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AGENDA ITEM 1 
AGENDA ITEM 
 
Electric Bicycle (E-Bike) Policy Evaluation  
 
GENERAL MANAGER’S RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
Review the findings of various studies and surveys regarding electric bicycle use (e-bikes) on 
paved and unpaved trails in open space lands and consider the following recommendations: 

1. Approve Class 1 and Class 2 e-bike access on limited improved trails at Ravenswood 
Open Space Preserve.  

2. Approve Class 1 and Class 2 e-bike access on limited improved trails at Rancho San 
Antonio Open Space Preserve.  

3. Approve one of the following: 
a. Direct the General Manager to prepare for the implementation of Class 1 e-bike 

access on all District trails where bicycles are allowed. 
i. Staff would return at a later date with appropriate environmental review 

for Board consideration and adoption of this option.   

b. Affirm the prohibition of e-bikes on District trails except for specifically 
designated trails in recommendations 1and 2 above. 

c. Direct the General Manager to implement an Unpaved E-Bike Pilot Program on 
select District Preserves to evaluate the effects on District lands. 

i. Staff would return at a later date with a recommended process and plan for 
carrying out an Unpaved E-Bike Pilot Program on District lands. 

 
SUMMARY 
  
On November 20, 2019, the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (District) Board of 
Directors (Board) (R-19-155) directed the General Manager to evaluate potential electric bicycle 
(e-bike) access in District preserves. To guide the evaluation, the Board specified its 
consideration of potential e-bike access as follows: consideration of Class 1 e-bikes on unpaved, 
multi-use trails and evaluation of Class 1 and Class 2 e-bikes on select paved/improved, multi-
use trails in two preserves. The e-bike evaluation work conducted over the last year includes 
various surveys and studies related to a one-year pilot program of Class 1 and Class 2 e-bike use 
on paved, multi-use trails within Rancho San Antonio and Ravenswood Preserve and intercept 
surveys on Santa Clara County Parks unpaved, multi-use trails where e-bikes are currently 
allowed. Additionally, H. T. Harvey and Associates completed an e-bike noise study, focused on 
the potential impacts to birds and bats, and the District’s Science Advisory Panel (SAP) 
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conducted a literature review of the impacts and benefits of e-bikes. Throughout the evaluation 
process, public communication received regarding e-bikes has been recorded and categorized.  In 
addition, data on violations and accidents for e-bikes and regular bicycles were tracked. At this 
meeting, the Board will review the studies and findings and public comment received to date and 
deliberate on a policy decision for e-bike use on District lands.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Over the last few years, public interest in e-bikes for transportation and recreation has grown 
steadily. This trend has been reflected locally by increased use on public lands and roadways. By 
ordinance, the District prohibits the use of e-bikes on District trails and pathways unless they 
function as an Other Power-Driven Mobility Device for visitors with a mobility disability under 
the Americans with Disabilities Act. District rangers have reported a rise in illicit e-bike use at 
preserves and the District has received extensive public comment on the subject.  
 
DISCUSION 
 
Paved Pilot Program and Surveys 
On December 1, 2020, the District began a pilot program of Class 1 and 2 e-bikes on paved or 
improved multi-use trails within Ravenswood and Rancho San Antonio Preserves. Improved 
trails in this context are those trails that have hardened surfaces through the addition of 
compacted base rock or other surface material.  This process reduces the potential for erosion 
and rutting on heavily used trails, allowing for year-round use. The trails were evaluated by 
District Land and Facilities staff before the pilot program began (baseline conditions) and again 
last December using photographs (post-pilot conditions).  Area Manager Michael Gorman 
reported a significant impact from increased visitation during the COVID pandemic that resulted 
in the widening of some trails.  However, there was no physical change to the trails over the 
course of the yearlong pilot that could be attributed specifically to e-bike use.  
 
From April 1, 2021, through June 30, 2021, a total of 556 intercept surveys were conducted 
along the trails in these pilot preserves.  Rancho San Antonio had 14 days of surveys that 
spanned a total of 56 hours where 398 surveys were completed.  Ravenswood had 12 days of 
surveys, accounting for 48 hours, where 158 surveys were completed. Attachment 1 includes a 
full report on the paved pilot program. The surveys were conducted at the junction of the 
Permanente Creek Trail and the Service Road in Rancho San Antonio.  The surveys at 
Ravenswood were conducted on the boardwalk on the Bay Trail. 
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The intercept survey consisted of 11 questions and a demographics section designed to gauge 
support or opposition for Class 1 and 2 e-bikes on paved trails within District Preserves. 
Appendix A includes the results for each question asked on the survey with key takeaways 
summarized below: 

During these intercept surveys, observational data was also collected on the number of e-bikes 
versus regular bikes observed, the behavior of both groups of bike riders, and the behavior and 
reactions of wildlife in the area (refer to Appendix D). Key takeaways are as follows: 

♦ Of the total number of bicycles observed (1325):
o 94.42% were regular bikes (1251 total)
o 5.58% were e-bikes (3.32% Class 1, 1.58% Class 2, and 0.68% Class 3) (74 total)

♦ Regular (non-e-bike) bike rider behavior by percentage of regular bikes observed:
o 3.17% speeding (42 of 1251)
o 0.38% passing too fast
o 0.08% rude behavior

♦ E-bike rider behavior by percentage of e-bikes observed:
o 5.58% speeding (3 of 74)
o 1.35% passing too fast

♦ Wildlife observations
o 219 wildlife observed
o 0 wildlife fled as a result of visitor actions or behavior

Unpaved Trails - Intercept Surveys 
On January 27, 2021, the Board (R-21-13) directed the General Manager to proceed with an 
unpaved trail intercept survey study on the lands of a partner agency that already allows e-bikes 
on their unpaved, multi-use trails.  Santa Clara County Parks was chosen as the partner agency as 
their visitor use and trail types are the closest proxy to District preserves and trails.  Santa Clara 
County Parks have allowed Class 1 and 2 e-bikes on all paved and unpaved multi-use trails and 
pathways, including on approximately 150 miles of unpaved multi-use trails, since 2017.   

Two specific unpaved multi-use trails/locations that closely resemble District trails in 
environment, use type, and visitation levels were chosen for the study. The first location was the 
junction of the Lisa Killough Trail, Cottle Trail, and North Ridge Trail within the Rancho San 
Vicente portion of Calero County Park. These three trails are unpaved, multi-use trails with high 
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visitation.  Equestrians, hikers, dog walkers, and bicyclists use these trails, which compares well 
to the District’s Fremont Older Preserve and Sierra Azul Preserve (Kennedy Area). The second 
location was along the John Nicholas Trail in Sanborn County Park. Surveys were conducted at 
two locations on the trail, the first was at the junction with the Skyline Trail and the second was 
near the junction of Lake Ranch Trail. This trail is narrow, heavily used by bicyclists, hikers, dog 
walkers, and occasionally equestrians, and is a segment of the Bay Area Ridge Trail. This trail is 
similar to other segments of the Bay Area Ridge Trail on District preserves. A total of 1186 
intercept surveys and observation reports were conducted from July 1, 2021, through October 31, 
2021.  The Rancho San Vicente location saw 17 days of surveys for a total of 66.5 hours, 
yielding 746 surveys.  The Sanborn location yielded 440 surveys over 76.25 hours within 20 
days.  Refer to Attachment 2 for a full report of the unpaved trail study.  
 
The intercept survey consisted of 10 questions and a demographics section designed to gauge 
support or opposition for Class 1 e-bikes on multi-use trails and to gauge the types and frequency 
of user conflicts between e-bike users and other trail users. Appendix E includes a copy of the 
survey questions and the results for each question.  Key takeaways are reflected in the charts 
below: 
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During the intercept surveys, data collection also focused on how many e-bikes versus regular 
bikes were observed, the behavior of bike riders for both groups, and the reactions of wildlife in 
the area (refer to Appendix H for details). Results of significant data are as follows: 

♦ Of the total amount of bicycles observed (3754): 
o 89.56% were regular bikes (3363 total) 
o 10.42% were e-bikes (9.99% Class 1 and 0.43% Class 2) (391 total) 

♦ Regular (non-e-bike) bike rider behavior by percent of total regular bikes observed: 
o 2.58% speeding 
o 0.03% passing too fast 
o 0.08% rude behavior 
o 0.05% negative interaction 

♦ E-bike rider behavior by percent of total e-bikes observed: 
o 0.024% speeding 
o 0.00% passing too fast 

♦ Wildlife observations 
o 197 wildlife observed 
o 0 wildlife fled as a result of visitor actions or behavior 
o 13 incidents of minimal wildlife reaction1 

 
Equestrian Outreach 
The trails and parks chosen for the unpaved intercept surveys were selected in part with the 
expectation of surveying a variety of trail users, including hikers, bicyclists, e-bikers, and 
equestrians. Because the intercept surveys only yielded minimal data from equestrian visitors 
due to the small sample size (only three equestrians in total), staff also reached out directly to 
this community for their input. An online survey link was provided to the San Mateo County 
Horseman’s Association, the Los Altos Hill Horseman’s Association, Santa Clara County 
Horseman’s Association, and Equestrian Trail Riders Action Committee (ETRAC). Survey 
respondents were asked to answer the questions based on visits to a Santa Clara County Park 
where e-bikes are currently allowed.  
 
As this methodology differed from the unpaved intercept surveys, the results are listed here 
separately.  Based on the responses, it is clear that the survey was shared and expanded beyond 
the equestrian community, with hikers and bicyclists also responding to the survey. Seven of the 
69 total surveys received were omitted from the data as the respondents indicated they were not 
an equestrian, but instead hikers and bikers.  The survey focused specifically on e-bike use, 
however, over 30% of the responses to open-ended questions mentioned “cyclists and bikers” in 
a holistic manner and did not differentiate between regular bikes and e-bikes.   
 
Reportable data from this outreach is limited due to the wide community sharing of the survey 
beyond the equestrian groups and the broader responses that included concerns not specific to e-
bikes. Key takeaways are as follows: 

♦ Support or oppose Class 1 e-bikes on unpaved, multiuse trails: 
o 70.00% oppose 

 
1 1Minimal wildlife reaction was recorded when an animal did not flee but was visibly interrupted from what they 
were doing. Example: a deer looking up from feeding but then returning to feeding 
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o 10.0% are neutral 
o 6.67% support 

♦ User Conflict on the trails: 
o 78.33% had a conflict (23 out of 47 conflicts reported was with an e-bike) 
o 15.0% did not have a conflict on the trails 

 
Public Input Regarding E-bikes 
Communication to the District regarding e-bikes has been collected, monitored, and categorized 
to track public sentiment from the beginning of the paved pilot back in December of 2020 until 
January 31, 2022. This includes public comment received via the general info@openspace.org 
email address, the public comment form for e-bikes posted on the District project website, 
through direct email correspondence to Board members, and from comments submitted in Board 
meetings.  The comments are organized into the following categories: Support E-bikes on All 
Trails, Support E-bikes with Restrictions, Oppose E-bikes, and Undecided.  The category of 
Support E-bikes with Restrictions was further broken down into the following categories: wide 
trails only, paved trails only, limited trails, and only Class 1 e-bikes.  
 
A detailed analysis of the public comments from December 2020 through January 31, 2022, is 
provided in Attachment 3.  Through all the platforms listed above, a total of 997 comments were 
received that had a determinable sentiment attached.  Some responses only list names and email 
addresses for inclusion on public notification lists and did not include any comment or indication 
of opinion on e-bikes; these comments are thus excluded.  Results of combined data are shown in 
the chart below: 
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Noise Study 
The Natural Resources Department was tasked with investigating potential noise impacts to 
wildlife (specifically birds and bats) from e-bikes. Wildlife Program staff contacted H.T. Harvey 
& Associates (H.T. Harvey), one of the District’s on-call biological consultants, to assist as they 
have expertise in measuring sound and determining potential noise impacts to these species. 
 
On November 10, 2021, the Board received an FYI detailing the results of this study (see also 
Attachment 4).  The study concluded that both regular bikes and e-bikes generate noise across 
both low and high frequencies, depending on the model and the type of activity for which the 
bike is being used.  However, regular bikes were generally quieter than the e-bikes.  Both types 
of bikes generated noise in frequencies that are inaudible to most birds and mammals (including 
humans) but can be heard by bats. Bats are generally more sensitive to the high frequency sounds 
that were generated by the e-bikes 
 
Noise buffers are currently used by the District during sensitive seasons to reduce potential noise 
impacts to wildlife where human generated noises may exceed the ambient noise level in site 
specific areas. The study provided recommended buffer distances for avoiding or reducing 
impacts to known nesting or roosting sites of certain birds and bats where e-bikes may be 
allowed. Natural Resources staff reviewed the District’s trail system where regular bikes are 
allowed to identify the potential location of sensitive receptors and determined that there were 
two known bat boxes located near the Skyline Ridge A-frame house within proximity to an 
existing multi-use trail. The background noise levels at this location are similar to those 
generated by e-bikes (as measured in the study), therefore no bat box relocation or seasonal trail 
closures were recommended.  Bat species that use bat boxes are generally more tolerant of 
disturbance and despite the background noise levels (from the residence, nearby trail, and 
Skyline field office), bats continue to use these bat boxes. As demonstrated at this site, certain 
species of bats in certain conditions may have a higher disturbance tolerance and require smaller 
or no buffers, especially in more heavily disturbed areas. No other known sensitive receptors 
were identified in proximity to the District’s existing bike trails. As future new trails are 
considered, staff will survey proposed trails alignments for the potential presence of bat roosts or 
other sensitive receptors to inform changes in the final alignment or the need for other avoidance 
measures (e.g., seasonal closures, buffers, etc.) to prevent or reduce impacts to sensitive wildlife.   
  
Science Advisory Panel Findings 
The Science Advisory Panel (SAP), which consists of the San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) 
and Point Blue Conservation Science (Point Blue), provided an independent science-based 
review of scientific literature and practitioner studies about the benefits and impacts of Class 1 
electric bike access on multi-use recreational trails in natural areas.  The full report is provided as 
Attachment 5. The SAP determined that of the few studies done to examine the impacts of e-
bikes on open space lands, some were too limited to have conclusive statistical analysis. With 
what research could be found and input from a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) comprised 
of resource and recreation management practitioners and scholars, the SAP produced a report 
that compares the potential impacts from e-bikes to those of regular mountain bikes. 
  
The SAP report identifies six potential e-bike-related impacts within open space lands.  These 
are categorized as Wildlife Disturbance, Noise, Distance and Duration, Soils/Erosion, 
Vegetation, and Visitor Experience.  Of these six categories, literature suggesting a notable 
difference between e-bikes and regular bikes existed in the Noise category only.  This was based 
on the Noise study performed by H.T. Harvey and Associates.  The study showed that e-bikes 
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produce louder sounds in high-frequency ranges audible to certain bat species and in lower-
frequency ranges audible to birds (and other wildlife).  Other findings also suggest the potential 
for increased recreational benefits via increased bicycle use in preserves, particularly for people 
who seek a less challenging means to travel through the preserve. An increase in use, however, 
may also incrementally increase impacts to natural resources and/or the experience of other 
visitors if the frequency of bike encounters and/or the interior distance travelled increases with 
the addition of e-bikes. The SAP report included management recommendations to address these 
possible impacts.  Attachment 6 lists these recommendations and explains whether they are 
already a current practice at the District or if they can be implemented as new practices.  
 
Updated Survey of Other Public Land Management Agencies and their E-Bike Policies 
As with any type of interruptive technology, the increase in e-bike use has not come without 
controversy and debate among public land managers, trail users, and e-mountain bike (EMTB) 
advocates. In 2019, staff surveyed local and regional public land management agencies on their 
e-bike policies. Locally, there is mixed support and varying restrictions on e-bike use. Many 
policies have not been updated since the California Vehicle Code (CVC) was amended in 2017 
to define e-bikes as electric bicycles, separating them from vehicles, motor-driven cycles, and 
motorized bicycles, and further stipulating that Class 1 or Class 2 e-bikes are allowed on a 
bicycle path or trail, equestrian trail, or hiking or recreational trail, unless prohibited by 
ordinance.  
 
In preparation for the Planning and Natural Resource Committee meeting of March 8, 2022 on 
the topic, staff updated the November 2019 survey. The survey includes information from 
California State Parks, East Palo Alto, Palo Alto, Menlo Park, San Jose Parks, Santa Clara 
County Parks, San Mateo County Parks, Marin County Parks and Open Space, Sonoma County 
Parks, East Bay Regional Parks District, Marin Municipal Water District, Santa Clara Valley 
Open Space Authority, and CalFire - Soquel Demonstration Forest.  As part of the update, the 
list was expanded to include Bureau of Land Management’s Cotoni-Coast Dairies National 
Monument and Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge (see Attachment 7).  Below is a 
summary of the key findings: 
 
Of the 15 agencies included in the survey: 

• Three agencies do not explicitly allow e-bikes (Soquel Demonstration Forest, Marin 
Municipal Water District, Palo Alto) 

• Twelve agencies allow e-bikes specifically on paved roadways and paths.  
• Nine agencies allow e-bikes on unpaved roads, trails and paths and six do not. 
• Two agencies treat Class 1 and 2 e-bikes differently.   
• Where allowed, Class 3 e-bikes are only permitted on paved paths and roadways. None of 

the agencies allow Class 3 e-bikes on natural trails.  
• Four agencies (Palo Alto, Marin County Parks and Open Space, Marin Water District, 

and Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority) that do not allow e-bikes or are neutral are 
either reviewing or considering revising their policies or conducting research. 

• Five agencies that allow e-bikes manage lands with local and regional trail connections to 
District lands. 

• Five agencies (California State Parks, Palo Alto, Marin County Parks and Open Space, 
Marin Water District, and the Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority) are monitoring 
e-bike review processes, but not actively conducting an analysis of their own.  

• California State Parks allows Class 1 e-bikes for research or demonstration purposes by 
the Superintendent’s order. 

8



R-22-78 Page 9 

Santa Clara County Parks is one of the agencies from the survey that allows Class 1 and Class 2 
e-bikes throughout their multi-use unpaved trail system.  Numerous District preserves and trails 
connect to the Santa Clara County Park system across the lower Peninsula and South Bay 
(currently affecting Fremont Older, Sierra Azul, St. Joseph’s Hill, Monte Bello, and Saratoga 
Gap).  These trail junctions pose a use conflict whereby e-bikes traveling on County Trails arrive 
at a point where the trail enters District lands and where e-bikes are currently prohibited.  District 
Rangers have noted that e-bicyclists will often disregard District ordinances and continue riding 
through District lands to extend their trail experience with a fewer subset turning back to return 
to County Trails. See Attachment 8 for a map that depicts conflicting e-bike use on trails that 
connect to District trails. 
 
Enforcement and Accidents 
District records of specific e-bike related citations and warnings only consist of the violation of 
using e-bikes on District lands (as a reminder, e-bikes are currently prohibited on District lands).  
The chart below lists all written warnings and citations for E-bikes Prohibited since 2015. 
District records do not show any citations or warnings issued for e-bikes under other violation 
codes.   

 
Below is a chart of speeding warnings and violations since 2015 and all were for regular bikes. 

 

Note: E-bikes Prohibited 
signs were installed in 2020 at 
Preserves to clarify District 
Policy, at which time 
enforcement also increased 
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Enforcement activity during the Rancho San Antonio and Ravenswood paved pilot program saw 
one bike related violation in the two Preserves and it was for a bicycle prohibited violation in 
Rancho San Antonio.  This violation was for a regular bike, not an e-bike, that was observed in 
an area closed to bicycle use.  Looking back to 2015, three e-bike prohibited violations have 
occurred in Rancho San Antonio Preserve, one each in 2015, 2016, and 2019 (these violations 
are included in the chart above of all E-bike Prohibited Violations). From 2015 to 2021, 24 
Closed Area Bike violations occurred in Rancho San Antonio, all of these were for regular bikes. 
Rancho San Antonio also saw two additional bike related violations, both for riding without a 
helmet.  Ravenswood only had two bike related violations in the 2015 to 2021 span of time, and 
one was for a helmet required and the other was for riding with earbuds. 
 
District records show one e-bike related accident, a solo bicycle accident in Sierra Azul, in the 
last 2 years.  During this same two-year timeframe, the District had 46 bicycle accidents 
involving regular bikes (27 in 2020 and 19 in 2021).  
 
Santa Clara County Parks was contacted and asked how e-bikes have impacted enforcement 
activity and the number of accidents involving bicycles. For 2020 and 2021, Santa Clara County 
Parks reports that no citations were issued for e-bike violations. In 2020, 9 total warnings for 
Class 3 e-bikes or other e-bikes on non-designated trails were issued. In 2021, 4 total warnings 
regarding Class 3 e-bikes or other e-bikes on non-designated trails were issued.  
 
In 2020, Santa Clara County Parks reported 79 bicycle accidents with one of these involving an 
e-bike. In 2021, Santa Clara County Parks reported 61 bicycle accidents with one involving an e-
bike. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The paved pilot program and the unpaved intercept survey study each solicited public input on 
the potential for e-bike use of District lands.   
 
The paved pilot survey opinion poll resulted in a total of 556 responses (409 from non-cyclists 
and 147 from cyclists).  Of the total responses, 68% (378 of 556) support allowing Class 1 e-
bikes on paved trails.   Responses from non-cyclists show 63% (120 of 409) support Class 1 e-
bikes on paved trails, while 37% (289 of 409) either oppose (23%), are neutral (10%) or not sure 
(4%).  Responses from cyclists show 81.6% (120 of 147) support Class1 e-bikes on paved trails, 
while 18.3% (27 of 147) either oppose (4.8%), are neutral (11.6%) or not sure (2%). The paved 
pilot program also asked about Class 2 e-bikes. Of all respondents, 42% support Class 2 e-bikes 
on paved trails while 58% either oppose (39%), are neutral (15%) or not sure (4%) of Class 2 e-
bikes on paved/improved trails with more non-cyclists (46%) opposing Class 2 e-bikes.   
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The unpaved trail study generated 1186 total respondents with a majority of all responses (57% 
or 677) supporting Class 1 e-bike use on unpaved trails. The graph below separates cyclist 
opinions from non-cyclists.  Of the total 247 non-cyclist responses, 100 (40%) support Class 1 e-
bikes on unpaved trails while 147 (60%) either oppose (26.3%), are neutral (25.5%), or unsure 
(7.7%).  Of the total 938 cyclist responses, the majority (61.5%) support Class 1 e-bikes on 
unpaved trails while 361 (38.4%) either oppose (13.4%), are neutral (21.7%), or not sure (3.3%).  
 

 
 
Public comment received from December of 2020 through January 31 of 2022 on the subject of 
e-bikes was also gathered, tracked, and categorized.  Of these comments, 87% wrote in support 
of the use. Based on these responses, e-bike use on District land is particularly unpopular with 
equestrians, with 70% of the equestrian respondents opposing e-bikes. 
  
The SAP report indicates six potential impacts from e-bikes that are largely similar to impacts 
from regular bikes, including potential impacts to trails and soils, vegetation trampling and 
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dissemination of invasive seeds and pathogens, wildlife disturbance, and visitor conflict. Ways in 
which e-bikes could differ from regular bikes include uphill speed, distance traveled per ride, 
demographics of riders, potential fire risk, and noise impacts to wildlife, specifically bats. The 
Noise study conducted for the District by H. T. Harvey and Associates concluded that both 
regular bikes and e-bikes generate noise across both low and high frequencies.  However, regular 
bikes were generally quieter than e-bikes in high frequencies that are inaudible to humans and 
most wildlife but may be disruptive to bats. A staff review found that known bat roosts are 
sufficiently far from existing multi-use trails that they would not be impacted by e-bike use 
where bicycles are currently allowed. The SAP findings also suggest the potential for increased 
recreational benefits via increased bicycle use in preserves, particularly for people with certain 
mobility challenges or who seek a less challenging means to travel through the preserve; an 
increase in use, however, may also increase impacts to natural resources and/or the experience of 
other user groups if the frequency of bike encounters and/or the interior distance travelled 
increases with the addition of e-bikes. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

There is no fiscal impact associated with this recommendation.  

BOARD AND COMMITTEE REVIEW 

A presentation was made to the Board (R-19-155, minutes) on November 20, 2019, to consider 
options for evaluating a potential e-bike policy for District lands. The Board directed the General 
Manager to return with an evaluation and process for implementing a phased one-year pilot 
program for e-bikes on specific paved/improved (Class 1 and 2 e-bikes) trails and a study for 
unpaved trails (Class 1 e-bikes) to evaluate potential differences in enforcement, use, visitor 
experience, and impacts to the natural resources. Under this direction, a project was created for 
Fiscal Year 2020-21 (FY21). As the FY21 budget recommendations were being finalized, the 
COVID pandemic struck and action plan adjustments were being considered that potentially 
deferred the e-bike evaluation project to FY22. During the budget hearing on June 10, 2020, the 
Board expressed concerns about deferring the e-bike project entirely and directed staff to modify 
the project scope for FY21 to specifically focus on e-bike access on District paved trails and 
defer the evaluation of e-bike access on unpaved trails to FY22 (minutes). The FY21 project 
scope was finalized by the Board during the Board meeting on June 24, 2020, to “explore a pilot 
program for e-bike access on District paved trails” (minutes). 

During its regular meeting on August 12, 2020, the Board of Directors (Board) approved a Paved 
Pilot Program to evaluate select paved and improved trails at Ravenswood Preserve and Rancho 
San Antonio Preserve and County Park for use by Class 1 and 2 e-bikes (R-20-89, minutes).  The 
Board also directed the General Manager to return with recommendations for an Unpaved Trail 
Study for Class 1 e-bikes. The Paved Pilot Program began on December 10, 2020.  During the 
December 7, 2020 Board retreat meeting, while discussing potential focus areas for FY22, 
multiple Board members expressed concern with the timing of the efforts and asked staff to 
return with options to expedite the Unpaved Trail Study (minutes). 

In a special meeting on January 27, 2021, the General Manager presented three options reflecting 
various deployments of staff resources given limited staff capacities to seek Board direction on 
how best to proceed with analyzing the potential effects of e-bike use on the visitor experience, 
trail maintenance and enforcement, and natural resources for paved and unpaved trails (R-21-13, 
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minutes). The Board approved Option 3 (listed below). During the discussion, Director Kersteen-
Tucker asked staff to consult the Science Advisory Panel regarding the impacts of e-bikes on the 
natural resources. 
 

Option 3 – Scale down the Paved Pilot Program and initiate an Unpaved Pilot Program 
on Partner lands by Summer/Fall of 2021.  This option reduced the analysis of the Paved 
Pilot Program to release staff capacity for initiating a study of unpaved e-bike access on 
current e-bike trails of partner lands that serve as a proxy to District lands and unpaved 
bicycle trails. More specifically, under this option: 

 
• The Paved Pilot Program was rescoped by reducing the intercept surveys, observation 

reports, and speed surveys. Online feedback on the Paved Pilot Program was still 
captured through the District website. Staff would analyze and present findings to the 
Board in 2022 related to use, complaints, enforcement, accidents, and before/after 
observations to confirm whether to formalize e-bike use on the paved/improved trails.   

• Staff would pursue a partnership with a local park/land management agency to 
conduct a short-term study (intercept surveys and observation reports) on the partner 
agency’s unpaved trails where e-bikes are already permitted during the summer/fall of 
2021.  

• Staff would present the results of the short-term study to PNR in early 2022 and then 
forward PNR recommendations to the full Board.  Depending on the findings, the 
Board may consider the following three options: 

i. Determine that the surveys are sufficient to decide whether to allow Class 
1 e-bikes on unpaved District trails. 
 Final Board decision on e-bike use would occur in Spring 2022. 

ii. Direct staff to continue the partnership study for a full year to include 
winter and spring use levels and effects. 
 Final Board decision on e-bike use would occur in early 2023. 

iii. Direct staff to implement an Unpaved Pilot Program on select District 
Preserves to evaluate effects on District lands. 
 Final Board decision on e-bike use would occur in Spring/Summer 

of 2023. 
 
On December 9, 2020, an FYI on the Paved Pilot Program implementation was provided to the 
Board (FYI memo, minutes).  
 
On May 12, 2021, an FYI Memorandum was sent to the Board as an update on the e-bike policy 
evaluation project that included the selection of Santa Clara County Parks as the partner agency 
to host the unpaved surveys in both Sanborn and Calero County Parks (FYI memo).   
 
On November 10, 2021, an FYI Memorandum was sent to the Board listing the findings and 
recommendations from the noise study that was conducted by H.T. Harvey and Associates (FYI 
memo).  This noise study was conducted to determine if e-bikes created noise impacts to 
wildlife, specifically birds and bats.  
 
On March 8, 2022, the Planning and Natural Resource Committee (R-22-31, minutes) received a 
presentation describing the background of the e-bike policy evaluation project, past Board 
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direction, the results of the e-bike pilot program on District lands, an unpaved trail study that 
took place on neighboring park lands, public comment, a review of a noise study focused on 
bats, and a review of the results from the Science Advisory Panel’s research and management 
recommendations.  
 
On March 8, 2022, the Planning and Natural Resource Committee decided to forward the 
following recommendations to the full Board of Directors for their consideration:  

1. Approve Class 1 and 2 e-bike access on limited improved trails at Ravenswood Open 
Space Preserve.  

2. Approve Class 1 and 2 e-bike access on limited improved trails at Rancho San Antonio 
Open Space Preserve.  

3. Based on studies and findings to date, approve one of the following: 
a. Approve Class 1 e-bikes access on all District trails where bicycles are allowed 

(includes unpaved trails). 
b. Affirm the prohibition of e-bikes on District trails except for specifically 

designated trails in recommendation 1and 2. 
c. Direct staff to implement an Unpaved E-Bike Pilot Program on select District 

Preserves to evaluate the effects on District lands. 
The PNR also requested maps of the proposed paved trails and survey location be added to the 
corresponding report (see attachments). Discussion around the SAP’s recommended 
management solutions to mitigate the possible impacts of e-bikes resulted in the addition of 
Attachment 6 to this report. This attachment lists the recommendations from the SAP and 
whether the District already incorporates the recommendation into its land management practices 
and if not, whether it is feasible and appropriate based on existing capacity and policies.  The 
PNR also asked that those agencies that are currently going through an e-bike policy review 
process be highlighted in Attachment 7. Finally, PNR requested a thorough review of each class 
of e-bikes and the laws that created them, which will be provided in the presentation to the 
Board. (meeting minutes) 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE   
 
Public notice was provided as required by the Brown Act.  
 
CEQA COMPLIANCE   
   
All of the recommended actions, except for Option 3a above, are categorically exempt from 
CEQA as described below.  These categorically exempt actions include whether to: (a) approve 
or prohibit e-bike use on limited improved trails or (b) implement an unpaved e-bike pilot 
program on select District Preserves. If Option 3a is selected by the Board, District staff would 
return at a later date with the appropriate environmental review for Board consideration and final 
adoption of the 3a option. 
 
CEQA Guidelines section 15301. EXISTING FACILITIES 
CEQA exempts the operation or minor alteration of existing public or private structures, 
facilities, or topographical features, which involve negligible or no expansion of existing or 
former use. The use of e-bikes on trails where bicycles are already allowed represents a 
negligible expansion of use of existing trails.  
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CEQA Guidelines section 15304. MINOR ALTERATIONS TO LAND 
CEQA exempts minor alterations in the condition of land which do not involve removal of 
healthy, mature, scenic trees and have negligible or no permanent effects on the environment.  
As stated herein, the limited duration of e-bike use on trails where bicycles are already allowed 
will have a negligible effect on the environment. 
 
CEQA Guidelines section 15311. ACCESSORY STRUCTURES 
CEQA exempts construction, or placement of minor structures accessory to (appurtenant to) 
existing facilities, such as on-premise signs.  As described in this report, signs may be installed 
or altered in order to notify preserve users of the changes to the trail designation regarding e-
bikes during a pilot program.  
 
CEQA Guidelines section 15306. INFORMATION COLLECTION 
CEQA exempts information gathering activities or actions that are part of a study leading to an 
action which the agency has not yet adopted, which do not result in a serious or major 
disturbance to an environmental resource.  Changing the trail designation of certain trails to 
temporarily allow e-bikes during a pilot program will allow the District to collect information 
about e-bike use in certain areas.  This information will inform future policy decisions about e-
bike use on paved and unpaved trails. 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment 1 Paved Pilot Program Report 
Attachment 2 Unpaved Study 
Attachment 3 Public Comment Sentiment 
Attachment 4 Noise Study 
Attachment 5 Science Advisory Panel Literature Review  
Attachment 6 SAP Management Recommendations 
Attachment 7 Regional Policies Updated 
Attachment 8 E-Bikes Trail Connections 
 
Responsible Department Head:  
Matt Anderson, Chief Ranger and Manager of Visitor Services Department 
 
Prepared by: 
Brad Pennington, Area Superintendent, Foothills  
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Attachment 1 

Rev. 1/3/18 

 

 PAVED PILOT PROGRAM AND SURVEYS 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On November 20, 2019, the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (District) Board of 
Directors (Board) (R-19-155, minutes) considered options for evaluating a potential e-bike 
policy for District lands. The Board directed the General Manager to return with a process for 
implementing a phased one-year pilot program for Class 1 and 2 e-bikes on specific 
paved/improved trails and Class 1 e-bikes on unpaved, multi-use trails to evaluate potential 
differences in enforcement, use, visitor experience, and impacts to the natural resources.  Under 
this direction, a project was created for Fiscal Year 2020-21 (FY21). As the FY21 budget 
recommendations were being finalized, the COVID pandemic struck, and action plan 
adjustments were considered that potentially deferred the e-bike evaluation project to FY22. 
During the budget hearing on June 10, 2020, the Board expressed concerns about deferring the e-
bike project entirely and directed staff to modify the project scope for FY21 to specifically focus 
on e-bike access on District paved/improved trails and defer the evaluation of e-bike access on 
unpaved trails to FY22 (minutes). The FY21 project scope was finalized by the Board on June 
24, 2020, to “explore a pilot program for e-bike access on District paved trails” (minutes). 
 
During its regular meeting on August 12, 2020, the Board of Directors (Board) approved a Paved 
Pilot Program to evaluate select paved and improved trails at Ravenswood Preserve and Rancho 
San Antonio Preserve and County Park for use by Class 1 and 2 e-bikes (R-20-89, minutes). The 
Paved Pilot Program began on December 10, 2020.  This document presents the detailed results 
of the Paved Pilot Program. 
 
DISCUSION 
 
Paved Pilot Program and Surveys 
On December 10, 2020, a pilot program began allowing Class 1 and 2 e-bikes on paved and 
improved multi-use trails within Ravenswood and Rancho San Antonio Preserves (see Appendix 
E for maps of proposed trails). Temporary Class 1 and 2 e-bike use continues under the pilot 
program at Ravenswood and Rancho San Antonio County Park and Preserve pending a Board 
decision on affirming the prohibition of e-bikes or allowing them on designated trails in these 
preserves. The trails were evaluated by District Land and Facilities staff before the pilot began 
(baseline conditions) and again this December (post-pilot conditions) using photographs.  Area 
Manager Michael Gorman reported a significant impact from increased visitation during the 
COVID pandemic that resulted in the widening of some unpaved trails. However, no physical 
change to the trails can be attributed specifically to the use of e-bikes during the paved pilot 
program.  
 
From April 1, 2021 through June 30, 2021, 556 intercept surveys were conducted along the trails 
in these pilot preserves.  Rancho San Antonio had 14 days of surveys that spanned a total of 56 
hours where 398 surveys were completed.  Ravenswood had 12 days of surveys, accounting for 
48 hours, where 158 surveys were completed.  Site surveys rather than online polls were 
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collected to ensure that the input received was from people actually visiting each preserve and to 
solicit relevant feedback about e-bike conflicts experienced at these specific pilot locations.  
 
The survey consisted of 11 questions and a demographics section, designed to gauge support or 
opposition for allowing Class 1 and 2 e-bikes on paved/improved trails within District Preserves 
and to record whether visitors experienced any trail conflicts during their visit (refer to Appendix 
A for detailed results of each survey question).  
 
During these intercept surveys, data collection also focused on how many e-bikes versus regular 
bikes were observed, the behavior of e-bike and regular bike riders, and the type of wildlife 
observed in the area and their reactions if any to the use (details of the observational data is 
provided under Appendix D).  
  
Survey Results 
The data recorded from the intercept surveys was cross analyzed to quantify information by user 
group. The first five questions of the survey asked respondents about the activity they were doing 
at the time of the survey and how familiar they were with e-bikes.  The questions also asked 
about any incidents or conflicts they may have had with other user groups.  Below is a summary 
of the key results: 
 The most common activity of all respondents (both preserves) was walking (63%) 

followed by bicycling (24%). At Rancho San Antonio, the most common activity was 
walking (81%), while at Ravenswood it was bicycling (72%). 

 2% of all participants and 10% of all cyclists were riding e-bikes. 
 Over one-fourth of respondents (28%) had previously ridden an e-bike. 
 85% of respondents did not see any e-bikes on the trails on the day of the survey. 
 5% (30 of 556; includes one non-response) of respondents reporting having a conflict 

with another visitor; of these, only one (1) was with an e-bike and another was not sure if 
it was an e-bike. Of the remaining 28 conflicts, 13 were with regular bicycles and 15 
were with other visitors other than cyclists.  

 
Below is information pulled from the data that looks deeper into the responses, grouping 
information by user group/activity and by level of support/opposition. 
 
Level of Support or Opposition 
Question 6 of the intercept survey asked about the level of support for Class1 e-bikes on 
paved/improved multi-use trails.  Thinking about Midpen’s paved or improved multiuse trails, 
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please indicate your level of support or opposition for allowing Class 1 e-bikes on these trails. 
As a reminder, Class 1 e-bikes provide electrical assistance only while pedaling, up to 20 mph. 
The majority of respondents (68%) supported Class 1 e-bikes on certain paved trails (Figure 1).  
The remaining 32% of respondents either oppose (18%), are neutral (11%) or not sure (3%) of 
the use on paved trails. 
  
Question 8 of the intercept survey asked about the level of support for Class 2 e-bikes on 
paved/improved multi-use trails. Thinking about Midpen’s paved or improved multiuse trails, 
please indicate your level of support or opposition for allowing Class 2 e-bikes on these trails. 
As a reminder, Class 2 e-bikes provide electrical assistance regardless of pedaling, up to 20 
mph. Figure 2 indicates that 42% of respondents support Class 2 e-bikes on paved trails. Of those 
not indicating support, 58% either oppose (39%), are neutral (15%) or not sure (4%) of having 
Class 2 e-bikes on paved/improved trails.   

 
Figure 3 shows the results for the 
level of support or opposition 
specifically from non-cyclists 
(walkers, runners, equestrians) (refer 
to Appendix B for details). Majority 
support for Class 1 e-bikes on paved/ 
improved trails dropped slightly to 
63% (35% + 28%) when responses 
from cyclists were excluded.  
 
For Class 2 e-bikes (Figure 4), when 
responses from cyclists are excluded, 
more non-cyclists (46%) oppose 
Class 2 e-bikes on paved trails.  
Conversely, the level of support drops 
significantly to 38%.  
 
Reasons for Support or Opposition 
Questions 7 and 9 asked respondents 
to give reasons as to why they 
answered in support or opposition in 
Questions 6 and 8.  The reasons given 
were narrowed into nine categories: 
Safety, Circumstantial, Access, 
Inactive, Erosion, Segregate, Dislike, 
Indifference, and Other (refer to table 
below for more information).   
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Categories Common Answers 
Segregate As long as they are separate from other users; Keep bikes away from hikers; etc. 
Safety Speed concerns; Overcrowding; Poor trail etiquette; Reckless behavior; etc. 
Indifference Don’t bother me; Same as a regular bike; Never had an issue; etc. 
Inactive Not exercise; No effort involved; They are not earning it; etc. 
Erosion Less bikes = less damage; Trail damage; etc. 
Circumstantial Only on wide trails; Only if bikes are already allowed; If trail rules are followed; etc. 

Access 
Allows older people to ride; Allows more people to share the preserve; Gets more 
people on the preserve; etc. 

Dislike Don’t like motorized vehicles in preserve; Do not like e-bikes; etc. 
Other Will start fires; Too much like a Harley; Are motorcycles; etc. 

Appendix A summarizes the answers to these questions and includes data from all respondents. 
Shown below in Figure 5, the most common reason for Class 1 e-bike opposition on 
paved/improved multi-use trails relates to safety concerns while the most common reason for 
support relates to access.   

Appendix C provides a complete breakdown of each reason grouped by opinion 
(support/opposition). This breakdown is also provided below under Figure 6 by those who 
indicate support, and Figure 7 by those who indicate opposition to further understand the factors 
influencing each opinion. 
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Many different answers were given in the open-ended question portion of the survey.  Staff 
sorted these responses into the same nine categories shown in the table above. 53 responses 
supporting Class 1 e-bikes on paved/improved trails were categorized as being indifferent to the 
use (see also Figure 6). 37 of these respondents, or 65%, stated that e-bikes were no different 
from regular bikes, or close enough to regular bikes. Others who stated an indifference indicated 
that bikes are already allowed, or not too many bikes are present at the preserve, or they never 
had a problem with bikes.  
 
A common theme from the open-ended answers of the respondents who oppose Class1 e-bikes 
on paved/improved trails relates to safety (61% of respondents) (see Figure 7). Within this 61%, 
54% mentioned speed as the reason.  The remaining 46% mentioned overcrowding, narrow 
trails, and the fact that the e-bikes were heavier.  
 
A more in-depth look at respondent opinions for Class 2 e-bikes on paved/improved trails 
showed similar themes in the reasoning for the level of support or opposition. A majority of 
respondents oppose Class 2 -e-bikes largely for two reasons: safety and inactivity (i.e., not 
considered a physical activity/exercise). Figure 8 shows a breakdown by reason for those 
opposed to Class 2 e-bikes.   
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Of the 110 respondents who oppose Class 2 e-bikes on paved/improved trails for safety reasons, 
56% of these respondents mentioned speed as the reason.  Another 18% of respondents who 
oppose Class 2 e-bikes for safety reasons mentioned crowding or congestion.  The next 
significant reason for opposing Class 2 e-bikes was inactive/not considered exercise. Within the 
65 respondents in this category, 83% mentioned that it was not exercise. Another 11% of the 65 
respondents mentioned that they were too much like a motorcycle.   
 
Observational Data 
During the course of each survey period, one staff member was recording observational data of 
the surrounding area. This data focused on the number of bikes observed and whether they were 
regular bikes or e-bikes.  Other recorded data focused on 
the behavior of those riding each type of bike.  Wildlife 
was also observed, as well as their reaction, if any, to a 
bike passing by them.  Details of the data can be found 
in Appendix D. 
 
Observational data showed that e-bikes consisted of only 
6% of the total bikes observed during the survey times 
(refer to Figure 9).  When looking at the survey sites 
independently, e-bikes comprised 6% of total bikes at 
Rancho and 5% of total bikes at Ravenswood.   
 
Observations of negative behavior by bicyclists showed a similar outcome.  Negative behavior is 
divided into four categories: speeding, passing too fast, rude behavior, or negative interaction. 
The sample size of negative behavior from each bike group was small, yet the percentages hold 
across each group.  As a total of e-bike riders from both survey sites, 5% (4 out of 74) of e-bike 
riders displayed negative behavior and 4% (48 out of 1251) of regular bike riders displayed 
negative behavior. Speeding was the most common negative behavior observed in both bike 
groups.  Relative speed was estimated and not measured. 
 
Enforcement records during the paved pilot program show one (1) violation between the two 
preserves for a bicycle prohibited violation in Rancho San Antonio.  This violation was for a 
regular bike and not an e-bike.  Looking back to 2015, three (3) e-bike prohibited violations have 
occurred in Rancho San Antonio Preserve, one (1) each in 2015, 2016, and 2019. From 2015 to 
2021, 24 Closed Area bike violations occurred in Rancho San Antonio, all of these were for 
regular bikes. Rancho San Antonio also saw two (2) additional bike related violations, both for 
riding without a helmet.  Ravenswood only had two (2) bike related violations in the 2015 to 
2021 span of time, one was for a helmet required and the other was for riding with earbuds.  
 
Wildlife in the immediate survey areas were counted and placed in categories under common 
names.  Some wildlife was grouped together, such as unidentified birds and rodents. A total of 
214 wildlife observations were made during the surveys and of these, 46 were present when 
bikes were passing.  Of the 46 wildlife observations, none reacted to bikes as they passed.   
 
Conclusion 
A total of 556 surveys were completed during the paved pilot program at Rancho San Antonio 
and Ravenswood Preserves accounting for 104 hours of surveys over 26 days. A majority of 
responses (68%) indicate support for Class 1 e-bikes on paved/improved trails (Figure 10), while 
32% either oppose (18%), are neutral (11%), or not sure (3%) of the use. Support was lower 
amongst non-cyclists (63%) but still constituted a majority of these respondents. Support drops 
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significantly for Class 2 e-bikes on paved/improved trails to 42% (Figure 11), with 58% either 
opposing (39%), neutral (15%), or not sure (4%) of the use.  E-bike use during the pilot study 
comprised 6% of all the bikes observed and 10% of all the bicyclists surveyed. Trail conflicts 
were reported by 5% of the respondents, with one instance attributed to e-bikes and about half 
attributed to regular bikes. 

 
The observational data reports 4% negative behavior by e-bike riders and 5% by regular bike 
riders, demonstrating that in this small sample size study, there was minimal behavioral 
difference between the two. All of the recorded negative behavior except one instance was 
related to speed, either speeding or passing to fast. Speed was mentioned in 55.8% of the reasons 
given for opposing both Class 1 and Class 2 e-bikes.  The observational data collected during the 
surveys show that e-bikes were observed speeding by a slightly higher margin than regular bikes 
(3.9% versus 3.3%).   
   
 
Appendices: 
Appendix A Paved Pilot Intercept Survey Results  
Appendix B Paved Pilot Non-Cyclist Support/Oppose  
Appendix C Paved Pilot Opinion by Sentiment  
Appendix D Paved Observational Data  
Appendix E Proposed Paved E-bike Trails 
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Matt Anderson, Chief Ranger and Manager of Visitor Services Department 
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Appendix A Paved Pilot Survey Results

Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL % of Total
Walking 321 29 350 62.95%

Jogging/Running 57 3 60 10.79%
Wheelchair 0 0 0 0.00%
Bicycling 20 114 134 24.10%
Scootering 0 0 0 0.00%
E-Bicycling 2 11 13 2.34%
Other 0 1 1 0.18%

398 158 556

Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL % of Total
Recreation 397 153 550 98.92%
Commute to 
work/school 0 3 3 0.54%
Other 
transportation 0 1 1 0.18%
other 1 1 2 0.36%

398 158 556

1. What activity are you participating in while using the paved or improved multiuse trails
today?

2. What is the purpose of your trip on the paved or multiuse trails today?
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Appendix A Paved Pilot Survey Results

Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL % of Total
yes 98 55 153 27.57%
yes and own 12 15 27 4.86%
no 287 88 375 67.57%

397 158 555

Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL % of Total
No 354 116 470 84.99%
Not Sure 14 7 21 3.80%
Yes, on 
paved/Impr. trail 29 33 62 11.21%

397 156 553

3.  Have you ridden an e-bike?

4.  Did you see any e-bikes on any Midpen trails today?
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Appendix A Paved Pilot Survey Results

Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL % of Total
No 368 155 523 94.23%
Not Sure 2 0 2 0.36%
Yes 27 3 30 5.41%

397 158 555

5b.  If you described conflict with someone riding a bike, was it an e-bike?

Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL % of Total
No 11 2 13 44.83%
Not Sure 1 0 1 3.45%
Yes 1 0 1 3.45%
Conflict not with 
Bicyclist 14 1 15 51.72%

27 3 30

5.	Sometimes, trail users interfere with one another’s enjoyment of the trail.  This is generally referred 
to as “conflict.”  Did you experience conflict during your trip on the paved or improved multiuse trails 
today?
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Appendix A Paved Pilot Survey Results

Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL % of Total
Oppose 94 8 102 18.35%
Neutral 39 20 59 10.61%
Support 114 107 221 39.75%
Support Only On 
Paved 139 18 157 28.24%
Not Sure 12 5 17 3.06%

398 158 556

6.  Thinking about Midpen’s paved or improved multiuse trails, please indicate your level of support or 
opposition for allowing Class 1 e-bikes on these trails.  As a reminder, Class 1 e-bikes provide electrical 
assistance only while pedaling, up to 20mph. 
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Appendix A Paved Pilot Survey Results

Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL
Access 63 72 135

Circumstantial 28 22 50
Erosion 4 0 4

Inactive/Not 
exercise 9 1 10

Indifference 74 28 102
No answer 10 4 14

Other 18 12 30
Safety 148 18 166

Segregate 43 1 44
397 158 555

Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL % of Total
Belief 106 58 164 55.22%
Experience 83 50 133 44.78%

189 108 297

8.  Thinking about Midpen’s paved or improved multiuse trails, please indicate your level of support or 
opposition for allowing Class 2 e-bikes on these trails.  As a reminder, Class 2 e-bikes provide electrical 
assistance regardless of pedaling, up to 20mph. 

7.  Please briefly explain why you answered that way.

7a. Is your response to the previous question based on an interaction (or experience) or general 
belief? 
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Appendix A Paved Pilot Survey Results
Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL % of Total

Oppose 182 34 216 38.99%
Neutral 48 36 84 15.16%
Support 60 59 119 21.48%
Support Only On 
Paved 95 20 115 20.76%
Not Sure 11 9 20 3.61%

396 158 554

9.  Please briefly explain why you answered that way.

Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL
Access 45 46 91

Circumstantial 26 17 43
Erosion 2 0 2

Inactive/Not 
exercise 62 22 84

Indifference 45 18 63
No answer 9 6 15

Other 13 14 27
Safety 163 35 198

Segregate 32 0 32
397 158 555

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200

OPPOSE

NEUTRAL

SUPPORT

SUPPORT ONLY ON PAVED

NOT SURE

182

48

60

95

11

34

36

59

20

9

Level of support or opposition for allowing Class 2 e-
bikes on these trails. 

Ravenswood

Rancho

628



Appendix A Paved Pilot Survey Results

Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL % of Total
Belief 110 60 170 57.05%
Experience 80 48 128 42.95%

190 108 298

Demographics

Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL % of Total
Male 204 116 320 57.87%
Female 180 41 221 39.96%
Non-binary 0 0 0 0.00%
Prefer not say 11 1 12 2.17%

395 158 553

9a. Is your response to the previous question based on an interaction (or experience) or general 
belief? 
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Appendix A Paved Pilot Survey Results
Rancho Ravenswood TOTAL % of Total

Latino/Hispanic 19 10 29 5.22%
African 
American/Black 3 3 6 1.08%
Caucasian/White 231 94 325 58.45%
Asian/Pacific 
Islander 109 34 143 25.72%
Multiracial 7 6 13 2.34%
Prefer Not Say 27 10 37 6.65%
Persian 0 0 0 0.00%
American Indian 0 0 0 0.00%

396 157 553

Age Range Rancho Ravenswood Total
84+ 3 2 5

77-83 16 0 16
72-76 20 3 23
67-71 31 12 43
62-66 62 23 85
57-61 59 25 84
52-56 48 26 74
47-51 33 15 48
42-46 25 9 34
37-41 23 15 38
32-36 21 8 29
27-31 12 7 19
22-26 15 5 20
17-21 5 2 7
<16 6 2 8

379 154 533
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Appendix A Paved Pilot Survey Results
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Appendix B Non-Cyclist Opinion Paved

Total % Total
Oppose 94 25.00% Oppose 1 3.03% 95 23.23%
Neutral 38 10.11% Neutral 4 12.12% 42 10.27%

Support on 
paved and 
improved 
multiuse trails 99 26.33%

Support on 
paved and 
improved 
multiuse trails 17 51.52% 116 28.36%

Support Only 
On Paved 134 35.64%

Support Only 
On Paved 8 24.24% 142 34.72%

Not Sure 11 2.93% Not Sure 3 9.09% 14 3.42%
376 33 409

Non Cyclist Support/Oppose Class 1 Paved
Rancho Ravenswood
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Appendix B Non-Cyclist Opinion Paved

Total % Total
Oppose 179 47.61% Oppose 8 24.24% 187 45.95%
Neutral 45 11.97% Neutral 10 30.30% 55 13.51%

Support on 
paved and 
improved 
multiuse trails 50 13.30% Support 7 21.21% 57 14.00%

Support Only 
On Paved 91 24.20%

Support Only 
On Paved 6 18.18% 97 23.83%

Not Sure 9 2.39% Not Sure 2 6.06% 11 2.70%
374 33 407

Rancho Ravenswood
Non Cyclist Support/Oppose Class 2
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Appendix C Opinion By Sentiment Paved Pilot

Categories 
Safety 

Circumstantial 

Access 
Inactive 
Erosion 
Segregate 
Dislike 
Indifference 
Other 

Access 41
Circumstantial 9
Erosion 0
Inactive/Not exercise 0
Indifference 37
No answer 0
Other 6
Safety 13
Segregate 3

109

Access 13
Circumstantial 8
Erosion 0
Inactive/Not exercise 1
Indifference 8
No answer 4
Other 1
Safety 72
Segregate 31

138

Will start fires, Too much like a Harley, Are motorcycles, etc. 

Not exercise, No effort involved, They are not earning it, etc. 
Less bikes less damage, Trail damage, etc. 
As long as they are separate from other users, Keep bikes away from hikers, etc. 
Don’t like motorized vehicles in preserve, Do not like e-bikes, etc. 
Don’t bother me, Same as a regular bike, Never had an issue, etc. 

Common Respondent Answers 
Speed concerns, Overcrowding, Poor trail etiquette, Reckless behavior, etc. 

Only on wide trails, Only if bikes are already allowed, If trail rules are followed, etc. 
Allows older people ride, Allows more people to share preserve, Gets more people on 
the preserve, etc. 

Rancho Class 1 Support Paved Only

Rancho Class 1 Support
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Appendix C Opinion By Sentiment Paved Pilot

Access 2
Circumstantial 3
Erosion 1
Inactive/Not exercise 8
Indifference 0
No answer 4
Other 12
Safety 57
Segregate 6

93

Access 6
Circumstantial 6
Erosion 0
Inactive/Not exercise 0
Indifference 18
No answer 0
Other 1
Safety 3
Segregate 3

37

Rancho Class 1 Neutral

Ramcho Class 1 Opposed
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Appendix C Opinion By Sentiment Paved Pilot

Access 0
Circumstantial 0
Erosion 0
Inactive/Not exercise 0
Indifference 8
No answer 1
Other 0
Safety 3
Segregate 0

12

Access 63
Circumstantial 14
Erosion 0
Inactive/Not exercise 0
Indifference 16
No answer 4
Other 9
Safety 1
Segregate 0

107

Ravenswood Class1 Support
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While the District strives to use the best available digital data, these data do not represent a legal survey and are merely a graphic illustration of geographic features. 
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