersection 
improvements on Bob Hope Dr. between Highway 111 and Rancho Las Palmas Dr. A severe collision 
where a vehicle struck a pedestrian who was crossing legally in a crosswalk, occurred at the crosswalk 
in front of Eisenhower Medical Center, on Bob Hope Dr. and Columbia Dr. intersection; intersection 
treatments should similarly be implemented at this location. Table 4 identifies intersections that require 
treatments; solutions can be found in section 4.2.3 and Figure 21.  
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TABLE 4 CRITICAL EXISTING INTERSECTION OPPORTUNITIES  

 

 

In anticipation of increased trip taking from nearby residential land uses, the City should work with 
developers at Section 19, 24, and 31 to provide proper pedestrian infrastructure. Although collision 
history is low in this area, the City should anticipate more pedestrians utilizing the areas and potential 
for safety issues. Table 5 identifies intersections would benefit from treatments such as those listed in 
Chapter 4.2. and Figure 21 in this study.  

TABLE 5 SECTION 19, 24, & 31 - CRITICAL FUTURE INTERSECTION OPPORTUNITIES 

 

Sidewalk installation to eliminate connectivity gaps along frequently travelled pedestrian routes should 
be prioritized. The objective is the provision of a continuous sidewalk system alongside all City 
roadways. One area of improvement is the roadway along the Rancho Mirage Community Park on San 
Jacinto Dr. Individuals traveling to this community center often park at the River Mall, located one-half 
mile away, and walk directly on the roadway since the sidewalk along San Jacinto Dr. is lacking or 
discontinuous.  

Pedestrian and bicycle access leading to Rancho Mirage schools should also maintain connectivity. 
Students walking to school would benefit from sidewalk installation on Indian Trail between Halgar Rd. 
and Highway 111. The sidewalk gaps along Dinah Shore Dr. between Bob Hope Dr. and 700 ft. east of 
Key Largo have not exhibited a crash history, but the City should consider build-out in sequence with 
Section 19 for enhanced pedestrian access. Although the intersection of Bob Hope Dr. and Gerald Ford 
Dr. experienced only one collision, sidewalks in this corridor should be added in support of the 
construction sequence of Section 31 and the pedestrian demand it will attract in the future.  A summary 
of these sidewalk installations can be found in Table 6.  

I-1 Highway 111 and Rancho Las Palmas Dr. 
I-2 Highway 111 and Bob Hope Dr. 
I-3 Highway 111 and Indian Trail Rd.
I-4 Bob Hope Dr. and Rancho Las Palmas Dr. 
I-5 Bob Hope Dr. and Avienda Las Palmas
I-6 Bob Hope Dr. and Columbia Dr.

Critical Existing Intersection Improvements

I-7 Dinah Shore Dr. and Los Alamos Rd.
I-8 Dinah Shore Dr. and Bob Hope Dr. 
I-9 Ramon Rd. and Los Alamos Rd.  

I-10 Ramon Rd. and Bob Hope Dr. 
I-11 Gerald Ford Dr. and Bob Hope Dr. 
I-12 Gerald Ford Dr. and Monterey Ave. 
I-13 Frank Sinatra Dr. and Bob Hope Dr. 
I-14 Frank Sinatra Dr. and Monterey Ave. 

Critcal Intersection Improvements for Future Developments
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TABLE 6 SIDEWALK CONNECTIVITY OPPORTUNITIES 

 

The Whitewater Channel acts as a physical barrier for pedestrians since sidewalks are not continued 
on bridges crossing the channel; bridges without sidewalks include Country Club Dr. and the 
southbound side of Bob Hope Dr. (refer to Table 7). Any future structure improvements, such as the 
upgrades currently underway for the Frank Sinatra Rd. Bridge, should include pedestrian infrastructure. 
These barriers are problematic since alternative bridge crossings are located as far as 1 to 2 miles 
away. As such, pedestrians may choose to undertake risky behaviors and cross the bridges in live 
traffic. Bridge improvements require significant capital investment and should be sequenced when 
funding opportunities are leveraged.  

TABLE 7 EXISTING BARRIERS AT WHITEWATER CHANNEL 

 

 

 

 

ID Priority Street Limit  1 Limit 2 Purpose

S-1 Indian Trail Highway 111 Mirage Rd. 
Rancho Mirage Elementary 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Access

S-2 San Jancito Dr. 
Rancho Mirage Community 
Park

600ft. N/W of Rancho Las Palmas 
Dr.

Improved Access to Rancho Mirage 
Community Park 

S-3 Highway 111 Desert Dr. 275ft. South of Desert Dr. 
Connectivity on Major Arterial for 
Existing Devlopments

S-4 Dinah Shore Dr. 750ft. East of Bob Hope Dr. 1100ft East of Bob Hope Dr. 
Connectivity on Major Arterial and 
Future Development Section 19

S-5 Dinah Shore Dr. 630ft. West of Key Largo Ave. 615ft. East of Key Largo Ave.
Connectivity on Major Arterial and 
Future Development Section 19

S-6 Gerald Ford Dr. 350 West of Bob Hope Dr. Bob Hope Dr.
Connectivity on Major Arterial and 
Future Development Section 31

S-7 Gerald Ford Dr. 1400ft. East of Bob Hope Dr. Oasis Way
Connectivity on Major Arterial and 
Future Development Section 31 

B-1 Country Club Dr.
B-2 SB Bob Hope Dr.

Existing Bridge Improvement Opportunities 
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FIGURE 12 PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENT AREAS 
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3.2  Bikeways 
Bikeway priorities are focused on connecting existing bicycle facilities to satisfy projected local and 
regional demand and to work toward an integrated bike network. Implementing a connected bikeway 
corridor along Dinah Shore Dr., Bob Hope Dr., Country Club Dr., and Monterey Ave. would connect 
riders to Sections 19, 24, and 31 and help create a more complete bike system, as displayed in Table 
8. To promote general connectivity and due to available right-of-way Gerald Ford Dr. and Da Vall Dr. 
should consider build out for Class III facilities. Cyclists would also benefit from enhanced connectivity 
to commercial and community attractions with a Class III facility along San Jacinto Dr.  

TABLE 8 HIGH PRIORITY AREA ROADWAYS AND SEGMENTS- PROPOSED INTEGRATED BUILDOUT 

 

 

Priority Street Limit  1 Limit 2 Purpose
Dinah Shore Dr. Da Vall Dr. Los Alamos Rd. East-West link in North-Central Rancho Mirage

Monterey Ave Country Club Dr. 
Rancho Mirage 
City Limits

Complete North-South Connection in Eastern 
Rancho Mirage

Sahara Dr. Magnesia Falls Dr. Mirage Rd. Highway 111 Detour
Bob Hope Drive (Intersections) Dinah Shore Dr. Country Club Rd. Connectivity to Sections 19, 24, & 31
Da Vall Dr. Dinah Shore Dr. Sunny Lane General Connectivity
Gerald Ford Dr. Da Vall Dr. Los Alamos Rd. General Connectivity

San Jacinto Dr. Rancho Las Palmas Highway 111
Connectivity to Commercial and Community 
Attractions
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Table 9, on the previous page, evaluates the existing conditions of the proposed integrated bike 
network and provides recommendations on improvements.  

Intersections represent an important element in reducing barriers for cyclists in the City of Rancho 
Mirage. The leading cause of collision is due to cyclists being within the automobile ROW (31.3%) and 
the leading type of accident is due to broadside collisions (45%). Data suggests that intersections 
require visible treatment to guide cyclists and motorists so that movements are predictable to each 
type of operators. The high priority intersections that were identified include: Bob Hope Dr. and Dinah 
Shore Dr., Bob Hope Dr. and Gerald Ford Dr., Bob Hope Dr. and Frank Sinatra Dr., Bob Hope Dr. and 
Country Club Dr., Country Club Dr. and Monterey Ave. Intersection design best practices are detailed 
in the following section. 

 
 
 

TABLE 9  EXISTING BICYLCLE FACILITY IMPROVEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
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FIGURE 13- BICYCLE IMPROVEMENT AREAS 

 

 
  Source: Rancho Mirage, 2018 
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3. DESIGN GUIDELINES & BEST 
PRACTICES  

This section contains standard design guidelines and best practice recommendations for the City of 
Rancho Mirage’s active transportation network to improve the safety and accessibility for cyclists and 
pedestrians. The areas of focus were informed by the existing barrier, connectivity, and safety opportunities 
identified in the previous sections of this report. 

Standard guidelines outline bikeway improvements sourced from the California Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD) Caltrans Rev. 3 2018 Edition7, Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Chapters 
2008, 3009, 90010, & 100011), and the Caltrans Complete Intersection Guide.12 Best Practice Treatments 
are non-standard recommendations derived from NACTO Urban Street Design13 (Officials, 2013) and 
AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities.14 

4.1 Standard Treatments 
4.1.1  Class I Bikeways-Bike Paths 
Caltrans defines Class I bike paths as separated guideways with exclusive right of way to cyclists and 
pedestrians with minimal cross flow from vehicle traffic. Vehicles are prohibited from traveling in Class 
I bike paths. If the ROW anticipates regular pedestrian use, then a separate facility is recommended. 
The Section 19 Specific Plan specifies a Class I bicycle facility but only contains an 8ft width. The 
following minimum design standards shall be incorporated prior to City approval and designation of 
Class I facilities, as include in the adopted statewide minimum design standards in the Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual.  

Path Width 
The total width of a bicycle path shall be a minimum of 12ft (8ft paved width minimum + 2ft shoulders 
on each side). For paths accommodating bidirectional movement, the path width should be maintained 
at an 8ft width with a 10ft width to be preferred. Paths anticipating significant pedestrian traffic shall 
have a width of 12ft or more. Paths accommodating one directional movement should have a width of 
5ft although dual directional is preferred. Designs shall require a 2ft shoulder on each side and a 2ft 
horizontal clearance between the bike path and any fixed object or appurtenance.  
 

 
7 (Caltrans, CA MUTCD, 2014) 
8 (Caltrans, Highway Design Manual - Chp 200, 2018) 
9 (Caltrans, Highway Design Manual- Chp 300, 2015) 
10 (Caltrans, Highway Design Manual- Chp 900, 2016) 
11 (Caltrans, Highway Design Manual- Chp 1000, 2015) 
12 (Caltrans, Complete Intersections, 2010) 
13 (NACTO, 2013) 
14 (AASHTO, 2012) 
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FIGURE 14 CLASS I BICYCLE PATH CROSS SECTION 

 
Source: Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Chapter 1000, 2015. 

Application to Rancho Mirage 
Section 19 & 24 specific plans-- along Dinah Shore Dr., Bob Hope Dr.-- contain conceptual sections 
illustrating Class I bikeways that do not meet minimum design standards adopted by Caltrans. It is 
recommended that the City re-evaluate these proposed improvements to ensure all travel modes meet 
the minimum design standards. This section outlines Highway Design Manual standards that should 
be applied to pathway design prior to implementation to promote the safety of cyclists and pedestrians.  

 
Separation from the Roadway 
A physical barrier shall be installed if bicycle paths are parallel to a street holding vehicular traffic. 
Barriers shall be 5 feet from the edge of the traveled way to the path, plus the standard shoulder width.  
 
Geometric Design 
Class I bicycle infrastructure is subject to similar standards as roadway geometric design. Guidance 
on horizontal alignment, curve radius, stopping distance, and super elevation can be found in Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual Chapter 1000.   
 
Miscellaneous 
Caltrans standards advise that sidewalks should not be designated for bicycle travel due to potential 
conflict among pedestrians, fixed objects, and intersection traffic. Wide sidewalks that do not meet 
Caltrans’ Class I design criteria should not be designated as bicycle facilities. 
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4.1.2 Class II Bikeways-Bicycle Lanes 
Class II bikeways provide a designated portion of the roadway for cyclists and are delineated by 
striping, signage, and pavement markings. Their implementation improves operating comfort and 
allows for motorists to more easily predict the movement of cyclists on the roadway. Class II Bikeways 
should be considered when there is significant demand for cycling and when cyclists are operating on 
major arterials that experience high volumes or high traffic speed.  

Application to Rancho Mirage 
This section can also be used as a guideline for striping bike lanes through critical intersections that 
contain Class II bike lanes or can accommodate Class II bike lanes.  
 
Lane Width 
When there is no adjacent parking, bicycle lanes shall be a minimum of 4ft in width; best practices 
suggest 5ft in width for preferred operating comfort and 6-8ft in areas of high bicycle use to allow for 
side-by-side movement. For lanes on roadways posted above 40 mph, the bicycle lane shall be a 
minimum of 6ft in width.  
 
When there is adjacent parking, bicycle lanes shall be a minimum of 5ft in width; best practices suggest 
6-7ft lanes for areas with high parking turnover. For roadways with a concrete curb and gutter, the 
bicycle lane stripe shall be measured a minimum of 3ft from the joint of the shoulder pavement and 
gutter. 

Signage 
The beginning of the bike lane should be designated with a R81A(CA) sign and end with sign 
R81B(CA). R81(CA) signs shall be installed at every ½ miles. 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: CA MUTCD, 2018 

Pavement Markings  
Pavement markings include the three following options and shall be installed to designate the roadway 
for cyclists. 

1. At the far end of a bicycle path crossing 
2. At the approach of arterial intersections 
3. Should occur every ½ mile. 

a. Recommendations for Rancho Mirage: Pavement marking frequency can be 
increased to every 500ft to reinforce the presence of designated bike lanes.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FIGURE 15 CLASS II BICYCLE FACILITY SIGNS 
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               Source: Caltrans MUTCD, Chapter 9, 2018 
 
 

Striping 
Lane markings shall be striped with a white line that is 6in in width (Caltrans MUTCD Detail 39). As 
bike lanes approach an intersection where motor vehicles are permitted to turn right, bike lanes should 
be dropped completely or be with 4ft stripes with spacing at every 6ft as illustrated in Caltrans MUTCD 
39A. While bike lanes can be dropped, it is recommended bike lanes are carried up to the intersection 
and stay in the left side of a right lane turn pocket as illustrated in Figure 17. 

 
FIGURE 17 CLASS II INTERSECTION APPROACH STRIPING DETAIL 

 
Source: Caltrans MUTCD, Chapter 9, 2018 

 
Bikeways through intersections should not create confusion for cyclists or motorists. While CA MUTCD 
allows bike lanes to be “dropped” prior to intersections, best practices suggest bike lanes should carry 
up to intersections to delineate space for the cyclists and to create a consistent and predictable 
system. Bike lanes can optionally be striped within minor intersections to highlight conflict areas as 
illustrated in Figure 17.  

 

 

FIGURE 16 CLASS II BICYCLE PATH MARKING OPTIONS 
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FIGURE 18- CASE STUDY OF CLASS II BICYCLE LANE STRIPING TREATMENT 

 
Source: NACTO 

 
 
Miscellaneous  
Drainage inlets, manhole covers, and other utility appurtenances should be located out of the travel 
path of cyclists whenever possible. They shall be installed in a manner that meets bicycle surface 
requirements. 

4.1.3 Class III Bikeways-Bicycle Routes 
Cyclists share the outside lane with motor vehicles in Class III bikeways and are intended to provide 
continuity within the bicycle network. These shared routes should be considered on roadways that 
experience low traffic and posted speeds. They can be applied on higher volume roads with wide 
outside lanes.  

Application to Rancho Mirage 
Although Class II bikeways are preferred to clearly delineate space for cyclists, Class III infrastructure 
can be installed where there are ROW constraints in the roadway, such Dinah Shore Dr.  
 
MUTCD suggests that Class III bikeways be applied to roadways that have 
posted speeds of 35mph or under and/or roadways experiencing less than 
3000 vehicles per day. However, Caltrans standards allow for Class III 
facilities in roadways with a posted speed above 35mph. In either case, the 
roadway should be clearly delineated with the adequate use of shared lane 
pavement markings or “sharrows”. In addition, this study recommends for 
Class III infrastructure to be accommodated with traffic calming measures 
since Rancho Mirage has travel lanes with high posted speeds.  
 
This section is also intended to assist the City to better transitions their 
bikeways between Class II and Class III infrastructure. Shared lane 
pavement markings or “sharrows” and signage shall be installed to provide 
guidance to cyclists and motorists.  

 
 
 

Source: Caltrans MUTCD, 2018 
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Lane Width 
The minimum width of shared lanes is designated to comply with standard roadway design as 
designated in Caltrans Highway Design Manual Chapter 300 (Traveled Way Standards). A lane width 
of 14ft or wider is preferable to allow for motorists to pass cyclists without encroaching into the adjacent 
lane. A lane of 15ft is suggested for lanes with bus traffic or heavy truck traffic. 

Pavement Markings 
Shared lane markings or “sharrows” can be applied to Class III infrastructure in the following scenarios: 

1. Provide lateral positioning for cyclists in roadways with on-street parking wherein a parked 
vehicle door may impact the cyclist. 

2. Provide lateral positioning for cyclists in lanes that are too narrow for cyclists to pass 
3. Alert users that cyclists will be occupying the traveled way 

 
Signage  
It is recommended but optional for the City to install signage to designate a shared route. Some 
examples of shared route signs can be found below. More signs can be found in Caltrans MUTCD 
Figure 9B-4.  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 18 illustrates signs that would best be utilized for Rancho Mirage’s existing conditions. 
Especially at intersections that transition from Class II to Class III.  

Source: Caltrans MUTCD, 2018 

FIGURE 19 CLASS III BICYCLE SIGNS 

FIGURE 20 CLASS II TO CLASS III TRANSITION SIGNAGE 

W16-1P 

Source: Caltrans MUTCD, 2018 

R117(CA) R4-11 
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4.2 Best Practices 
4.2.1 Bikeway Transitions 
Class II bikeway striping should be maintained up into the intersections. Rancho Mirage’s bicycle 
collision data reveals that roughly half of the collisions occurred at intersections. The leading cause of 
collision is due to cyclists being within the automobile ROW (roughly 30%) and the leading type of 
accident is due to broadside collisions (roughly 45%). Data suggests that intersections require visible 
treatment to guide cyclists and motorists so that movements are predictable for all travelers.  

Transitioning bikeways should not create hesitation for cyclists or motorists. Transitions should be 
equipped with adequate design treatments—ending signs, beginning signs, and pavement markings-
- that emphasize when a facility begins, ends, or intersects. In addition, standard green paint can be 
utilized to highlight potential conflict areas and junctions. 

4.2.2 Visibility 
Enhance Visibility on Bicycle Infrastructure - Paint 
Paint (green, red, and/or blue) is becoming a common treatment in bicycle facilities throughout the 
nation since it effectively increases the visibility of the facility and alerts motorists and cyclists to 
potential conflict areas. Seasonal tourists unfamiliar with the roadway conditions at the City of Rancho 
Mirage along with an older demographic would benefit from paint that can be applied to stripe bicycle 
corridors or potential conflict areas. 

Application to Rancho Mirage 
This study recommends green paint to be applied throughout the Class II bicycle lane system. Areas 
of conflict—especially lanes leading up to major intersections--- should be prioritized to highlight visible 
right-of-way to cyclists. See Figure 22 for suggested implementation.  

 
FIGURE 21 CASE STUDY OF CLASS II BICYCLE LANE PAINT TREATMENT IN PALM SPRINGS 

 
Source: Desert Sun 

4.2.3 Intersection Treatments 
Treating ATP facilities consistently at intersections will clarify to all users the ROW available for various 
modes and will allow for motorists to predict the intended maneuvers of active transportation users, 
preempting potential conflicts in the roadway. There are a number of best practices that can be applied 
to the intersections and streets within Rancho Mirage, described in detail below. 
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Application to Rancho Mirage 
These treatments are recommended for major intersections adjacent to major pedestrian attractors 
identified in Chapter 3.1 in Tables 4 through 5; areas of focus include Highway 111 & Bob Hope Dr. 
and the future build outs for Section 19, 24, and 31. Pedestrian Collision data revealed that the leading 
cause of pedestrian accidents was due to drivers not yielding to pedestrians in crosswalks. This 
suggests that drivers do not see or do not anticipate pedestrians to be walking in crosswalks.   
 
Enhance Visibility for Existing Crosswalks- Pedestrians & Cyclists 
Project elements include zebra striping, advance stop bars, warning lights and improved lighting. This 
is recommended for major intersections adjacent to major bicycle and pedestrian attractors including 
along Highway 111 and near the future build outs for Section 19, 24, and 31. Clarifying the ROW will 
remind motorists to expect and yield to pedestrians. 
 

FIGURE 22 HIGHWAY 111 AND BOB HOPE DRIVE INTERSECTION TREATMENTS 

 

 
 
Application to Rancho Mirage 
Nearly fifty percent of bicycle collisions between 2006 and 2017 occurred at intersections, suggesting 
intersections are the most problematic and dangerous space for cyclists in Rancho Mirage. Wide travel 
lanes and multiple turn pockets prioritize the needs of motorists over bicyclists. Cyclists attempting left 
turns must transverse multiple lanes that contain vehicles travelling at high speeds. This study 
recommends that intersections be striped up to intersection limits. ROW for Class II lanes may be 
acquired through striping available space, reducing the width of travel lanes, reducing the number of 
turn pockets, or acquiring ROW. If the City shall attain any ROW to accommodate bicycle lanes, it 
should be at intersections carrying Class II infrastructure. If the City has concerns regarding impacts 
on level of service impacts for cyclists, a separate study should be conducted. 
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FIGURE 23 INTERSECTION BICYCLE SOLUTIONS 
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4. POTENTIAL FUNDING 
The Active Transportation Program (ATP) was created by Senate Bill 99 (Chapter 359, Statutes of 2013) 
and Assembly Bill 101 (Chapter 354, Statutes of 2013) to encourage increased use of active modes of 
transportation, such as biking and walking.  Senate Bill 1 (Chapter 2031, statutes of 2017) stipulates that 
$100,000,000 of revenues from the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account will be available 
annually to the ATP.15 The purpose of the program is to increase the use of active modes of transportation. 
This may be accomplished by increasing the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and walking, 
increase safety and mobility of non-motorized users, advancing active transportation efforts of regional 
agencies to achieve GHG reduction goals pursuant to Senate Bill 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008) and 
Senate Bill 391 (Chapter 585, Statutes of 2009), enhancing public health, including the reduction of 
childhood obesity through the use of programs including, but not limited to, projects that are eligible for 
Safe Routes to School Program funding, ensuring that disadvantaged communities fully share in the 
benefits of the program, and lastly to provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active 
transportation users. 

Another form of funding to support the active transportation program is the GHG Reduction Fund which 
supports AB 1613 that was signed in September 2016 by Governor Jerry Brown. The benefits of the 
program are to reduce GHG emissions, maximize economic, environmental and public health benefits for 
the State, foster job creation with GHG reductions carried out by workers and businesses, improve air 
quality, provide direct investments for disadvantage communities, lesson the impacts of climate change 
on communities, the economy and environment, and to allocate at least 10% of available proceeds to 
projects located within disadvantage communities. Eligible projects must demonstrate a reduction in VMT 
by implementing quantifiable solutions for transportation such as, paved bicycle paths or lanes 
(Class I, II, or IV), and paved pedestrian facilities. For example, the City would be able to apply these 
funds for the construction of sidewalk improvements on the west side of Bob Hope Dr.  

Lastly, the SCAG Sustainable Communities Program allows local agencies to facilitate coordination and 
integration of transportation planning with active transportation, land use, growth management, urban 
greening, and electric vehicle charging stations. The program will fund planning and demonstration 
projects that promote safety and encourage people to walk and bicycle. Projects will be designed to 
enhance local interest and/or capacity to build safe, efficient active transportation networks. The City would 
be able to apply funding as it relates to active transportation projects including, regional corridor plans or 
projects that aim to close gaps or portions of a regionally significant bikeway network, connect an existing 
or planned bikeway to the regionally significant bikeway network or plan for connecting the regionally 
significant bikeway network to a business district or other major activity center. Additional Federal, State 
and local funding sources are described in the following sections.  

5.1 Federal  
There are two Federal funding programs available for active transportation improvements. The first is 
the Pilot Program for Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Planning16 under the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA). The program awards 35 grants to support comprehensive planning that supports 
ridership, multi-modal connectivity and accessibility, and increased transit access for pedestrians and 
bikers. The grant is intended to fund comprehensive planning that supports economic development, 
ridership, multimodal connectivity and accessibility, increased transit access for pedestrian and bicycle 
traffic, and mixed-use development near transit stations.  The program also encourages identification 
of infrastructure needs and engagement with the private sector.  

The second program is the Recreational Trails Program (RTP)17 which allocates funds to states to 
develop and maintain recreational trails and trail-related facilities for both non-motorized and 

 
15 California Transportation Commission Active Transportation Program. Accessed in 11/2018. http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/atp/ 
16 FTA Pilot Program for TOD Planning, 2018. https://www.grants.gov/web/grants/view-opportunity.html?oppId=305503 
17 Federal Highway Administration Recreation Trails Program, 2018.  https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/recreational_trails/ 

http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/atp/
https://www.grants.gov/web/grants/view-opportunity.html?oppId=305503
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/recreational_trails/
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motorized recreational trail uses. Examples of trail uses include hiking, bicycling, in-line skating, 
equestrian use, and other non-motorized and motorized uses. The State Department of Parks and 
Recreation administers RTP funds in California. A minimum 12 percent of local match is required. RTP 
projects must be ADA-compliant and may be used for: 

─  Maintenance and restoration of existing trails 

─  Purchase and lease of trail construction and maintenance equipment 

─  Construction of new trails, including unpaved trails 

─  Acquisition of easements or property for trails 

─  State-administrative costs related to this program (limited to seven percent of a State's 
funds) 

─  Operation of educational programs to promote safety and environmental protection 
related to trails (limited to five percent of a State's funds).  

5.2 State 
Six different statewide funding sources are available to address active transportation needs.  

1. California Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) – these 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 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. 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. 

2. Caltrans Transportation Planning Grant Program provides the Sustainable Transportation 
Planning Grant will allocate $25M to support transportation planning projects that identify and 
address mobility deficiencies in multi-modal transportation systems, exemplify programmed 
system improvements, and encourage local and regional collaboration to achieve Caltrans 
mission and Grant Program Objectives. 

3. Caltrans Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) is one of the core federal-aid 
programs under Fixing America's Surface Transportation (FAST). HSIP focuses on reducing 
traffic-injuries and fatalities on all public roads, including tribal land and non-state-owned public 
roads. Projects must improve the safety of road users on any public road, publicly owned bicycle 
or pedestrian pathway or trail, or on tribal lands. Applicants must be a city, a county, or a tribal 
government federally recognized within California. The maximum federal HSIP reimbursement 
amount for a single project is $10 million, and the minimum federal reimbursement for any single 
HSIP project is $100,000. All proposed projects must lead to and complete the construction of 
safety improvements, and must be consistent with California's Strategic Highway Safety Plan 
(SHSP). 

4. State Highway Operations & Protection Program (SHOPP) is a Caltrans funding source with 
the 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 
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highway system. In the past, SHOPP funds have been used to construct bicycle and pedestrian 
projects, including curb ramps, overcrossings, bike paths, sidewalks, and signal upgrades to meet 
ADA requirements. Jurisdictions work with Caltrans’ districts to have projects placed on the 
SHOPP list.  

5. State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) - To be included in the STIP, projects must 
be identified either in the Inter-regional Transportation Improvement Plan (ITIP), which is 
prepared by Caltrans, or in the Regional Transportation Improvement Plan (RTIP). Bicycle and 
pedestrian projects are eligible for inclusion. Caltrans updates the STIP every two years. 

SAFETEA-LU, (the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act a Legacy for 
Users):                

SAFETEA-LU is the primary federal funding source for bicycle and pedestrian projects. Caltrans, 
the State Resources Agency and regional planning agencies administer SAFETEA-LU funding. 
Most, but not all of these funding programs emphasize transportation modes and purposes that 
reduce auto trips and provide inter-modal connections. SAFETEA-LU programs require a local 
match of between zero percent and 20 percent. SAFETEA-LU funds primarily capital 
improvements and safety and education programs that relate to the surface transportation 
system. 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 improvement program of transportation projects that coordinates transportation-
related capital improvements planned by metropolitan planning organizations and the state. 
California Transportation Commission (CTC) 2018 STIP Guidelines and Chapter 23 revisions 
pending). 

5.3 Local 
There are two local funding sources the City’s may apply for in the future active transportation 
developments. The funding grant and program are: 

1. Community Development Block Grants fund 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. 

2. Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) was established by California State Statute 
utilizing Surface Transportation Block Grant Program (STBGP) funds that are identified in Section 
133 of Title 23 of the United States Code. This program promotes flexibility in State and local 
transportation decisions and provides flexible funding to best address State and local 
transportation needs. 
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