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PURPOSE

The Lake Lowell Area and the Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge (DFNWR or the Refuge) are critical
natural resources. The DFNWR provides important habitat and safe haven for wildlife while Lake
Lowell provides the water storage necessary for cropland irrigation. Together, they are also an
economic resource helping to drive the recreational, tourism, and agricultural industries of Canyon
County and the neighboring communities of Nampa and Caldwell.

Recognizing the value of these resources, a sustainable approach is required to both protect the
natural resource and leverage the recreational and economic benefits. Accessibility for visitors is one
element of an integrated approach to managing these sometimes conflicting objectives. Providing
more robust mode choices for travel to and around the Lake Lowell area enhances sustainability and
complements the area’s value as a natural resource.

The Lake Lowell Area
Bicycle and Pedestrian
Access Plan identifies
short- and long-range
bicycle and pedestrian
facilities that will provide
the public with safer
and more convenient
access to the area
around Lake Lowell
and the Refuge, which
is currently served by
higher speed rural roads
with narrow shoulders.
The increased use

of non-motorized
transportation
connections to the
Lake Lowell area and
recreation sites within
the Refuge enhances
the safety and visitor
experience, while
minimizing the need to widen rural roads. The plan also increases connectivity to and from the cities of
Nampa and Caldwell and around Canyon County and provides real and effective travel mode choices.

LEGEND
‘ Study Area
O Deer Flat Wildlife Refuge
< Caldwell Vicinity
@» Nampa Vicinity

VISION STATEMENT

The Lake Lowell Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Access Plan will result in
a long-range plan that will allow a coordinated effort between the various
stakeholder agencies to develop bicycle and pedestrian facilities that will provide
a safer environment for the growing number of users choosing
non-motorized transportation modes within the Lake Lowell area.

CHAPTER 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY | OCTOBER 2016 PAGE 7
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STUDY PROCESS

The Lake Lowell Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Access Plan was:
¢ Developed through a goals-driven process
¢ Guided by a stakeholder engagement process

+ Supported by technical analysis and a series of cascading decisions that connected goals to
implementation priorities

STAKEHOLDER & TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE GUIDANCE

Priorities

Solutions Implementation

TECHNICAL ANALYSIS

PLAN GOALS

The following goals and objectives for the Lake
Lowell Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Access Plan were

developed through input from project stakeholders ﬂ)—R

and the public. GOAL #1

Goal #1: Improve Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility in MOblllty Connectivity
the Lake Lowell Area

Goal #2: Improve Connectivity to the Lake Lowell Area ETT Y -MO
from Canyon County and the cities of Nampa and
Caldwell SOAEES

Goal #3: Enhance Environmental Quality and Reduce
Roadway Congestion

Environment Lifestyle

Goal #4: Promote Healthy Lifestyles

Specific objectives for each of these goals were also
developed to guide the development of solutions and the steps necessary to achieve them.

NEEDS

The bicycle and pedestrian environment within the study area received an in-depth analysis of specific
needs based on key findings from previously adopted and completed plans, public participation
efforts, surveys, and maps from each participating agency.

Needs were evaluated in the areas of:
¢ Safety ¢ Mode Choice
* Mobility ¢ Quality of Life
¢ Environmental Sustainability

CHAPTER 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY | OCTOBER 2016 PAGE 8
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND PRIORITIES
RECOMMENDED NETWORK

Upon completion of the needs analysis, the identified needs were organized into two major
categories. These categories included identified projects that provide:

¢ Access to the area
¢ Circulation within the area

Needs in the category of access to the area were further evaluated by looking at specific connections
to the communities of Caldwell and Nampa. This evaluation provided insights to develop a
recommended connection network.

Similarly, the needs for providing better circulation within the area were evaluated through a node and
network analysis of use areas, use types, and their interconnections. This evaluation allowed for the
development of a recommended circulation network.

PROJECT EVALUATION

The recommended bicycle and pedestrian networks were evaluated relative to existing infrastructure,
connectivity, and ease of implementation to define a list of over 50 potential projects. Both networks
were also evaluated considering the range of user types (bicycle and pedestrian) and skill level,

and an appropriate variety of facility types were integrated into the recommended networks. The
resulting specific projects were evaluated relative to project goals and cost effectiveness to develop a
recommended list of projects.

PRIORITIZATION

The project list developed from the needs analysis and further refined by the project evaluation was
then prioritized based on 14 criteria developed with input from the Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC). These criteria reflect the goals for the plan, cost effectiveness, and support. The criteria are:

Total
Category Point Value Prioritization Criteria

Fill Missing Bike/Ped Link

31 Spatial/Gap/Termini 11 Facility Within %4 Mile of Residential/Commercial Land Use
8 Facility Within ¥4 Mile of Activity Center (Park, School)
14 Increase Comfort, Safety and Convenience For All Users
27 Safety : . .. .
13 Reduce Vehicle, Bike/Ped, Rec Visitor Conflicts
10 Cost and Availability/Certainty of Funds
23 Readiness 9 Project Readiness & Delivery Schedule
4 Ability to Serve Exist & Growing Population
7 Impacts to Protected Species and Habitat
. 3 Impacts to Natural or Historic Resources
13 Environmental - -
2 Improve Visual/Aesthetic
1 Water Quality Impacts
7 Partnerships/ 6 Project Support
Support 5 Identified in Other Plans or Has Support

CHAPTER 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY | OCTOBER 2016 PAGE 9
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The resulting project priorities were then grouped into tiers with input from the TAC. The highest priority
Tier 1 included the following 16 projects out of the 50+ projects initially identified.

BN 0th Ave Shared-Use Path/Sidepath Caldwell Access 2.98
“ Indiana Ave Bicycle Lanes Caldwell Access 4.51

Lake Ave Bicycle Lanes Caldwell Access 5.26
Upper Embankment Rd  Shared-Use Path Lake Lowell Access 0.72
Lake Lowell Park Path  Shared-Use Path Lake Lowell Access 0.72
“ lowa Ave Shared Roadway Lake Lowell Access 0.97
Highway 45 Sidepath Shared-Use Path Lake Lowell Access 1.25
Lake Shore Dr Paved Bicycle Shoulders  Lake Lowell Access 11.06
“ Riverside Rd Paved Bicycle Shoulders  Lake Lowell Access 2.06
“ Orchard Ave Shared Roadway Lake Lowell Access 2.57
“ Midway Rd Sidepath Shared-Use Path Nampa Access 2.29
“ Roosevelt Ave Bicycle Lanes Nampa Access 4.95
Lake Lowell Ave Shared Roadway Nampa Access 3.92
J lowa Ave Bicycle Lanes Nampa Access 3.02
K Greenhurst Rd Shared Roadway Nampa Access 1.02
Greenhurst Rd Bicycle Lanes Nampa Access 2.00

* I Caldwell Access I Lake Lowell Access I \ampa Access

RS U GRS U (P U WU WU U R R G (O U W (-

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

The plan’s ultimate success will be measured throughout the time frame of its implementation.
It requires consideration of current and future decisions on funding, flexibility to meet future
conditions or opportunities, and long-term maintenance.

FUNDING OPTIONS

Potential funding sources include both transportation and recreational programs and grants. There
are also emerging opportunities related to health organizations. A summary of these options is
presented in Chapter 5 of the plan.

NEXT STEPS

There are numerous opportunities for stakeholders and agencies to advance the projects and
priorities of the Lake Lowell Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Access Plan. These steps include:

¢ Incorporating priority projects into near-term project programming
¢ Collaborating to identify funding opportunities

+ Implementing shared maintenance agreements or other collaborative approaches to enhance the
sustainability of the network

¢ Reviewing, revising, and adapting the plan to future conditions through regular and ongoing TAC
meetings

CHAPTER 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY | OCTOBER 2016 PAGE 10
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THE PUBLIC
PROCESS

}x A robust public
involvement process
guided this plan. Multiple approaches
were applied to engage the public and
stakeholders. Their input shaped project
direction and outcomes including:

¢ |dentifying goals and objectives

¢ Developing a complete list of needs
relative to project goals

¢ |dentifying and weighting of project
prioritization criteria

¢ Selecting priority projects

Engagement approaches included:

¢ TAC - A Technical Advisory Commit-
tee (TAC) was developed to provide
specific feedback on the goals of
the plan, needed connectivity, and
other opportunities and constraints.
The TAC comprised stakeholders
from COMPASS, Boise Project, local
bicycle and pedestrian advocacy
groups, and other organizations
active within the Lake Lowell Area.

¢ 3P Visual Web Map/Survey — An
online survey and web map were used
to obtain feedback from the general

public on specific locations of concern.

The online survey was highlighted on
websites of Nampa and Caldwell, as
well as distributed via email blasts by
the TAC and Core Team members.

¢ Listening Stations - A listening
station was set up at the Lake Lowell
marathon to obtain feedback from
users and visitors of DFNWR.

¢ Public Review - The draft plan was
posted online for public review and
comment.

The feedback obtained from the above
outreach influenced the planned
connectivity, priority projects, and
implementation elements of the plan.

SUMMARY

The Lake Lowell Area Bicycle and Pedestrian
Access Plan was developed through a
collaborative process. The aspirational goals
identified by the stakeholders and agencies

of the TAC reflect the inherent value of the
existing environmental resources and recreation
destination of the Lake Lowell area. The plan

is intended to help preserve and protect this
resource while providing a complementary means
of access for the benefit of visitors and residents,
wildlife and water, economy, and environment.

OVERVIEW OF DOCUMENT

Chapter 1: Executive Summary

¢ Provides brief overview of Lake Lowell Area
Bicycle and Pedestrian Access Plan.

Chapter 2: Goals and Objectives
¢ Summarizes goals and objectives of the Plan.

Chapter 3: Existing Conditions Summary
and Needs Assessment
¢ Provides an overview summary of the area's
existing conditions followed by a comprehen-
sive Needs Assessment examining safety,
mobility, environmental sustainability, mode
choice, and overall quality of life considerations.

Chapter 4: Recommendations and
Prioritization
¢ Details the process and outcomes of identify-
ing and prioritizing proposed projects to help
provide access to and around Lake Lowell
and the Refuge.

Chapter 5: Implementation Plan
+ Provides an overview of grants and funding
sources, methods to implement short-term
(5 — 10 year) prioritized projects, phasing and
maintenance recommendations, and Project
Summary Sheets for prioritized projects.

CHAPTER 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY | OCTOBER 2016

PAGE 12



CHAPTER 2

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES




& k& LAKE LOWELL AREA

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS PLAN

INTRODUCTION

Lake Lowell and Deer Flat National Wildlife
Refuge (DFNWR or the Refuge) are located in
southwestern Idaho as shown in Figure 1 -
Study Area Vicinity Map. Increased interest in
non-motorized transportation connections from
the cities of Nampa and Caldwell and around
Canyon County to the Lake Lowell area and to
recreation sites within the Refuge presents safety
and visitor experience concerns due to rural roads
with narrow shoulders.

The Lake Lowell Area Bicycle and Pedestrian
Access Plan is a long-range plan for bicycle and
pedestrian facilities that will provide the public
with safer and more convenient access to the

area around Lake Lowell and the Refuge. This
study involved a coordinated effort between
various stakeholder agencies including the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) Western Federal
Lands, City of Nampa, City of Caldwell, Canyon
County, Canyon Highway District, Nampa Highway
District, and the Refuge.

The plan developed by this study benefits the
general public and does not focus on facilities
geared toward any one user group.

The study area extends approximately 4,000 feet
in all directions beyond the Refuge boundaries as
shown in Figure 2 — Study Area. The expanded

o Lewiston

Grangeville
o

Mc(():all Salmono

Cascade
o

C)Stanley

oSun Valley

Blackfoot
Pocatello 4

Figure 1 — Study Area Vicinity Map

study area reaches the cities of Caldwell and Nampa with the majority of the study area located in
unincorporated Canyon County. According to the Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive
Conservation Plan (CCP), the DFNWR encompasses 10,500 acres including an approximately 9,000-acre

overlay area on Lake Lowell.

VISION STATEMENT

The Lake Lowell Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Access Plan will result in
a long-range plan that will allow a coordinated effort between the various
stakeholder agencies to develop bicycle and pedestrian facilities that will provide
a safer environment for the growing number of users choosing
non-motorized transportation modes within the Lake Lowell area.

CHAPTER 2 - GOALS AND OBJECTIVES | OCTOBER 2016
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BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS PLAN

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The following goals and objectives for the Lake Lowell Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Access Plan
were developed through discussions with project stakeholders and the public. Each of these goals is
supported with a series of objectives to assist in achieving the respective goals.

Goal #1: Improve Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility in the Lake Lowell Area

Goal #1 Objectives:
¢ Develop bicycle and pedestrian facility projects that improve safety over existing conditions.

¢ Reduce vehicle, bicycle/pedestrian, and recreational visitor conflicts.
¢ Recommend projects that are supported by local agencies.
¢ Recommend projects considering cost and funding alternatives.

¢ Recommend projects considering delivery schedule and readiness (e.g., right-of-way availability,
environmental compliance).

Goal #2: Improve Connectivity to the Lake Lowell Area from Canyon County and
the Cities of Nampa and Caldwell

Goal #2 Objectives:

¢ Develop bicycle and pedestrian system connections to the Lake Lowell area from facilities
planned and implemented by Canyon County and the cities of Nampa and Caldwell.

* Provide access to/from activity centers in the County and surrounding communities.
* Provide access to/from DFNWR public access points and facilities.

Goal #3: Enhance Environmental Quality and Reduce Roadway Congestion

Goal #3 Objectives:
¢ Provide alternative travel options to and within the Lake Lowell area.

¢ Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and environmental impacts.
¢ Reduce congestion on roadways.
¢ Mitigate impacts to natural resources and habitats.

Goal #4: Promote Healthy Lifestyles

Goal #4 Objectives:
¢ Increase the number of bicyclists and pedestrians in the Lake Lowell area.

¢ Increase non-motorized recreational opportunities in the area to promote health and wellness and
provide an overall health benefit.

¢ Provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities that balance the needs and skill levels of all user groups.
¢ Provide facilities that are accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities.
¢ Provide facilities that support community goals and enhance quality of life in region.
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INTRODUCTION

This chapter begins with an overview summary of the Lake Lowell area's existing conditions followed
by a comprehensive Needs Assessment examining the area's safety, mobility, environmental
sustainability, mode choice, and overall quality of life considerations.

EXISTING CONDITIONS SUMMARY

A summary of the Existing Conditions technical memo is included in this chapter to provide back-
ground on the study area and its opportunities and constraints, including an inventory of existing bike
and pedestrian facilities, recreation opportunities, roadway facilities, land ownership, and environmental
resources. The complete Existing Conditions technical memo is included in Appendix A.

Sources used to develop this summary of Existing Conditions include:

& LGV AT o] o) e Nel ETEY — City of Nampa Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (2011), City of
Caldwell Pathways and Bike Routes Master Plan (2010), Nampa Highway District Transportation

Plan (2012), the Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP, 2015)
and the National Wildlife Refuge Visitor Survey 2010/2011, and VRT Valleyconnect plan (2011).

o CERWWEVAT TG nE L RiETiilaNe 1) — Association of Canyon County Highway Districts

(ACCHD) Standards; 2009-2013 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) data from Canyon County Highway
District and Nampa Highway District; 2013 Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) data from ITD; and
other information provided by agencies.

. — Canyon County Zoning map and Future Land Use map, City of Nampa Zoning map
and Future Land Use map, and City of Caldwell Zoning and Future Land Use map.

& LV e TR ETo Lo MW YT s T o R 1 Lo REE BT 1163 — Parcel ownership and easement data from the

Bureau of Reclamation and Canyon County Assessor’s office with a focus on publicly owned land
(local, state, federal).

& NI NInCHIEINEERIIEEY — Various local, state, and federal agency databases and sources.

Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

An inventory and assessment of the existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian facilities included
sidewalks, shared-use paths, intersections, and bikeways within the study area. Planned and proposed
facilities include the following:

L @Bicycle Facilities Ll Pedestrian Facilities L Ml Transit Facilities

Bike lanes Sidewalks VRT Flex-Route Service
Pathways Curb Ramps
Crosswalks

Recreation Opportunities

According to the Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge CCP, Section 5.3.2 (General Visitation Information),
the Refuge offers six priority wildlife-dependent recreational opportunities: fishing, hunting, wildlife
watching, wildlife photography, environmental education, and environmental interpretation. Access
locations around the Refuge include the Lower Dam Recreation Area, which offers an existing boat
ramp, parking area, and boat dock, and the Upper Dam Recreation Area, which is near the Visitor
Center and offers two improved boat ramps, two docks, a wildlife viewing platform, a designated
swimming area, and four parking lots with trail access.
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Public Lands

Land ownership data was collected from Canyon County and the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) to identify
local, state, and federally owned properties and easements within the study area. Publicly owned lands
and easements could present opportunities for coordination of future bicycle and pedestrian projects. A
good portion of the Refuge property is owned by the U.S. Department of Interior (DOI)/BOR in fee title.
Several properties that are part of the Refuge study area are owned by the BOR or U.S Fish and Wildlife
Service. The Bureau of Land Management owns land north of the Refuge within the study area, north and
west of the Upper Dam.

Land Use

The study area is located outside of Nampa's and Caldwell’s city limits within unincorporated Canyon
County. A portion of both Nampa's and Caldwell’s Areas of Impacts (AOls) are located within the study
area. A mix of land uses and zoning classifications are represented within the study area including

the following: commercial, agricultural, single-family residential, limited multiple-family residential,
multiple-family residential, and community business.

Roadway Information

Roadway information collected and analyzed for this plan includes right-of-way, pavement width,
shoulder width, average daily traffic (ADT) and annual average daily traffic (AADT) traffic volumes, and
standards for federally funded projects. Information was provided by Canyon Highway District, Nampa
Highway District, and ldaho Transportation Department (ITD).

Environmental Resources

Federal, state, and local databases and sources were reviewed to collect and analyze existing
physical and human environmental resource conditions within the study area. A review of the physi-
cal environment included soil resources and farmland, air quality, hydrology (surface waters, floodplains,
wetlands, and groundwater/sole source aquifers), hazardous materials, and biological resources (threat-
ened and endangered species/State sensitive species). A review of the human environment involved
components strongly influenced by or related directly to humans including demographics, environmental
justice, cultural resources, visual impacts, section 4(f) and 6(f) resources, land use, and noise.

Environmental Concerns

Environmental “pathway concerns” were identified in specific areas around the Refuge. Areas where
no issues would be encountered are intermittent on the south, southwest, and northwest areas of the
Refuge. Areas where major issues would be encountered if a pathway or bike/pedestrian improvement
were proposed are mainly located on the north, northeast, and southern tip of the Refuge. Areas where
a pathway or bike/pedestrian improvement would evoke few issues are located on the southwest and
northeast areas of the Refuge. Specific areas and their unique environmental issues include the following:

1. Shoreline and emergent vegetation heavily used by waterfowl and roosting eagles

2. Areaimmediately adjacent to historic grebe colonies and heron rookery

3. Long-standing sanctuary that has been closed to the public for decades

4. Immediately adjacent to a wetland areas that is heavily used by migrating waterfowl and hunters
5

Increases in cycling and pedestrian use will likely degrade hunting experience. Area may be
near heavily contaminated site.

6. Increases in cycling and pedestrian use will likely degrade hunting experience at this location.

7/8. Area immediately adjacent to farming operation that successfully attracts and feeds large
concentrations of migrating waterfowl.
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NEEDS ASSESSMENT

The needs assessment conducted in the initial planning phase of this project began with a
comprehensive review of needs and proposed projects identified in existing planning documents

in and adjacent to the project’s study area. The needs assessment was further enhanced with a
summary of needs/potential projects identified by stakeholders, agencies, and the Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) in the early planning stages.

General needs considered include safety, mobility, environmental sustainability, mode choice, and
overall quality of life. The bicycle and pedestrian environment within the study area received an in-
depth analysis of specific needs based on key findings from previously adopted and completed plans,
public participation efforts, surveys, and maps from each participating agency.

The agencies joining forces to develop this plan include the City of Nampa (Nampa), City of Caldwell
(Caldwell), Canyon Highway District 4, Nampa Highway District 1, FHWA Western Federal Lands, and
DFNWR. This assessment provides an overview of information provided by agencies, input received
from stakeholders in the early planning stages, and specific needs identified in the City of Nampa
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, the City of Caldwell Pathways and Bike Routes Master Plan,
Nampa Highway District’s Transportation Plan, the Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge CCP and the
National Wildlife Refuge Visitor Survey 2010/2011 (conducted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
U.S. Geological Survey), and the Valley Regional Transit (VRT) Valleyconnect plan.

SAFETY

The study area encompasses rural roadways with relatively narrow shoulders that largely prohibit safe
bicyclist and pedestrian use and create further safety concerns for all commuters.

Available crash data from the ITD within the last five years (2009-2013) was collected and classified
into five categories based upon the most severe injury that resulted from the crash: Fatal, A Injury
(Serious Injuries), B Injury (Visible Injuries), C Injury (Possible Injuries), and Property Damage. Injury
types are further described below:

+ [ZEEES - death occurred within one month of crash

o LM ACECITERIILES N — incapacitating injury (unconscious, transported to hospital)
o ENLTPIANIE ENRITEES N — visible signs of injury (cuts, broken bones)

o LR TTRALCES I ER VIES N — no visible signs of injury (whiplash, soreness)

o LG EAETRELY — collision with property damage greater than $1,500 to any one person but
no injuries or fatalities

A visual representation of crash locations and types within the study area is shown on Figure 3.
According to the Canyon County Sheriff’s Office, the ITD crash data does not reflect all of the known
crashes in the study area. With no additional Geographic Information System (GIS) file or crash
database to reference in this report, ongoing collaboration with the Sheriff’s Office will be paramount
as bicycle and pedestrian projects are explored and alternatives are screened. Up-to-date crash data

is available at http:/gis.lhtac.org/.

Crash Analysis

Of the 291 crashes reported within the last five years for the study area: 3 were classified as a Fatality;
20 as A Injury (Serious Injuries); 35 as B Injury (Visible Injuries); 58 as C Injury (Possible Injuries);

and 177 as Property Damage Only. The fatality was located at the intersection of State Highway 45
and Lake Shore Drive in 2009. Two Visible Injury crashes involving bicyclists within the project area
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occurred between 2009 and 2013: one on Riverside Road at the Lower Dam Recreation Area (2010),
and the other at the intersection of State Highway 55 and Riverside Road (2011).

Due to the unique nature of the study area, animal-related crashes were also examined within the
same time period. According to ITD’s crash records, of the 58.4 average crashes per year, 4.8 crashes
(8.2 percent) involved wild or domestic animals.

A total of 85 crashes (29 percent) occurred on weekends (Saturday and Sunday). Approximately one-
third of crashes (31 percent) occurred in dark conditions and a contributing factor could be minimal or
no street lighting.

Crash Locations

Roadway segments with the highest crash rates were reviewed and are summarized below.

. - 35 crashes (one fatal crash, three A Injury, one B Injury, nine C
Injury, and 21 property damage reports). Fifteen crashes (33 percent) occurred at the intersection
of SH 45 and Lake Shore Drive. One fatal crash (2009) occurred in daylight while attempting to
pass another vehicle. Two animal-wild/domestic crashes were reported at SH 45 and Lewis Lane.
Three crashes occurred while turning left. Reported contributing factors include angle turning and
failure to yield to traffic.

. — 51 crashes (two A Injury, eight B Injury, three C Injury, and 38 property
damage reports). Of those, 38 were property damage-only reports and 11 were animal (wild)
related. Crashes occurred 41.2 percent in daylight conditions and 43 percent in the dark. There
were 14 crashes between Lake Shore Drive and Marsing Road, south of Access No. 6 with one A
Injury, one B Injury, two C Injury, and 10 property damage reports. Reported contributing factors
include negotiating a curve (65 percent), avoiding an obstacle, or starting/stopping in traffic.

o BEICNICIEVERN R R — 39 total crashes (four A Injury, six B Injury, nine C Injury, and 20
property damage reports). Five crashes (13 percent) occurred at the intersection of Riverside

Road— all property damage reports, with one animal (wild) related report. Ten crashes (26 per-
cent) occurred at the intersection of Farmway Road. Twenty-nine crashes (74 percent) occurred
on a two-way road with no divider; 82 percent of the crashes occurred in the daylight. Reported
contributing factors include failure to yield, inattention and exceeding posted speed.

. — 25 total crashes (one A Injury, four B Injury, four C Injury, and 16 property
damage reports). Twenty-two crashes occurred on a two-way road with no divider near the
intersection of Riverside Road and Orchard Ave, of which 50 percent occurred in the dark. One
crash involving a bicyclist (B Injury) was reported at Riverside Road and Orchard Avenue. Two
animal (wild) crashes were reported, with one occurring at the intersection of Lowell Road and
the other occurring at the intersection of Lake Shore Drive. Reported contributing factors include
negotiating a curve (44 percent), turning left, and going straight.

Safety Issues Identified

The cities of Nampa and Caldwell collaborated during the development of their bicycle and pedestrian
master plans to create an integrated trail and pathway system including bike lanes, sidewalks and
multiuse pathways. However, the existing infrastructure does not adequately address the needs in the
Lake Lowell area nor does it provide adequate linkages to the DFNWR. Currently the only means of
accessing DFNWR is by using the local, rural road system. Improvements to the overall roadway system
will benefit all modes of transportation traveling to and from the DFNWR and within the Lake Lowell area.

As part of Nampa and Caldwell’s previous planning efforts, safety issues and concerns as well as
future bicycle and pedestrian facilities and improvements were identified within the boundaries of
each city. This needs assessment focuses on issues and concerns and planned facilities within
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the study area. Local input derived from public participation and surveys included in Nampa and
Caldwell’s bicycle and pedestrian master plans were reviewed as part of this study and indicate an
overwhelming support for improved access to Lake Lowell and the DFNWR.

The continued urban growth of Nampa and Caldwell has produced an increased desire for bicycling and
walking facilities in both communities; however, there are limited existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities
that connect these communities to Lake Lowell or create conectivity within the study area. As Nampa
and Caldwell grow and the number of visitors to the DFNWR increases, so will the safety concerns and
stress on the local roadway system as well as the need for adequate multi-modal facilities.

Safety issues identified by the Canyon County Sheriff’s Office in the City of Nampa Bicycle and Pedestrian
Master Plan, the City of Caldwell Pathways and Bike Routes Master Plan, Nampa Highway District
Transportation Plan, and the National Wildlife Refuge Visitor Survey 2010/2011 are summarized below.

Safety Issues — Ganyon Gounty Sheriff’s Office

As shown in Appendix C, Canyon County Sheriff’s Office provided an Area Crime Report map that
illustrates crime areas surrounding the DFNWR. While the development of a GIS map containing this
data by the Sheriff’s Office is ongoing, the map provided in Appendix C shows areas where crime has
occurred in a five-year period (2010 to 2014). According to the Canyon County Sheriff’s Office, they
responded to 435 felony calls and 14,698 “other” calls ranging from misdemeanor offenses, calls for
service, and public assists between 2010 and 2014.

In the northwest portion of the study area, the Area Crime Report map shows higher concentrations of
crime along Wagner Road, Farmway Road, 10th Avenue, and Indiana Avenue. In the northeast portion
of the study area, the map shows some crime activity surrounding Schaffer’s Access and Gotts Point
Access. In the south portion of the study area, the map shows overall lower concentrations of crime,
with a good portion located along Lake Shore Drive, particularly west of Rim Road.

This information is helpful to understand where potential safety issues should be considered when
planning for bicycle and pedestrian improvements and connections within the study area. Lighting,
sighage, and other safety measures should be considered as possible project features when new
infrastructure projects are developed and evaluated.

Safety Issues - Gily of Nampa Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

As described in the Nampa Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, survey respondents cited an overall
need for safe walking and biking facilities along Nampa’s roadways. Sidewalk surface conditions are
generally poor or missing within the study area, with noted obstructions including mailboxes in the
sidewalk right-of-way creating obstacles and safety concerns for potential users. The Plan noted that
sidewalks are missing southbound on Midland Boulevard between Lake Lowell Avenue and Locust
Lane. Also, Greenhurst Road has intermittent sidewalks and completely lacks sidewalks on the segment
of roadway between Midland Boulevard and the eastern boundary of the DFNWR. Sidewalks, pathways,
and trail connections are missing along Locust Lane starting at Sunnyridge Road on the easternmost
boundary of the DFNWR. Poor sidewalk surface conditions were noted in specific locations including
Lake Lowell Avenue between S. Stanford Street and 12th Avenue and on 12th Avenue between W.
Georgia Avenue and Lake Lowell Avenue. The presence of crosswalks and curb ramps in the study area
are minimal. The Plan specifically notes that curb ramps are missing along Middleton Road, Lake Lowell
Avenue, Midland Boulevard, and near lowa Elementary within the study area.

The Plan reports that Nampa residents expressed a strong desire for sidewalks, crosswalks, and
bike lanes. Survey respondents also indicated that improved connectivity to existing trails through
on-street dedicated facilities (i.e., bike lanes and sidewalks) and closing trail gaps would encourage
residents to walk or bike more. Surveyed bicyclists asked for roadway debris removal to increase