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 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM  -  CYCLE 2

Application Form for Part A
Parts B & C must be completed using a separate document

PROJECT unique APPLICATION NO.:

Auto populated

Total ATP Funds Requested:  (in 1000s)

Auto populated

Important: Applicants must follow the CTC Guidelines and Chapter 22 of the Local Assistance Program Guidelines, and include 

attachments and signatures as required in those documents.  Ineligible project elements may result in a lower score/ranking or a 

lower level of ATP funding.  Incomplete applications may be disqualified. 

  

Applicants are expected to use the corresponding “step-by-step” Application Instructions and Guidance to complete the 

application (3 Parts):

Part A:  General Project Information 

Part B:  Narrative Questions 

Part C:  Application Attachments

Application Part A:   General Project Information

Implementing Agency:   This agency must enter into a Master Agreement with Caltrans and will be financially and contractually 

responsible for the delivery of the project within all pertinent Federal and State funding requirements, including being responsible and 

accountable for the use and expenditure of program funds.  This agency is responsible for the accuracy of the technical information 

provided in the application and is required to sign the application.

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY'S NAME:    

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY'S ADDRESS    

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY'S CONTACT PERSON: CONTACT PERSON'S TITLE:

CONTACT PERSON'S PHONE NUMBER: CONTACT PERSON'S EMAIL ADDRESS :

Oakland

250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza

Wladimir Wlassowsky Transportation Services Manager

(510) 238-6383 wwlassowsky@oaklandnet.com

$ 4,583

04-Oakland-1

Oakland

CITY    ZIP CODE

94612CA



ATP Cycle 2 Application Form

Page 2 of 6Form Date: March 25, 2015

04-Oakland-1

Project Partnering Agency:   Entities that are unable to apply for Active Transportation Program funds or that are unable to enter into a 

Master Agreement with the State must partner with an eligible applicant that can implement the project.   In addition, entities that are 

unfamiliar with the requirements to administer a Federal-Aid Highway Program project may partner with an eligible applicant that 

can implement the project. 
If another entity (Partnering Agency) agrees to assume responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the facility, 

documentation of the agreement (e.g., letter of intent) must be submitted with the project application, and a copy of the Memorandum of 

Understanding or Interagency Agreement between the parties must be submitted with the first request for allocation. For these projects, the 

Project Partnering Agency's information shall be provided below.     

(The Grant Writer's or Preparer's information should not be provided)

PROJECT PARTNERING AGENCY'S NAME:    

PROJECT PARTNERING AGENCY'S ADDRESS    

PROJECT PARTNERING AGENCY'S CONTACT PERSON:

N/A

CONTACT PERSON'S TITLE:

CONTACT PERSON'S PHONE NUMBER: CONTACT PERSON'S EMAIL ADDRESS :

20th Street (Thomas L. Berkeley Way) between Broadway and Harrison Street, connecting to 19th Street BART, Lake Merritt, and 

the Measure DD-funded Lakeside Greening Project.

Close a Last Mile gap between the 19th Street BART Station, Lake Merritt, Downtown employers, & residential neighborhoods 

through the PS&E and construction of Class II bicycle lanes, widened sidewalks, crosswalks enhancements, and a landscaped median

41

City of Oakland 19th Street BART to Lake Merritt Urban Greenway

MASTER AGREEMENTS (MAs):

Does the Implementing Agency currently have a MA with Caltrans?  Yes  No

Implementing Agency's Federal Caltrans MS number District 4, No 5012R

00099S 8/12/2008Implementing Agency's State Caltrans MS number

* Implementing Agencies that do not currently have a MA with Caltrans, must be able to meet the requirements and enter into an 

MA with Caltrans prior to funds allocation.  The MA approval process can take 6 to 12 months to complete and there is no 

guarantee the agency will meet the requirements necessary for the State to enter into a MA with the agency.    Delays could also 

result in a failure to meeting the CTC Allocation timeline requirements and the loss of ATP funding.

PROJECT NAME: (To be used in the CTC project list)

Application Number: out of Applications 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (Max of 250 Characters)

PROJECT LOCATION: (Max of 250 Characters)

ZIP CODECITY    

CA
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Will any infrastructure-improvements permanently or temporarily encroach on the State right-of-way?  No Yes

If yes, see the application instructions for more details on the required coordination and documentation.  

Project Coordinates: (latitude/longitude in decimal format) Lat. 37.808545 /long. -122.266640

Congressional District(s): 13

State Senate District(s): 9 State Assembly District(s): 18

Caltrans District(s): 04

County: Alameda County

MPO: MTC

RTPA:

MPO UZA Population:
Within a Large MPO (Pop > 200,000)

ADDITONAL PROJECT GENERAL DETAILS:  (Must be consistent with Part B of Application)

18,046 1,329

19,878 2,390

20,673 6,935

Class I

Sidewalk

Class II Class III Cycle IV Cycle Track

Meets "Class I" Design Standards

Crossing

ESTIMATION OF ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION USERS

Existing Counts:             Pedestrians Bicyclists

One Year Projection:     Pedestrians Bicyclists

Five Year Projection:     Pedestrians Bicyclists

BICYCLE AND/OR PEDESTRIAIN INFRASTRUCTURE (Check all that apply)

Bicycle: Other

Pedestrian: Other

Multiuse Trails/Paths: Other

DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES

Project contributes toward the Disadvantaged Communities funding requirement:  the project must clearly demonstrate a direct,

meaningful, and assured benefit to a community that meets any of the following criteria:  No Yes

If yes, which criterion does the project meet in regards to the Disadvantaged Community (mark all that apply):

Household Income  No Yes CalEnvioScreen  No Yes

Student Meals  No Yes Local Criteria  No Yes

Is the majority of the project physically located within the limits of a Disadvantaged Community:  No Yes

CORPS

Does the agency intend to utilize the Corps:  Yes  No
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PROJECT TYPE  (Check only one:  I, NI or I/NI)

35.0

65.0

Infrastructure (I) OR  Non-Infrastructure (NI)  OR Combination (N/NI)  

“Plan” applications to show as NI only  

Development of a Plan in a Disadvantaged Community:   No Yes

If Yes, check all Plan types that apply:

Bicycle Plan

Pedestrian Plan

Safe Routes to School Plan 

Active Transportation Plan   

Indicate any of the following plans that your agency currently has:  (Check all that apply) 

Bicycle Plan Pedestrian Plan Safe Routes to School Plan Active Transportation Plan 

PROJECT SUB-TYPE  (check all Project Sub-Types that apply):

Bicycle Transportation                    %  of Project  %  (ped + bike must = 100%)

Pedestrian Transportation              %  of Project

Safe Routes to School     (Also fill out Bicycle and Pedestrian Sub-Type information above)

How many schools does the project impact/serve:   

If the project involves more than one school:  1) Insert “Multiple Schools” in the School Name, School Address, and 

distance from school; 2) Fill in the student information based on the total project; and 3) Include an attachment to the 

application which clearly summarizes the following school information and the school official signature and person to 

contact for each school.

School name:

School address:

District name:

District address:

 Co.-Dist.-School Code:

School type (K-8 or 9-12 or Both) Project improvements maximum distance from school

Total student enrollment:

% of students that currently walk or bike to school%

Approx. # of students living along route proposed for improvement:

Percentage of students eligible for free or reduced meal programs **

**Refer to the California Department of Education website: http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sh/cw/filesafdc.asp

A map must be attached to the application which clearly shows the limits of: 1) the student enrollment area,   

  2) the students considered to be along the walking route being improved,    3) the project improvements.

mile

 %

 %

 %
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Trails (Multi-use and Recreational):   (Also fill out Bicycle and Pedestrian Sub-Type information above)

Trails Projects constructing multi-purpose trails and are generally eligible in the Active Transportation Program.  If the applicant 

believes all or part of their project meets the federal requirements of the Recreational Trails Program they are encouraged to seek 

a determination from the California Department of Parks and Recreation on the eligibility of their project to complete for this 

funding.   This is optional but recommended because some trails projects may compete well under this funding program.

For all trails projects: 

Do you feel a portion of your project is eligible for federal Recreational Trail funding?    Yes  No

If yes, estimate the total projects costs that are eligible for the Recreational Trail funding:

If yes, estimate the % of the total project costs that serve “transportation” uses?   

Applicants intending to pursue “Recreational Trails Program funding” must submit the required information to the 

California Department of Parks and Recreation prior to the ATP application submissions deadline.  (See the Application 

Instructions for details) 

PROJECT STATUS and EXPECTED DELIVERY SCHEDULE 

Applicants need to enter either the date the milestone was completed (for all milestones already complete prior to submitting the application) 

or the date the applicant anticipates completing the milestone.    Applicants should enter "N/A" for all CTC Allocations that will not be 

requested as part of the project.  Per CTC Guidelines, all project applications must be submitted with the expectation of receiving partially 

federally funded and therefore the schedule below must account for the extra time needed for federal project delivery requirements and 

approvals.  See the application instructions for more details.

The agency is responsible for meeting all CTC delivery requirements or their ATP funding will be forfeited.    

For projects consisting of entirely non-infrastructure elements are not required to complete all standard infrastructure project milestones listed 

below. Non-infrastructure projects only have to provide dates for the milestones identified with a “ * ” and can provide “N/A” for the rest. 

MILESTONE:                                      DATE COMPLETED      OR       EXPECTED DATE

CTC - PA&ED Allocation: 8/15/2016

* CEQA Environmental Clearance: 4/1/2017

* NEPA Environmental Clearance: 6/1/2017

CTC - PS&E Allocation: 8/15/2017

CTC - Right of Way Allocation: 5/1/2018

* Right of Way Clearance & Permits: N/A

Final/Stamped PS&E package: 4/1/2018

* CTC - Construction Allocation: 8/15/2018

* Construction Complete: 2/1/2012

* Submittal of “Final Report” 8/1/2021

 %
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PROJECT FUNDING (in 1000s)

Per CTC Guidelines, Local Matching funds are not required for any ATP projects, but Local Leveraging funds are strongly encouraged.

See the Application instructions for more details and requirements relating to ATP funding.    

ATP funds being requested for this application/project by project delivery phase:  

$150

$550

$0

$3,883

$0

$4,583

$4,683

ATP funds for PA&D:

ATP funds for PS&E:

ATP funds for Right of Way:

ATP funds for Construction:

ATP funds for Non-Infrastructure: (All NI funding is allocated in a project's Construction Phase)

Total ATP funds being requested for this application/project: 

Local funds leveraging or matching the ATP funds: 

For local funding to be considered Leveraging/Matching it must be for ATP eligible activities and costs.   

Per CTC Guidelines, Local Matching funds are not required for any ATP projects, but Local Leveraging funds are strongly 

encouraged.   See the Application instructions for more details and requirements relating to ATP funding.    

Additional Local funds that are `non-participating' for ATP:

These are local funds required for the overall project, but not for ATP eligible activities and costs.  They are not considered 

leverage/match.  

TOTAL PROJECT FUNDS:

 No Yes

ATP - FUNDING TYPE REQUESTED:  

Per the CTC Guidelines, All ATP projects must be eligible to receive federal funding.  Most ATP projects will receive federal funding, 

however some projects may be granted State only funding (SOF) for all or part of the project.    

Do you believe your project warrants receiving state-only funding? 

If “Yes”, provide a brief explanation. (Max of 250 characters)  Applicants requesting SOF must also attach an “Exhibit 22-f”

ATP PROJECT PROGRAMMING REQUEST (PPR):   In addition to the project funding information provided in Part A of the 

application, all applicants must complete the ATP Project Programming Request form and include it as Attachment B.  More 

information and guidance on the completion and submittal of this form is located in the Application Instructions Document under Part 

C  - Attachment B.    
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Date:

Project Title:

District

04

Component Prior 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20+ Total

E&P (PA&ED) 150 150

PS&E 550 550

R/W

CON 3,983 3,983

TOTAL 150 550 3,983 4,683

ATP Funds

Component Prior 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20+ Total
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ATP Funds
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Component Prior 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20+ Total

E&P (PA&ED)
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R/W
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ATP Funds

Component Prior 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20+ Total

E&P (PA&ED)

PS&E

R/W

CON

TOTAL

26-May-15

Notes:

Notes:

Notes:

Notes:

DO NOT FILL IN ANY SHADED AREAS

Funding Information:

Proposed Total Project Cost ($1,000s) Notes:

Funding Agency

Infrastructure Cycle 2 Program Code

Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)

Plan Cycle 2 Program Code

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ● DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Route

ATP PROJECT PROGRAMMING REQUEST

County

20th Street Urban Greenway

20th StreetAlameda

Project Information:

PPNOProject IDEA

Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)

Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)

Funding Agency

Non-infrastructure Cycle 2 Program Code

Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)

Funding Agency

Previous Cycle Program Code

Funding Agency
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Proposed Total Project Cost ($1,000s)
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ATP PROJECT PROGRAMMING REQUEST
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20th Street Urban Greenway

20th StreetAlameda

Project Information:
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ATP Funds

Component Prior 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20+ Total

E&P (PA&ED)

PS&E

R/W

CON

TOTAL

Notes:

Future Cycles Program Code

Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)

Funding Agency
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Local Funds - Transportation Sales Tax Program Code
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City of Oakland
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Local transportation sales tax 
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Funding Agency
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Proposed Total Project Cost ($1,000s)
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Source: Google Maps

Attachment D Project Location Map
19th Street BART to Lake Merritt Urban Greenway

19th Street BART to 
Lake Merrit Urban Greenway

20th Street between Broadway
and Harrison Street, Oakland

N
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20TH STREET: BROADWAY TO HARRISON STREET 
FIGURE 8
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20TH STREET: BUS ISLANDS
FIGURE 3
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Agency:

Prepared by: Date:

Item No. Quantity Units Unit Cost
Total

Item Cost
% $ % $ % $ % $

1 1 LS $100,000.00 $100,000 100% $100,000

2 1 LS $50,000.00 $50,000 100% $50,000

1 6 EA $800.00 $4,800 100% $4,800

2 17 EA $500.00 $8,500 100% $8,500

3 775 LF $1.00 $775 100% $775

4 725 LF $1.25 $906 100% $906

5 395 LF $5.00 $1,975 100% $1,975

6 1674 LF $6.60 $11,048 100% $11,048

7 2180 LF $1.00 $2,180 100% $2,180

8 400 LF $1.00 $400 100% $400

9 255 SF $8.50 $2,168 100% $2,168

10 16 EA $200.00 $3,200 100% $3,200

11 1 LS $150,000.00 $150,000 100% $150,000

12 1 LS $300,000.00 $300,000 100% $300,000

13 1 LS $300,000.00 $300,000 100% $300,000

14 1 LS $150,000.00 $150,000 100% $150,000

15 20 EA $10,000.00 $200,000 100% $200,000

16 9000 SF $15.00 $135,000 100% $135,000

17 3110 LF $40.00 $124,400 100% $124,400

18 2300 SF $20.00 $46,000 100% $46,000

19 2264 SF $15.00 $33,960 100% $33,960

20 31615 SF $15.00 $474,225 100% $474,225

21 28 EA $4,000.00 $112,000 100% $112,000

22 1440 LF $15.00 $21,600 100% $21,600

23 10 EA $15,000.00 $150,000 100% $150,000

24 2 EA $25,000.00 $50,000 100% $50,000

25 20 EA $3,000.00 $60,000 100% $60,000

26 20 EA $1,000.00 $20,000 100% $20,000

27 110440 SF $2.00 $220,880 100% $220,880

28 1 EA $800.00 $800 100% $800

29 6830 SF $12.00 $81,960 100% $81,960 100% $81,960

30 1 LS $50,000.00 $50,000 100% $50,000

$2,866,777 $2,866,777 $81,960

25.00% $716,694

$3,583,471

19.53% 25% Max

Detail 24 - 4" Solid Yellow

Bike Lane Legend (Bike Symbol and Arrow)

Type IV Arrow

Detail 39A - Bike Lane Intersection Line 

Detail 39 - Bike Lane 

12" Limit Line/Crosswalk

Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Cost

To be Constructed 

by Corps/CCC
ATP Eligible Items Landscaping

Non-Participating 

Items

Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only)

Important: Read the Instructions in the other sheet (tab) before entering data.     Do not enter in shaded fields (with formulas).

19th Street BART to Lake Merritt Urban Greenway

20th Street between Broadway and Harrison Street, Oakland

Project Information:

Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:

5/29/2015

City of Oakland

Application ID:

Note: Cost can apply to more than one category. Therefore may be over 100%.

R. McClain

-$                                           

-$                                           

150,000$                                

700,000$                                

Project Cost Estimate:

04-OAKLAND-1

Total (Construction Items & Contingencies) cost:

Cost Breakdown

Subtotal of Construction Items:

Item 

Project Description:

Project Location:

Construction Item Contingencies (% of Construction Items):

                                 Enter in the cell to the right

Mobilization

Type of Project Delivery Cost

Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):

Right of Way Engineering:

Acquisitions and Utilities:

Environmental Studies and Permits(PA&ED):

550,000$                                

Cost $

Preliminary Engineering (PE)

Traffic Control

Detail 8 - 4" White Skid 

Total PE:

Total RW: -$                                           

Right of Way (RW)

Additional Streetscape Elements

Planting Area

Remove Tree

Demo Pavement/Median/Sidewalk

Remove/Salvage Existing Street Electrolier

Manhole - Adjust Grade

Manhole - Relocation

Storm Drainage Drop Inlet - Relocation

Concrete Curb (Median)

Curb Ramp

Install New Sign on New Post

Install New Sign Panel on Existing Post

Concrete Sidewalk

Concrete Driveway

Bus Stop Island/Amenities

Concrete Curb & Gutter

Roadway Grading/Paving

Street Light With Foundation

Modify Signal (20th Street/Harrison Street)

New Signal (20th Street/Webster Street)

New Signal (20th Street/Franklin Street)

Modify Signal (20th Street/Broadway)

Detail 38A - Channelizing Line

5/31/2015 1 of 2
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Item No. Quantity Units Unit Cost
Total

Item Cost
% $ % $ % $ % $

To be Constructed 

by Corps/CCC
ATP Eligible Items Landscaping

Non-Participating 

Items

Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only)

Note: Cost can apply to more than one category. Therefore may be over 100%.

Item 

10.04% 15% Max

4,683,471$                             Total Project Cost Estimate:

Construction Engineering (CE):

Total Construction Items & Contingencies: $3,583,471

400,000$                                

Construction (CON)

Total CON: 3,983,471$                             

5/31/2015 2 of 2
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Chapter 1  |  Setting Our Sights	 1918	 Plan Bay Area

Of course, adopting these voluntary targets is not 
the same as achieving them. Many are extremely 
ambitious. But two of the targets are not only ambi-
tious, but also mandatory and vitally important. Plan 
Bay Area must reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 
specified amounts, and it must plan for housing in a 
quantity sufficient for the region’s population. These 

targets are critical to achieving state and regional 
goals in combating climate change — and the plan 
meets those major milestones.

The Plan Bay Area targets adopted by MTC and 
ABAG are displayed in Table 4; information on how 
the plan performs against the targets can be found 
in Chapter 5, “Performance.”

TA BLE  4 :   Adopted Plan Bay Area Performance Targets*

Goal/Outcome Performance Target

Required
Climate Protection 1 Reduce per-capita CO2 emissions from cars and light-duty trucks by  

15 percent (Statutory requirement is for year 2035, per SB 375)

Adequate Housing 2 House 100 percent of the region’s projected growth (from a 2010 
baseline year) by income level (very-low, low, moderate, above-moderate) 
without displacing current low-income residents (Statutory requirement, 
per SB 375)

Voluntary

Healthy and Safe 
Communities

3 Reduce premature deaths from exposure to particulate emissions: 
• �Reduce premature deaths from exposure to fine particulates (PM2.5)  

by 10 percent
• �Reduce coarse particulate emissions (PM10) by 30 percent
• �Achieve greater reductions in highly impacted areas

4 Reduce by 50 percent the number of injuries and fatalities from all 
collisions (including bike and pedestrian)

5 Increase the average daily time walking or biking per person for transpor-
tation by 70 percent (for an average of 15 minutes per person per day)

Open Space 
and Agricultural 
Preservation

6 Direct all non-agricultural development within the urban footprint  
(existing urban development and urban growth boundaries) 
(Note: Baseline year is 2010.)

Equitable Access 7 Decrease by 10 percentage points (to 56 percent, from 66 percent) 
the share of low-income and lower-middle income residents’ household 
income consumed by transportation and housing

Economic Vitality 8 Increase gross regional product (GRP) by 110 percent — an average 
annual growth rate of approximately 2 percent (in current dollars)

Transportation System 
Effectiveness

9 • �Increase non-auto mode share by 10 percentage points  
(to 26 percent of trips)

• �Decrease automobile vehicle miles traveled per capita by 10 percent

10 Maintain the transportation system in a state of good repair: 
• �Increase local road pavement condition index (PCI) to 75 or better 
• �Decrease distressed lane-miles of state highways to less than 10 

percent of total lane-miles
• �Reduce share of transit assets past their useful life to 0 percent 
 �  (Note: Baseline year is 2012.)

Establishing a  
Performance Framework
What are we aiming for in Plan Bay Area, and how 
can we measure our success in achieving it? New 
mandates answer those questions to some degree. 
California Senate Bill 375, enacted in 2008, 
requires that we plan for future housing needs and 
complementary land uses, which in turn must be 
supported by a transportation investment strategy. 
And we must do this in a way that reduces emis-
sions of greenhouse gases from cars and light-duty 
trucks. A fully integrated land use and transporta-
tion planning approach is needed to meet these 
requirements, and Plan Bay Area embraces and 
embodies such an approach. 

Combining these mandated objectives with a 
careful assessment of the long-range needs of the 
Bay Area and an understanding of the desires and 
aspirations of its residents — communicated loudly 
and diversely through the many avenues provided 
for public participation (see sidebar on page 28) 
— we can begin to structure a serious plan for the 
region. But before proposing a land use distribution 
approach or recommending a transportation invest-
ment strategy, planners must formulate in concrete 
terms the hoped-for outcomes we seek. For Plan 
Bay Area, performance targets are an essential 
element of this regional planning process, allow-
ing for rational discussion of quantitative metrics. 
Establishing targets allows for various alternative 
strategies to be assessed and compared using a 
consistent set of metrics.

Collaborative Process
MTC and ABAG engaged a broad spectrum of 
regional stakeholders in order to make the targets 
as meaningful as possible in measuring the plan’s 
success. This collaborative process in the latter half 

of 2010 involved reviewing nearly 100 possible 
performance targets, which were critically exam-
ined using a set of evaluation criteria. These criteria 
emphasized targets that could be forecasted by 
modeling tools and potentially influenced by policies 
and investments in the future plan. After six months 
of discussion and debate reflecting input from local 
stakeholders, equity, environment and business 
advocates, and concerned members of the public, a 
list of the preferred targets took shape. These targets 
went beyond traditional transportation concerns, 
such as metrics for regional mobility, and instead 
embraced broader regional concerns, including land 
use, environmental quality and economic vitality. 

The Plan Bay Area targets, adopted in January 
2011, reflect this plan’s emphasis on sustainability. 
Sustainability encapsulates a broad spectrum of 
concerns, including environmental impacts from 
greenfield development and vehicle emissions, 
equity impacts from displacement and low-income 
household affordability, and economic impacts 
from regional competitiveness. By integrating these 
three E’s — environment, equity and economy — 
throughout the targets, Plan Bay Area truly aims to 
measure the success of creating sustainable com-
munities. We paid special attention to the equity 
component of the three E’s triad, as detailed later  
in this chapter. 

Noah Berger

*Unless noted, the Performance Target increases or reductions are for 2040 compared to a year 2005 baseline.
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QUALITY COUNTS REPORT

=====================

Intersectio Franklin St 20th St Lane Configuration:

City/State: Oakland CA SIGNAL SBLane1 SBLane2 SBLane3 SBLane4 SBLane5 SBLane6 SBLane7

QCJobNo: 10956405 SIGNAL

ClientID: EBLane7 TR WBLane1

Date: 5/8/2013 EBLane6 T WBLane2

Comments: EBLane5 WBLane3

EBLane4 WBLane4

PEAK HOUR 4:45 PM EBLane3 WBLane5

PEAK HOUR 5:45 PM EBLane2 LT WBLane6

PEAK 15‐M 5:15 PM EBLane1 T WBLane7

PEAK 15‐M 5:30 PM SIGNAL LT T R

PHF 0.95 NBLane7 NBLane6 NBLane5 NBLane4 NBLane3 NBLane2 NBLane1 SIGNAL

PEAK‐HOUR VOLUMES

NBLeft NBThru NBRight SBLeft SBThru SBRight EBLeft EBThru EBRight WBLeft WBThru WBRight NBEnteringSBEntering EBEnteringWBEnteringNBLeaving SBLeaving EBLeaving WBLeaving

54 286 205 0 0 0 34 220 0 0 253 90 545 0 254 343 410 0 425 307

PERCENT HEAVY VEHICLES

NBLeft NBThru NBRight SBLeft SBThru SBRight EBLeft EBThru EBRight WBLeft WBThru WBRight NBEnteringSBEntering EBEnteringWBEnteringNBLeaving SBLeaving EBLeaving WBLeaving

9.3 0.7 1 0 0 0 2.9 4.5 0 0 5.5 2.2 1.7 0 4.3 4.7 1.2 0 2.8 6.2

PEAK‐HOUR VOLUMES ‐ PEDESTRIANS

North South East West

902 176 156 122

PEAK‐HOUR VOLUMES ‐ BICYCLES

NBLeft NBThru NBRight SBLeft SBThru SBRight EBLeft EBThru EBRight WBLeft WBThru WBRight

2 45 10 2 0 1 7 15 0 2 11 2

PEAK 15‐MIN FLOWRATES

VehicleTyp NBLeft NBThru NBRight NBUTurn NBRTOR SBLeft SBThru SBRight SBUTurn SBRTOR EBLeft EBThru EBRight EBUTurn EBRTOR WBLeft WBThru WBRight WBUTurn WBRTOR Total

All Vehicles 80 300 196 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 48 232 0 0 0 0 252 96 0 0 1204

Heavy Truc 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 12 4 36

Pedestrians 196 920 132 160 1408

Bicycles 0 12 2 1 0 0 1 2 0 1 4 2 25

ALL‐VEHICLE VOLUMES

Time PeriodNB Left NB Thru NB Right NB U‐Turn NB RTOR SB Left SB Thru SB Right SB U‐Turn SB RTOR EB Left EB Thru EB Right EB U‐Turn EB RTOR WB Left WB Thru WB Right WB U‐TurnWB RTOR Total Hourly Totals

4:00 PM 11 55 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 49 0 0 0 0 40 34 0 0 247

4:15 PM 9 51 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 43 0 0 0 0 51 19 0 0 212

4:30 PM 14 59 46 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 54 0 0 0 0 49 21 0 0 248

4:45 PM 11 69 57 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 52 0 0 0 0 61 22 0 0 279 986

5:00 PM 12 71 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 62 0 0 0 0 63 24 0 0 291 1030

5:15 PM 20 75 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 58 0 0 0 0 63 24 0 0 301 1119

5:30 PM 11 71 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 48 0 0 0 0 66 20 0 0 271 1142

5:45 PM 14 52 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 63 0 0 0 0 58 18 0 0 261 1124

5:00‐6:00P 57 269 198 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 231 0 0 0 0 250 86 0 0

HEAVY‐VEHICLE VOLUMES

Time PeriodNB Left NB Thru NB Right SB Left SB Thru SB Right EB Left EB Thru EB Right WB Left WB Thru WB Right Total

4:00 PM 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 7

4:15 PM 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 7

4:30 PM 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 7

4:45 PM 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 5 0 12

5:00 PM 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 1 8

5:15 PM 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 1 9

5:30 PM 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 7

5:45 PM 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 4 0 13

5:00‐6:00P 7% 1% 1% #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 3% 6% #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 5% 2%

PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES

Time PeriodNorth South East West Total

4:00 PM 158 38 38 40 274

4:15 PM 151 39 32 31 253 WBR

4:30 PM 152 22 29 19 222 912

4:45 PM 176 44 36 30 286 SBR 122 134 nbr

5:00 PM 281 46 31 28 386 163

5:15 PM 230 49 40 33 352 EBR

5:30 PM 215 37 49 31 332

5:45 PM 186 31 14 30 261

BICYCLE VOLUMES

Time PeriodNB Left NB Thru NB Right SB Left SB Thru SB Right EB Left EB Thru EB Right WB Left WB Thru WB Right Total

4:00 PM 0 11 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 5 0 21

4:15 PM 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 1 13

4:30 PM 1 8 3 0 0 1 1 3 0 0 1 0 18

4:45 PM 2 7 0 0 0 0 2 6 0 1 4 0 22

5:00 PM 0 16 4 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 25

5:15 PM 0 12 2 1 0 0 1 2 0 1 4 2 25

5:30 PM 0 10 4 0 0 0 3 5 0 0 3 0 25

5:45 PM 0 10 1 0 2 0 6 7 0 0 2 2 30

5:00‐6:00P 0 48 11 2 2 1 11 16 0 1 9 4
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QUALITY COUNTS REPORT

=====================

Intersectio Webster St20th St Lane Configuration:

City/State: Oakland CA SIGNAL SBLane1 SBLane2 SBLane3 SBLane4 SBLane5 SBLane6 SBLane7

QCJobNo: 10956406 TR T LT SIGNAL

ClientID: EBLane7 T WBLane1

Date: 5/8/2013 EBLane6 LT WBLane2

Comments: EBLane5 L WBLane3

EBLane4 WBLane4

PEAK HOUR 4:45 PM EBLane3 T WBLane5

PEAK HOUR 5:45 PM EBLane2 T WBLane6

PEAK 15‐M 5:00 PM EBLane1 R WBLane7

PEAK 15‐M 5:15 PM SIGNAL

PHF 0.92 NBLane7 NBLane6 NBLane5 NBLane4 NBLane3 NBLane2 NBLane1 SIGNAL

PEAK‐HOUR VOLUMES

NBLeft NBThru NBRight SBLeft SBThru SBRight EBLeft EBThru EBRight WBLeft WBThru WBRight NBEnteringSBEntering EBEnteringWBEnterin NBLeaving SBLeaving EBLeaving WBLeaving

0 0 0 56 360 88 2 329 123 130 250 0 0 504 454 380 0 599 399 340

PERCENT HEAVY VEHICLES

NBLeft NBThru NBRight SBLeft SBThru SBRight EBLeft EBThru EBRight WBLeft WBThru WBRight NBEnteringSBEntering EBEnteringWBEnterin NBLeaving SBLeaving EBLeaving WBLeaving

0 0 0 7.1 1.7 6.8 0 2.7 0.8 0 4 0 0 3.2 2.2 2.6 0 1.2 3.3 4.7

PEAK‐HOUR VOLUMES ‐ PEDESTRIANS

North South East West

819 226 192 133

PEAK‐HOUR VOLUMES ‐ BICYCLES

NBLeft NBThru NBRight SBLeft SBThru SBRight EBLeft EBThru EBRight WBLeft WBThru WBRight

1 0 0 3 9 1 0 24 2 1 12 0

PEAK 15‐MIN FLOWRATES

VehicleTypNBLeft NBThru NBRight NBUTurn NBRTOR SBLeft SBThru SBRight SBUTurn SBRTOR EBLeft EBThru EBRight EBUTurn EBRTOR WBLeft WBThru WBRight WBUTurn WBRTOR Total

All Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 40 384 116 0 0 0 408 132 0 0 112 252 0 4 0 1448

Heavy Truc 0 0 0 4 4 12 0 8 0 0 4 0 32

Pedestrians 284 1012 180 192 1668

Bicycles 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 4 1 1 1 0 10

ALL‐VEHICLE VOLUMES

Time Perio NB Left NB Thru NB Right NB U‐Turn NB RTOR SB Left SB Thru SB Right SB U‐Turn SB RTOR EB Left EB Thru EB Right EB U‐Turn EB RTOR WB Left WB Thru WB Right WB U‐TurnWB RTOR Total Hourly Totals

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 12 69 27 0 0 0 67 44 0 0 32 48 0 5 0 304

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 80 14 0 0 0 63 27 1 0 27 54 0 5 0 279

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 14 78 14 0 0 0 75 34 0 0 33 51 0 2 0 301

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 24 68 19 0 0 0 76 31 1 0 38 58 0 6 0 321 1205

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 10 96 29 0 0 0 102 33 0 0 28 63 0 1 0 362 1263

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 11 103 16 0 0 0 79 31 0 0 23 71 0 5 0 339 1323

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 11 93 24 0 0 0 72 28 1 0 27 58 0 2 0 316 1338

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 11 82 18 0 0 0 79 34 0 0 23 56 0 0 0 303 1320

5:00Pm 0 0 0 0 0 43 374 87 0 0 0 332 126 1 0 101 248 0 8 0

HEAVY‐VEHICLE VOLUMES

Time Perio NB Left NB Thru NB Right SB Left SB Thru SB Right EB Left EB Thru EB Right WB Left WB Thru WB Right Total

4:00 PM 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 7

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 7

4:30 PM 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 2 2 1 0 0 8

4:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 4 0 0 4 0 10

5:00 PM 0 0 0 1 1 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 8

5:15 PM 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 2 0 0 4 0 10

5:30 PM 0 0 0 1 3 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 8

5:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 3 1 0 2 0 9

5:00Pm #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 9% 2% 8% #DIV/0! 2% 2% 0% 3% #DIV/0!

PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES

Time Perio North South East West Total

4:00 PM 139 41 37 23 240

4:15 PM 131 39 43 17 230 WBR

4:30 PM 149 30 41 26 246 809

4:45 PM 168 35 32 26 261 SBR 133 208 NBR

5:00 PM 253 71 48 45 417 226

5:15 PM 215 59 55 34 363 EBR

5:30 PM 183 61 57 28 329

5:45 PM 158 35 48 26 267

BICYCLE VOLUMES

Time Perio NB Left NB Thru NB Right SB Left SB Thru SB Right EB Left EB Thru EB Right WB Left WB Thru WB Right Total

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 7

4:15 PM 0 0 0 1 2 2 1 2 0 0 2 1 11

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 2 0 9

4:45 PM 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 1 0 1 0 11

5:00 PM 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 4 1 1 1 0 10

5:15 PM 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 6 0 0 8 0 17

5:30 PM 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 7 0 0 2 0 15

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 4 2 0 10 0 0 3 0 19

0 0 0 3 13 2 0 27 1 1 14 0
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Key Destinations and Proposed Projects
19th Street BART to Lake Merritt Urban Greenway
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2n
LEGEND

Proposed Idea from
Walking Audit

Walking Audit Summa
Figure 1

ry

BRT may run between 
Telegraph and Broadway
depending on future decisions
regarding bus layover locations

Consider conflicts between
pedestrians crossing Broadway
and BRT making an EB right
onto Broadway

-Possible Additional 19th Street 
BART Portal in Future
-Plans to Cover Existing Portal

Relocate AC Transit 11 Bus 
Stop to Existing Broadway/ 
19th Street Bus Stop

Relocate AC Transit 11 WB Bus
Stop to Existing Broadway/
19th Street Stop to Serve
19th Street BART

Planned 19th Street 
BART Bike Station

Need for Future 
Mid-Block Crosswalk

-Formalize Shuttle Stop 
and Kiss & Ride
-Widen Sidewalk
-Remove Parking Spaces

San Pablo Avenue/ Martin 
Luther King, Jr.  Way 
Intersection Likely Outside 
of Study Area

Remove Two-Way Left-Turn 
Lane to Accomodate Class 
II Bicycle Lanes

Stripe Mid-Block 
Crosswalk

Eastbound Left-Turn Pocket, 

Remove or Reduce 
Length of Eastbound 
Left-Turn Pocket

Bicycle Route with Sharrows
OR Median-Running 
Two-Way Separated Bikeway 

-Consider future operations/ 
design of BRT
-Consider Existing and Future 
Transit Turning Movements onto 
and off of 20th Street

Flip Parking and Bike 
Lane and Restripe as 

Address Sightlines 
at Driveway

-Curb Extension
-Sidewalk Extension
-Queue Jump Lane
-Remove Right-Turn Lane

-Curb Extension
-Sidewalk Extension
-Queue Jump Lane

Queue Jump Lane or 
Eliminate Right-Turn 
Lane

Tighten Curb Radii

-Remove Highway-Style 
Convention Sign
-Remove Out-of-Service 
Bus Stop
-Widen Sidewalk

Snow Park Improvements and 
Lakeside Drive/20th Street/ 
Harrison Street Intersection 
Reconfiguration Assumed Under 
Baseline Secnario

Remove Parking and 
Extend Curb Line-Repair Sidewalk

-Reconstruct or 
Consolidate Driveway 
as Feasible

-Reconfigure Left/ 
Through Lane
-Remove Medians

-Upgrade Curb Ramps, As Needed
-Consider 17th and 19th Streets Couplet as an Alternative Bikeway
-Consider transportation impacts of potential redevelopment of parcels along
and adjacent to the corridor

Corridor-Wide Considerations

Telegraph Avenue
 to Broadway

Telegraph Avenue 
to Lakeside Drive

Proposed 20th Street Bikeway

Alternative 2

Alternative 1

Median-Running Two-Way 
Separated Bikeway 

Class III Bicycle Route with Sharrows

Class II Bicycle Lanes

Class II Bicycle Lanes

 Broadway
 to Lakeside Drive

San Pablo Avenue 
to Telegraph Avenue

Flip Parking and Bike 
Lane and Restripe as 
Separated Bikeway

Restripe as Combined 

Provide Short-Term and 
Long-Term Reconfigurations
of Driveways, including 
conslidating islands/ driveways

-Remove or Reduce Length of 

-Consider Possible Bus Blockages
if turn pocket is removed 

Separated Bikeway
Bike/Right-Turn Pocket
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II.  LEVELS OF TRAFFIC STRESS 

CLASSIFYING POPULATIONS BY TOLERANCE FOR TRAFFIC STRESS

There are two popular schemes for classifying cyclists and potential cyclists according 
to their affinity for different kinds of bicycling facilities. One is the A, B, C scheme based 
on cyclist skill, first published by FHWA2 and used implicitly in the AASHTO Guide for the 
Development of Bicycling Facilities:3

A = Advanced cyclists whose greater skill enables them to share roads with motor 
traffic. Moreover, they are unwilling to sacrifice speed for separation from traffic stress. 

B = Basic adult cyclists, who lack the “skill” to confidently integrate with fast or heavy 
traffic.

C = Children cyclists, less capable than class B at negotiating with traffic and more 
prone to irrational and sudden movements.

Classes A and B are assumed to be very different, in that class B seeks separation from 
traffic, while class A welcomes integration with traffic, and often sees separation from traffic 
as a challenge to their right to ride in the road. The AASHTO Guide asserts a dichotomy 
between the needs of classes A and B, declaring that facilities serving one group will not 
serve the other because separation from traffic (in their view) almost always involves a 
compromise in speed, which class A cyclists hold paramount. 

The AASHTO and FHWA publications that advance this scheme offer no estimates of 
the fraction of the population belonging to each class, though simple observation of the 
low bicycle ridership in America suggests that class A represents a very small fraction of 
the overall population. In keeping with the label “advanced” and a classification based on 
“skill,” the AASHTO Guide asserts that with education and experience riding a bike, people 
in class B will migrate to class A, suggesting that facilities developed for class B may be a 
poor investment.  

Another classification scheme has been developed by Roger Geller, Portland’s bicycle 
coordinator.4 Based on a survey of residents’ attitudes both in general and toward bicycle 
facilities available in the Portland area, it divides the population into 4 classes, as illustrated 
in Figure 3.

Figure 3.	 Portland’s Classification Scheme for the Population 
Source: Geller, n.d.
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Geller also estimates the fraction of the population belonging to each class, as shown in 
the figure. The “strong and fearless” respond well to riding in almost any traffic conditions 
and correspond to the class A riders of the FHWA scheme; they are said to represent less 
than one percent of the population. The “enthused and confident” don’t show that same 
tolerance for mixing with fast, turbulent traffic, but respond well to riding in bike lanes along 
arterial streets and to sharing smaller roads with traffic. The “interested but concerned” find 
situations in which they have to negotiate with traffic streams uncomfortable, but respond 
well to standalone paths and streets with little and slow traffic. The “No Way No How” 
group is not interested in riding a bicycle at all. 

A classification based on tolerance for traffic stress (such as Geller’s) rather than skill 
seems more fruitful for bicycle network planning. Judging from the very small fraction 
of Americans who ride bikes (except in cities with low-stress bikeways), the skill-based 
classification scheme would leave all but one or two percent of adults in Class B, rendering 
such a classification almost useless. Classification by level of tolerance for traffic stress 
is consistent with studies that show people’s increasing affinity for lower-stress bicycling 
environments and indicate that traffic danger is the chief impediment to bicycling.5 The 
concept of intolerance for traffic stress also explains the enormous difference in bicycle 
use between the U.S. and European countries such as the Netherlands and Denmark,6 
where separation from traffic is a fundamental principle of bicycle facility design. It also 
explains the rapid growth in bicycling seen in cities such as Portland that have invested 
heavily in low-stress bicycling facilities.7 A recent study of large American cities confirms 
that bicycling rates are higher in cities with more bike paths and bike lanes.8

This research adopts Geller’s classification scheme based on tolerance for traffic stress, 
but with the large “interested but concerned” class divided into two, one for children and 
one for adults. The more limited ability of children to make difficult crossings, their lower 
speed (which increases the speed differential to motor traffic), and their limited ability 
to interact with streams of traffic (as opposed to dealing with isolated motor vehicles) 
demands a greater degree of separation from traffic stress than that required by adults. 
Thus, ignoring the “No Way No How” segment of the population, our adopted scheme has 
four classes of bicycle users. 

LEVELS OF TRAFFIC STRESS FOR FACILITIES

Related to research on classifying people by their tolerance for traffic stress has been 
research on classifying bicycling facilities – links and intersections – by the degree of 
traffic stress they impose on cyclists. Best known is the Bicycle Level of Service (BLOS) 
model for on-street facilities.9 It is based on level of comfort ratings given by subjects who 
rode a course that included a variety of bikeway and traffic situations. By relating those 
comfort ratings to the characteristics of the various sites, they developed a formula for 
predicting the comfort rating that a person would assign to a roadway link based on such 
characteristics as the traffic speed, traffic volume, presence of a bike lane, presence of 
a parking lane, whether the area is residential or not, and amount of operating space 
afforded to bikes (through a bike lane, shoulder, or an extra-wide outside travel lane). The 
predicted ratings are then indexed to six levels of service, from A (the best) to F (the worst). 
A similar effort to rate bicyclist comfort at intersections was not as successful.10 The BLOS 
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model for links has been adopted as a method for determining multimodal Level of Service 
in the Highway Capacity Manual11 and is often used in bicycle network planning studies to 
identify streets with higher and lower levels of traffic stress.

A parallel research effort developed the Bicycle Compatibility Index or BCI.12 Like the BLOS, 
it results in a formula for a comfort index based on bikeway, road, and traffic characteristics. 
While the BCI and BLOS formulas differ in form, their results are similar.

The BLOS and BCI classification schemes were deemed inadequate for this research 
for several reasons. First, they require data that is not readily available – particularly, 
traffic volumes and lane widths. Second, their complicated formulas are “black boxes” that 
conceal the relationship between level of service and attributes of a street such as traffic 
speed or volume. That is, not even a knowledgeable person could look at a street, or see 
all the data that applies to a street, and recognize or know what its BLOS or BCI score is 
without resorting to complex calculations. Third, the levels of service these models refer 
to have no meaning either to roadway managers or to the general public, other than “A is 
better than B, which is better than C,” and so forth. 

We propose in this research a new classification scheme with four levels of traffic stress 
(LTS), corresponding directly to the four classes of the population described earlier. They 
are defined in general terms in Table 1. Specific criteria for these four levels of traffic stress 
are given in Sections III-V.

The proposed four-level classification scheme is anchored by LTS 2, whose criteria 
essentially mimic Dutch standards for bicycle traffic facilities.13 This is the level of 
tolerance that is mapped to the mainstream, traffic-intolerant adult population, those who 
are “interested but concerned.” Dutch standards have been proven on a population basis 
to be acceptable to the mainstream population, since bikeways built according to those 
standards attract essentially equal male/female shares and high levels of bicycle use for 
all age groups.14 (By contrast, cycling in the U.S. is about 70 percent male, with very low 
participation rates by older people). LTS 1, mapped to children cyclists, demands greater 
separation from traffic turbulence and easier crossings, while LTS 3, mapped to Geller’s 
“enthused and confident” group, allows increased traffic stress comparable to bike lanes 
on many American arterials. LTS 4, mapped to the “strong and fearless,” corresponds to 
riding in mixed traffic at 35 mph or more, or in bike lanes or shoulders next to traffic at 
highway speeds.
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Table 1.	 Levels of Traffic Stress (LTS)

LTS 1

Presenting little traffic stress and demanding little attention from cyclists, and attractive enough for a 
relaxing bike ride. Suitable for almost all cyclists, including children trained to safely cross intersections. 
On links, cyclists are either physically separated from traffic, or are in an exclusive bicycling zone next to 
a slow traffic stream with no more than one lane per direction, or are on a shared road where they interact 
with only occasional motor vehicles (as opposed to a stream of traffic) with a low speed differential. Where 
cyclists ride alongside a parking lane, they have ample operating space outside the zone into which car 
doors are opened. Intersections are easy to approach and cross.

LTS 2

Presenting little traffic stress and therefore suitable to most adult cyclists but demanding more attention 
than might be expected from children. On links, cyclists are either physically separated from traffic, or are 
in an exclusive bicycling zone next to a well-confined traffic stream with adequate clearance from a park-
ing lane, or are on a shared road where they interact with only occasional motor vehicles (as opposed to a 
stream of traffic) with a low speed differential. Where a bike lane lies between a through lane and a right-
turn lane, it is configured to give cyclists unambiguous priority where cars cross the bike lane and to keep 
car speed in the right-turn lane comparable to bicycling speeds. Crossings are not difficult for most adults.

LTS 3

More traffic stress than LTS 2, yet markedly less than the stress of integrating with multilane traffic, and 
therefore welcome to many people currently riding bikes in American cities. Offering cyclists either an 
exclusive riding zone (lane) next to moderate-speed traffic or shared lanes on streets that are not multilane 
and have moderately low speed. Crossings may be longer or across higher-speed roads than allowed by 
LTS 2, but are still considered acceptably safe to most adult pedestrians. 

LTS 4 A level of stress beyond LTS3.

ACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF DETOUR

Cyclists have a limited willingness to go out of their way to find a lower-stress bike route. 
If the shortest route that avoids high-stress links involves too much detour, many cyclists 
will not consider that route acceptable. 

One study15 of nonrecreational cyclists in Vancouver, B.C., found that 75 percent of cyclist 
trips were within 10 percent of the shortest distance possible on the road network, and 90 
percent were within 25 percent. (They found virtually identical results for automobile trips.) 
This small level of average detour is consistent with a 1997 study of bicycle commuters.16 
However, they also found that people were more likely to go out of their way to take a route 
with more green cover and more bicycle-actuated signals. Broach, Glebe, and Dill17 found 
that commuting cyclists in Portland, Oregon were willing  to add 16 percent on average to 
their trip length to use a bike path, and to add 11 percent to use a low-stress route using 
local streets (a “bike boulevard”). For non-commuting cyclists, those figures are 26 percent 
and 18 percent, respectively. 

The detour criterion used in this study specifies that an acceptable lower-stress route 
should not be more than 25 percent longer that the shortest possible route using links of 
any level of stress. For short trips, the criterion was that a lower-stress route should be no 
more than 0.33 miles longer than the shortest route (0.33 miles require two minutes travel 
time at the relaxed pace of 10 mph). More formally, a route between two points limited to 
links with  traffic stress level of k or less and having length L

k
 is acceptable with respect to 

detour if either of the follow conditions are true:

•	 L
k
 / L4 < 1.25; OR

•	 L
k
 – L4 < 1760 ft. (note: 1760 ft. = 1/3 of a mile, and takes about two minutes travel 

time)
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1

2

3

4

Segment:
Direction 1 Direction 2

Input Input
1 Direction EB WB
2 Mode separation Bicycle Lane Bicycle Lane
3 Is this a residential street?
4 Adjacent parking No No
5 Lanes in analysis direction 1 2
6 Is there a median?
7 Is there a center line?

8
What is the prevailing speed?                                                  
(Use speed limit if prevailing speed not available)

25 30

9 Bike Lane + Parking Width (if bike lane present) 6 6
10 How often do bike lane blockages occur? Rare Rare

1 2

Enter the name of the roadway segment below.
All input Fields 1-8 (marked in green) are required.  Fields 9 and 10 will activate when the 
bicycle lane is selected for the mode separation in Field 2.

Refer to "Streetscore+ Tool Overview" and "About" tabs detailed descriptions of inputs and 
calculations.

Input instructions:

The Segment LTS output is provided below the input fields.

Segment (Two-Way Roadway) LTS

Field Category

No

Raised
Yes

Segment LTS Output
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1

2

3

4

Segment:
Direction 1 Direction 2

Input Input
1 Direction EB WB
2 Mode separation Bicycle Lane Bicycle Lane
3 Is this a residential street?
4 Adjacent parking No Yes
5 Lanes in analysis direction 1 1
6 Is there a median?
7 Is there a center line?

8
What is the prevailing speed?                                                  
(Use speed limit if prevailing speed not available)

25 25

9 Bike Lane + Parking Width (if bike lane present) 6 16
10 How often do bike lane blockages occur? Rare Rare

1 1

Enter the name of the roadway segment below.
All input Fields 1-8 (marked in green) are required.  Fields 9 and 10 will activate when the 
bicycle lane is selected for the mode separation in Field 2.

Refer to "Streetscore+ Tool Overview" and "About" tabs detailed descriptions of inputs and 
calculations.

Input instructions:

The Segment LTS output is provided below the input fields.

Segment (Two-Way Roadway) LTS

Field Category

No

Raised
Yes

Segment LTS Output
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20th Street
Broadway to Harrison Street

Figure 1

LEGEND

LANDSCAPE AREA

SIDEWALK EXTENSION

EXISTING CURB LINE

BUS SHELTER

BIKE LANE

NEW RAMP 20th Street BART to Lake Merritt Urban Greenway
Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements on 20th Street

 between Broadway and Harrison Street

Widen Existing 
10’ Sidewalk Relocate Existing 

Bus Stop to 
Broadway/19th Street

Widen Existing 
8’Sidewalk

Widen Existing 
6-10’Sidewalk

Sidewalk Bulb-Outs 
to Reduce Pedestrian 
Crossing Distances

Convert 3 Parking 
Spaces to Drop-

Off Area for BART 
Station

Sidewalk Bulb-Outs 
to Reduce Pedestrian 
Crossing Distances

Sidewalk Bulb-Outs 
to Reduce Pedestrian 
Crossing Distances

Advanced 
Stop Bars

Advanced 
Stop Bar

Directional 
Curb Ramps

Existing 19th 
Street BART 

Entrance

Widen Existing 
10’ Sidewalk

Landscaped 
Median

Landscaped 
Median

Widen Existing 
10’ Sidewalk

Landscaped 
Median

Repurpose One 
Travel Lane in 

Each Direction to 
Provide Bike Lanes 
and Median/Left-

Turn Pockets
Repurpose One 
Travel Lane and 

Right-Turn Pocket 
to Provide Median, 

Bike Lane, and 
Sidewalk Widening

Repurpose One Travel 
Lane Eastbound to Provide 

Median, Bike Lane, and 
Sidewalk Widening

Repurpose One Travel Lane 
Westbound to Provide Bike 

Lanes and Median/Left-
Turn Pockets

Bike Lanes

Bike Lanes

Extend Bike 
Lanes through 

Intersection

Green Bike Lanes 
behind Bus 

Island

Bus Island Allows 
Buses to Stop in 

Travel Lane

Bus Island Allows 
Buses to Stop in 

Travel Lane

Parking 
Separated Cycle 

Track

Parking 
Separated Cycle 

Track

Work with Property Owners 
to Enhance Pedestrian 

Circulation near Driveways 
and Bring Left-Turns into 

Intersection

20th Street
Broadway to Harrison Street

Figure 1

LEGEND

LANDSCAPE AREA

SIDEWALK EXTENSION

EXISTING CURB LINE

BUS SHELTER

BIKE LANE

NEW RAMP

EXISTING BUS STOP TO REMAIN
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20th Street BART to Lake Merritt Urban Greenway
Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements on 20th Street

 between Broadway and Harrison Street

20th Street BART to Lake 
Merritt Urban Greenway
Detail of Proposed Sidewalk 
Extension, Bike Lanes, and 
Landscaped Median

ABOVE: Image of 20th Street looking toward 
Broadway as it appears today.  

LEFT: Photosimulation of what the proposed bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements will look near the 19th 
Street BART portal at Broadway.  The sidewalk will 
be widened by 6’-10’ on the corridor.  The existing 
parking spaces on the north side of the street will be 
coverted to a drop-off area for BART.  Bike lanes will 
be installed as well as a landscaped median.
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20th Street BART to Lake Merritt Urban Greenway
Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements on 20th Street

 between Broadway and Harrison Street

20th Street BART to Lake 
Merritt Urban Greenway
Detail of Proposed  Bus 
Islands/Sidewalk Extension 
and Protected Bike Lane/
Cycle Track

ABOVE: Image of 20th Street at Webster Street, 
looking toward Lake Merritt, as it appears today.  

LEFT: Photosimulation of what the proposed bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements will look at the existing 
AC Transit bus stop at 20th and Webster Streets.  
The drawing shows a new bus boarding island 
with a protected bike lane (“cycle track”) wrapping 
behind the bus stop to remove bicycle/bus conflicts.  
Pedestrian crossing distances are shortened by 
providing the sidewalk extension/bus island.
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Metropolitan Transportation Commission
2014 Active Transportation Program (ATP)
Cycle 1
FY 2014‐15 and FY 2015‐16
Regional ATP Cycle 1 list of Projects

County Implementing Agency Project Regional ATP Federal State Total ATP PA&ED PSE ROW CON PA&ED PSE ROW CON

Alameda Alameda (City) Cross Alameda Trail (includes SRTS component) $2,231,000 $2,005,000 $226,000 $2,231,000 $226,000 $2,005,000

Alameda Alameda County PWA Be Oakland, Be Active: A Comprehensive SRTS Program $988,000 $988,000 $988,000 $988,000

Alameda Berkeley LeConte Elementary Schools SRTS Imps. $682,000 $600,000 $82,000 $682,000 $82,000 $600,000

Alameda Livermore Marylin Avenue Elementary Safe Routes to School $358,000 $358,000 $358,000 $83,000 $275,000

Alameda Oakland PWD Lake Merritt to Bay Trail Bike/Ped Gap Closure (PS&E/ROW) $3,210,000 $3,210,000 $3,210,000 $2,885,000 $325,000

Contra Costa CCTA Riverside Ave Ped Overcrossing Replacement $682,000 $682,000 $682,000 $682,000

Contra Costa EBRPD San Francisco Bay Trail, Pinole Shores to Bay Front Park $4,000,000 $4,000,000 $4,000,000 $4,000,000

Regional MTC Bay Area Bike Share Expansion $7,713,000 $5,713,000 $2,000,000 $7,713,000 $7,713,000

San Mateo San Mateo (City) City of San Mateo Safe Routes to School Program $2,515,000 $1,720,000 $795,000 $2,515,000 $405,000 $390,000 $1,720,000

Santa Clara Santa Clara VTA Central and South County Bicycle Corridor Plan $443,000 $443,000 $443,000 $443,000

Sonoma Santa Rosa Jennings Ave Bike/Ped Crossing at SMART Railroad Tracks $8,157,000 $8,157,000 $8,157,000 $786,000 $7,371,000

TOTAL: $30,979,000 $22,877,000 $8,102,000 $30,979,000 $0 $713,000 $0 $1,821,000 $0 $3,754,000 $325,000 $24,366,000

$2,534,000 $28,445,000

Regional ATP Cycle 1 Projects

CTC Program Information CTC Program Information CTC Program Information

Fed/State Funds Source FY 2014‐15 FY 2015‐16

J:\PROJECT\Funding\T4‐MAP21\MAP21 ‐ TAP and ATP\ATP\[RES‐4132_Attachment‐B REVISED Jan 2015.xlsx]ATP Cycle 1 09‐24‐14
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CHAPTER 2. EXISTING CONDITIONS

Bike to Work Day, the Bicycle Master Plan, and other city programs that affect bicyclists
and pedestrians.

www.511.org: The Metropolitan Transportation Commission provides bicycling infor-
mation as part of its comprehensive web site on transportation for the San Francisco Bay
Area. Bicycle-specific information includes maps, transit, parking, local bridges, orga-
nizations, and promotional materials. The site also includes the interactive BikeMapper
described under “Maps.”

California Vehicle Code

The California Vehicle Code (CVC) specifies the legal requirements for riding a bicycle in
the public right-of-way. The operation of bicycles is addressed in Sections 21200-21212
while the registration and licensing of bicycles is addressed in Sections 39000-39011.
Opening a vehicle’s door in the path of an oncoming bicyclist is prohibited by Section
22517. In general, Section 21200(a) states, “Every person riding a bicycle upon a highway
has all the rights and is subject to all the provisions applicable to the driver of a vehicle. . . ”

The CVC is available on-line at www.dmv.ca.gov/pubs/vctop/vc/vc.htm.

The California Vehicle Code does not regulate bicycle riding on sidewalks. However, the
Oakland Municipal Code (OMC) does prohibit sidewalk riding in OMC 10.16.150 (Ap-
pendix E).

2.7 Community Outreach

This update of Oakland’s Bicycle Master Plan included outreach to and coordination with
neighborhood groups and merchant associations, local transit operators, adjoining jurisdic-
tions, and countywide and regional agencies. The following bullets list the key components
of this outreach process:

• Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) : This committee was composed of residents
from each council district, representatives of community-based organizations, and
interested individuals. It met monthly to provide public input and oversight for each
stage of the process.

• Meetings with community-based organizations: The project manager and members
of the CAC gave presentations to neighborhood groups and merchants associations
as part of those groups’ regularly scheduled meetings. The process included 52 meet-
ings that reached over 850 people.
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CITY OF OAKLAND BICYCLE MASTER PLAN (2007)

• Public meetings: Three large format, open invite public meetings were held over the
course of the project. The first two meetings were held at the beginning of the project
and the third meeting was held after the release of the Draft Plan.

• Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) : This committee facilitated cooperation with
outside agencies and had a primary focus on AC Transit and the adjoining jurisdic-
tions of Alameda, Berkeley, Emeryville, Piedmont, and San Leandro. A full listing
of TAC participants is included in the Acknowledgements.

• EIR and General Plan Amendment : The preparation of the associated Environmen-
tal Impact Report (EIR) and the adoption of this document through a General Plan
amendment included public hearings and actions by the Planning Commission, Com-
munity and Economic Development Committee, and City Council.

This public outreach noted the following issues that were subsequently addressed through
the planning process and integrated into this document. Many Oakland residents would
like to bicycle (or bicycle more often) but they do not feel safe given the current traffic
conditions on many of Oakland’s streets. Merchants in the neighborhood commercial dis-
tricts are concerned that bikeways on their streets could cause localized congestion that
would negatively affect their businesses. Some bicyclists are seeking the most direct routes
(regardless of traffic conditions) while others (including parents with children) are seeking
residential streets and bicycle paths. Bicyclists are very interested in ensuring that Oak-
land’s bikeways provide seamless connections to the bikeways in adjoining jurisdictions.
Bus and shuttle operators are concerned that some bikeways may cause localized conges-
tion that would adversely affect their transit operations. Especially at night, many cyclists
ride on busier streets because of their concerns for personal security on the quieter side
streets. People’s priorities for improvements include developing bikeway connections to
transit stations, the downtown, Oakland’s waterfront, and connecting Lake Merritt to the
surrounding neighborhoods.

Additional details on the outreach process are included in Section C.1. The ongoing role
of community outreach and public participation for implementation of the Bicycle Master
Plan is described in Section 6.6.
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N:\PROJECTS\_WC10\WC10-2732.C0_20th_Street_Complete_Street_Project\Graphics\FigX_WalkAuditRoute

Walking Audit Route - May 2013

1. SE Corner Telegraph/20th
8:00-8:15 AM 

2. Bus Stops
8:20-8:30 AM

6. Kaiser Driveway
9:25-9:35 AM

8. 20th St. East of
Franklin St.
9:50-10:00AM

3. 19th St. BART Portal
8:35-8:50 AM

4. NE Corner of 
Franklin/20th Sts.
8:55-9:05 AM

5. NE Corner of
Webster/20th Sts.
9:10-9:20 AM

7. SE Corner of 
Webster/20th Sts.
9:40-9:45 AM
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20th Street Complete Street Study 

Stakeholder Meeting 

Date/Time: September 10, 2:00 PM 

AGENDA 

Objective: Discuss and select preferred alternatives for proposed 20th Street concepts 

I. Introductions 
 

II. Summary of Work Completed to Date 
 

1. Data Collection 
2. Walking Audit 
3. Concept Development 
4. Traffic Operations Analysis 

 
III. Review 20th Street Alternatives 

1. San Pablo Avenue to Telegraph Avenue 
i. Bicycle Lanes 
ii. Implications for multi-modal operations 

2. Telegraph Avenue to Broadway 
i. Transit mall 

1. Advisory bike lanes vs. sharrows 
ii. Implications for multi-modal operations 

3. Broadway to Harrison Street 
i. Median bike lanes 
ii. Shoulder bike lanes 
iii. Implications for multi-modal operations 

 
IV. Discussion of Preferred Alternative 

1. Input from Key Stakeholders: 
i. City of Oakland 
ii. AC Transit Concerns 
iii. BART Concerns 

 
V. Next steps 

 
1. 30% Concept Design 

 
VI. Schedule 
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20th Street Complete Street Study 

Kick-off Meeting Minutes 

Date/Time: May 14 3:00-5:00PM 

Objective: Review scope of the study and establish next steps 

I. Introductions 
Attendees: City of Oakland (Wladimir Wlassowsky, Si Lau, Shirley Kwan, Ade Oluwasogo, Jamie Parks), 
BART (Val Menotti, Tim Chen), AC Transit (Nathan Landau, Will Buller, Stephen Newhouse), Fehr & 
Peers (Rob Rees, Ryan McClain, and Carrie Nielson) 
 
Si Lau will be the project manager for the City of Oakland.  Ryan McClain will be the project manager 
for Fehr & Peers.  Rob Rees will be the principal-in-charge. 

 
II. Study Overview 

 
The study will look at opportunities to widen sidewalks, provide dedicated bicycle facilities, improve 
bus stops and bus circulation, and improve connections to 19th Street BART on 20th Street.  This effort 
will include 30% design plans and operations analysis along the corridor.  The focus of the study will 
be on improvements between Broadway and Lakeside Drive.  Between San Pablo and Telegraph 
Avenues, the project will primarily propose striping improvements, as the sidewalk in this area was 
recently constructed.  The segment between Telegraph Avenue and Broadway will be considered in 
the study, particularly with regard to bus and bicycle connections; however, it is acknowledged that 
substantial sidewalk improvements have recently been constructed on this segment. 

III. Review Work Plan 
1. Document Review 

i. Kaiser Center Expansion - This project will be studied as an additional scenario for 
operations testing but is not assumed under the baseline conditions. 

ii. Lakeside Green Streets – This project will be assumed as part of the baseline scenario 
for design and operations testing.   

iii. AC Transit routes and schedules – Fehr & Peers has request boarding and alighting 
data, route, and schedule information from AC Transit. 

2. Data Collection and Operations Analysis 
i. Traffic Counts and Queuing Observations – Fehr & Peers collected PM multi-modal 

turning movement counts on May 8, 2013.   
1. Action Item: Fehr & Peers will do spot counts of pedestrian activity and 

platooning in the AM peak hours during subsequent fieldwork to supplement 
the PM analysis.   

2. Action Item: City to follow up with status of Emerald Views project to 
determine if any of the traffic information may be worth including moving 
forward. 

3. Walking Audit – Scheduled for Wednesday, May 29 at 8 AM.  Si will send an invite.  
Attendees include: 
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 City Staff 
 BART 
 AC Transit 
 Fehr & Peers 
 Business Improvement District 
 Kaiser Center Representative 

4. Operational Analysis 
i. No Project (without Kaiser) 
ii. No Project (with Kaiser) 
iii. Plus Project (without Kaiser) 
iv. Plus Project (with Kaiser) 
v. Signal Improvement – City indicate that fiber upgrades are planned on 20th Street and 

have been installed along Harrison Street up to West Grand Avenue.   
vi. Synchro 7 and HCM 2000 will be used on this project 

5. Concept Plan 
i. Existing CAD and Lakeside Green CAD files are available from the City.   

1. Action Item:  Fehr & Peer will supplement this with spot grade measurements 
and right-of-way dimensions.  Basements will be noted and verified with the 
Building Department 

 
IV. Stakeholder Input 

1. BART Concerns 
i. Existing private shuttles and passenger cars use the northeast corner of Broadway/20th 

Street for passenger pick-up/drop-off.  This should be considered during 
development of the concept plan. 

ii. Broadway Valdez Specific Plan– BART raised the issue that the Broadway Valdez 
Specific Plan may decide to incorporate 20th Street into their Plan Area, which may 
warrant further coordination.   

1. Action Item: Fehr & Peers will follow up on whether or not shuttles have been 
proposed under the Specific Plan and how to deal with relevant Plan 
coordination. 

iii. 19th Street Portal Improvements – BART raised concerns about future passenger 
demand at the 19th Street Station and capacity of the portals on 20th Street, 
specifically the portal on the northeast corner of Broadway/20th Street. 

1. Action Item: Fehr & Peers will coordinate with AECOM on the 19th Street 
BART canopy and portal design and planning processes.  This may include 
providing enough space for future portal expansion. 

 
2. AC Transit Concerns 

i. Action Item: Fehr & Peers will work with AC Transit to provide a figure summarizing 
existing transit on 20th Street, including bus stops and ridership data, to solicit initial 
feedback on existing bus service.  

ii. AC Transit is considering a new bus stop in front of the Tribune Building (eastbound).  
This would be adjacent to the proposed Bike Station for 19th Street BART. 

iii. Consideration of impact of proposed Telegraph closure at Broadway should be 
considered relative to AC Transit Bus Rerouting (58L + night bus). 
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V. Proposed Schedule 
Wednesday, May 29 8:00AM – Walking Audit 
Monday, June 17 – Draft Plan 
Monday, July 1 – Receive consolidated comments from City 
Monday, July 15 – Finalized Study submitted to City  
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Attachment C 
 

1 
 

Response to Comments Received on the 20th Street Bike Lane Project 

On August 7, 2014, the City published notice of a public hearing on August 21, 2014, to consider the 
proposed restriping of travel lanes to remove a travel lane and install bike lanes on 20th Street. No written 
comments were received in response to the August 7 notice. The public hearing on August 21 was held in 
City Hall at the monthly meeting of the City of Oakland’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
(BPAC). Staff presented the projects as described in the agenda report. The following provides a 
summary of the comments received and responses given at the meeting.   

Carol Levine (BPAC member): The drop off zone on westbound 20th St between Franklin 
St and Broadway, is likely to cause a conflict with the bike lane. 

Response: Parking is currently prohibited in this location and will remain prohibited with the 20th 
St Bike Lane project. There is demand for a pick-up/drop-off area serving 19th St BART. 
However, it is difficult to accommodate this in the central business district due to the multiple 
demands for curb space.   

Kenya Wheeler (BPAC member): Recommends that the conflict Ms Levine outlined be 
addressed, perhaps by removing the curb cut. 

Response: The curb cut serves the parking lot of the California Bank & Trust and the removal of 
the curb cut would require the consent of the property owner. The curb cut works well with the 
20th St Bike Lane project by enabling bicyclists to exit the roadway and access the nearby BART 
entrance. 

Robert Prinz (BPAC member): Consider adding sharrows on 20th St in the westbound left 
turn lane onto southbound Webster St. 

Response: The City will add sharrows to this left turn lane to support the connection to Webster 
St, a designated bikeway. 

Robert Prinz (BPAC member): On eastbound 20th St, Franklin St to Webster St, the Union 
Bank driveway is hard to see. The bike lane treatment needs more emphasis here. 

Response: The City will add a bike lane symbol and arrow in the bike lane at this driveway. 

Robert Prinz (BPAC member): On 20th St, consider a bike box treatment for the left turn 
onto Webster St; there is no right turn conflict here. 

Response: The bike box is an experimental treatment that’s use requires approval from the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the California Traffic Control Devices 
Committee (CTCDC). The effort required for approval is beyond the scope of the current project. 
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2 
 

Christopher Kidd (BPAC Vice-Chair): Clarify the purpose of the hearing regarding AB 
2245. 

Response: Assembly Bill No. 2245 added Section 21080.20.5 to the California Public Resources 
Code. It provides and exemption to the California Environmental Quality Act for the restriping 
of streets and highways for bicycle lanes in an urbanized area that is consistent with a bicycle 
transportation plan. One of the requirements of Section 21080.20.5 is that the agency hold a 
noticed public hearing in the area affected by the project to hear and respond to public 
comments. 

Christopher Kidd (BPAC Vice-Chair): On 17th St, the striping design should address the 
conflict between bicyclists and drivers turning right onto San Pablo Ave. 

Response: Westbound motorists on 17th St at the intersection with Clay St and San Pablo Ave 
may make a hard right turn onto Clay St or a soft right turn onto San Pablo Ave. This 
configuration may create conflicts with westbound bicyclists on 17th St who are proceeding 
straight. To resolve the conflict, the City will mark the bike lane through the intersection. 

Christopher Kidd (BPAC Vice-Chair): Why is no bike lane included on 17th St, Castro St 
to Martin Luther King Jr Wy? 

Response: Martin Luther King Jr Wy is an intersecting bikeway whereas there is no intersecting 
bikeway on Castro St. Additionally, the alignment of 17th St shifts at Martin Luther King Jr Wy, 
creating a geometric condition that is favorable to transitioning 17th St from four lanes to three 
lanes at Martin Luther King Jr Wy. 

Stephanie Jim (BPAC member): On westbound 20th St approaching Franklin, is the middle 
lane currently through/right? 

Response: Yes. Currently there is one through travel lane, one through/right travel lane, and one 
right-only lane. With the 20th St Bike Lane project, there will be two through lanes and one bike 
lane. 
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City of Oakland, Bicyclist & Pedestrian Advisory Commission 
Draft Minutes from the May 21, 2015 meeting 
City Hall, 2nd Floor, Sgt Daniel Sakai Hearing Room (aka Hearing Room 4) 

 
 
Meeting agenda at http://www2.oaklandnet.com/oakca1/groups/pwa/documents/agenda/oak050723.pdf  

Meeting called to order at 6:05pm by Chair Christopher Kidd 

 
Item 1. Roll Call/Determination of Quorum/Introductions  
At roll call, Commissioners Chan, Kidd, McWilliams, Prinz, Tabata, and Hwang were present (quorum 
established). 

Commissioners Taylor and Wheeler arrived shortly thereafter. 

Commissioner Villalobos was excused. 

 
Item 2. Approval of meeting minutes 
 A motion to adopt the Bicyclist & Pedestrian Advisory Commission meeting minutes from April 16, 

2015 and the special meeting minutes from May 6, 2015 was made (Tabata), seconded (Hwang), and 
passed unanimously. (Adopted minutes online at www.oaklandbikes.info/BPAC.)  

  

Item 3. Open Forum / Public Comment 

 Eric Fischer expressed thanks to the City for reconfiguring the traffic signals at Piedmont Ave and Linda 
Ave to better serve pedestrians. Wlad Wlassowsky, Transportation Services Division Manager, 
explained this was done based on a new traffic signal policy to put signals in busy pedestrian areas on 
pedestrian “recall” so the walk signal comes up with every cycle during busy pedestrian times. 

 

Item 4. 20th St Bicycle/Pedestrian Project/ATP Grant Proposal 
Wlad Wlassowsky, Transportation Services Division Manager, introduced Carrie Nielson (Fehr & Peers) who 
presented the item. 20th St from Broadway to Harrison St is an important downtown corridor because it 
connects to 19th St BART, Lake Merritt, and a number of large office buildings. In its current form, most of the 
right‐of‐way is dedicated to motor vehicle use, even though traffic volumes are light. The proposed project 
converts underused travel lanes to widened sidewalks and bike lanes. The proposal includes bus islands to 
eliminate the cross‐over conflict between bicyclists and buses at bus stops. The project cost estimate is on the 
order of $5 million. If the grant application is successful, there will be additional opportunities to refine and 
enhance the conceptual design. 
 
Comments 

 What changes are proposed at the Kaiser entrance? It does include some access modifications to 
simplify ingress/egress and reduce conflicts with pedestrians. 

 Did the project consider having the bike lane at the bus stop being raised halfway between the 
roadbed and the sidewalk? Yes. The factors to consider include sweeping and drainage as well as ADA 
access between the sidewalk and the boarding island. 

 In locations with loading (westbound 20th St west of Franklin St), can the bike lane be kept curbside 
with the loading in the street? The BART portal creates a geometric issue. At some point, bicyclists 
need to be brought out along the travel lane. 
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City of Oakland, Bicyclist & Pedestrian Advisory Commission 
Minutes from May 21, 2015 meeting 

pg 2 of 4 

 Consider replacing the advance limit lines with bike boxes. Give design attention to the bicyclist turns 
between 20th St and both Franklin St and Webster St. 

 All of the extra sidewalk space is very important because the pedestrian volumes are high and the 
existing condition is very constrained. Consider high visibility crosswalks (even with the traffic signals) 
due to the high pedestrian volumes. 

 Give more attention to bicyclists at the right turn trap lane from westbound 20th St onto northbound 
Franklin St. 

 Consider relocating the bike racks near the BART entrance to free up space for the pedestrian flows. 
 

 
Item 5. Resurfacing Overview 
Gus Amirzehni, Engineering Design Division Manager, introduced Jimmy Mach, Supervising Civil Engineer for 
the Pavement Management Program, who presented the item. The program is responsible for “capital paving 
projects”: the curb‐to‐curb rehabilitation of street pavement. (Another bureau is responsible for pothole 
repairs.) Mr. Mach’s presentation emphasized the following points. Like many older cities across the state, 
Oakland’s pavement is in poor condition (in comparison to the roughly 100 jurisdictions in the Bay Area). Cost‐
effective pavement maintenance addresses deterioration early in the pavement’s life cycle. Once a street 
deteriorates significantly, it is no longer cost‐effective to repair. There is a large backlog in maintenance, and 
the recent investments are less than what is needed to keep the overall network in its current (at risk) state of 
repair. As a result, City policy directs 80% of funds to preservation (the cost‐effective streets to repair) and 20% 
to reconstruction (the severely deteriorated streets). Based on information from the City’s proposed FY2015‐
2017 budget, funding for paving over the coming five years is anticipated to be less (by roughly 25%) than over 
the past five years. As a matter of course, paving projects include ADA improvements and bikeway 
implementation. The City now has a Complete Streets policy that will be implemented through the City’s 
paving projects. 

Comments 

 How are streets chosen to be paved? The condition of all streets is surveyed on a periodic basis. 
Arterial and collector streets are chosen over local streets. Within these classifications, the streets 
within certain ranges of deterioration are chosen because they are the most cost‐effective to repair. 

 Are additional grant funds available? Generally not. The City goes after everything that is available. 
Most of the external funds come by formula. There are very few competitive grants that allow for 
paving as a major project component. 

 Is a map available showing the condition (PCI) of the City’s streets? Yes, the map is available on the 
web page of the Pavement Management Program: 
http://www2.oaklandnet.com/Government/o/PWA/o/EC/s/STS/OAK030328.  

 Will paving projects consider adding bike lanes to streets that aren’t on the Bicycle Master Plan? Yes, 
but it is a question of resources and priorities. We are trying to match the available resources to the 
highest priorities, and that may not realize all of the opportunities that present themselves. 

 The City is working to take a stronger position with utility companies, in recognition that trenching 
does compromise the life of the pavement. The intent is to have utility companies do their part to 
maintain and preserve the life of the pavement that they affect. 

 Can more coordination be done with the railroads? Yes, but the coordination is challenging. Two 
recent successes are Embarcadero (in Jack London Square) and 26th St (at Mandela Pkwy). 

 Is it feasible to do paint‐and‐bollard bulbouts to get greater benefit in conjunction with curb ramp 
upgrades? The main mandate is satisfying ADA, but staff will follow up with the Transportation 
Services Division. 

 What’s the best way to coordinate improvements with paving projects, given that some recent 
opportunities have been missed? The Five Year Paving Plan provides a good forward‐looking time 
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20th St Bikeway Project, Broadway to Harrison St
achieve City Council-adopted sustainability 
and livability goals. 

GEOGRAPHIC CONTEXT
The bikeway striping will be installed along three 
blocks in downtown Oakland. The 20th St route 
links downtown workplaces, Uptown, the 19th St 
BART Station (with access on 20th St), and the AC 
Transit bus mall on 20th St (Broadway to Telegraph 
Ave), to Lake Merritt and neighborhoods to the 
east, including Harrison/Oakland, Adams Point, 
and Grand-Lake. A Measure DD-funded project, 
currently in design, will expand Snow Park and 
reconfigure the roadway, completing the intersecting 
bikeway on Harrison St/Lakeside Dr. 

DESIGN
The bikeway design features bike lanes and shared 
roadway bicycle markings (aka “sharrows”). The 

typical cross section includes 
two travel lanes in each 
direction. Between Franklin 
and Harrison Sts, the project 
includes bike lanes with 
buffers to provide additional 
separation between cyclists 
and motorists. Between 
Broadway and Franklin St, 
there will be some shared 
lanes with sharrows due to 
the narrower right-of-way. 
On this block, one bus stop 
will be relocated and some 
parking stalls consolidated to 
make the most efficient use 
of available roadway width. 
The number of on-street 
parking spaces will remain 
the same. 

SUBMIT COMMENTS
Please provide your input by Thursday, July 24, 2014. To 
use this form, write your comments below and your 
return address on the reverse, cut along the dotted 
line, stamp and mail. Or, you may e-mail (bikeped@
oaklandnet.com) or fax (238-7415) your comments. 
Make sure to include your name and street address 
and indicate you are commenting on the 20th St 
Bikeway Project. For answers to frequently asked 
questions, please go to www2.oaklandnet.com/
OAK024652#answers.

Please check one of the following three boxes, and 
then provide supporting comments.

FF I support the bikeway project.
FF I do not support the bikeway project.
FF I have no opinion.

DESCRIPTION
The City of Oakland is upgrading the existing, 
signage-only bikeway on 20th St between 
Broadway and Harrison St. The upgrade features 
bikeway pavement stripes and markings, which 
will be installed in late 2014 as part 
of a multi-street paving contract. 
The paving contract is funded 
by Oakland’s share of Measure 
B, Alameda County’s half-cent 
transportation sales tax, and Vehicle Registration 
Fees, both administered by the Alameda County 
Transportation Commission.

The bikeway project is recommended in the City’s 
Bicycle Master Plan (BMP). The BMP calls for the 
installation of bikeways throughout Oakland to 
encourage bicycling as a healthy, non-polluting and 
affordable transportation option, helping Oakland 




Signature: _________________________________
(Also write name and address on reverse before mailing.)

By writing my email address below, I am requesting to 
have my name added to the bicycle program contact 
list so I can receive occasional updates on City of  
Oakland bikeway improvement projects. 
Email address: ______________________________
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City of Oakland, Public Works Department

The width of 20th Street in the project area 
varies from block to block. To maximize efficient 
use of space while maintaining traffic flow, both 
bike lanes and sharrows will be installed. 

Bike lanes will be installed by 
striping the wide travel lanes to 
standard widths. Bike lanes help 
motorists and bicyclists to share the 
road and encourage bicyclists to ride 
in the street, not on the sidewalk. 
Narrower travel lanes provide better 
guidance to motorists and will also 
discourage speeding. 

Sharrows encourage bicyclists to ride 
clear of the “door zone,” and advise 
motorists to expect and share the 
road with bicyclists. The markings 
also help create continuously marked 
bikeways where bike lanes are not 
feasible.   Learn more about sharrows 
at www2.oaklandnet.com/n/
OAK025000.

DESIGN DETAIL
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zip 
code 
area

zip 
code zip code location

zip area 
population 
(2010)

mortality 
rate

total 
morbidity 
costs

pollutant 
mortality 
rate

pollutant 
morbidity 
costs

cancer 
risk per 
million

pollution-
vulnerability 
index

pollution 
index

zip 
code 
area

PM2.5 
(annual 
ug/m3)

Ozone 
(annual 
mean 

94609 94609 Oakland 20596 768.7 680.2 40.1 6.5 384.7 92.7 77.6 94609 10.1 0.12
94612 94612 Oakland 14389 683.5 609.0 39.8 6.4 591.4 94.5 88.8 94612 10.7 0.13
94607 94607 Oakland 24978 702.8 585.6 40.9 6.3 689.2 94.7 89.2 94607 10.7 0.13
94618 94618 Oakland 16046 472.2 409.9 24.6 3.8 263.0 63.3 76.2 94618 10.1 0.13
94610 94610 Oakland 29287 580.6 420.7 33.8 4.4 398.3 78.8 88.0 94610 10.7 0.13
94611 94611 Oakland 36565 492.4 404.5 22.3 3.3 267.1 57.1 64.7 94611 9.4 0.14
94606 94606 Oakland 36672 660.1 552.1 38.4 5.9 543.0 91.6 89.3 94606 10.7 0.15
94602 94602 Oakland 28329 591.6 521.4 26.8 4.3 284.9 70.4 65.7 94602 9.4 0.17
94601 94601 Oakland 50294 714.1 713.9 41.6 7.6 443.4 96.3 89.6 94601 10.7 0.18
94619 94613 Oakland 24014 585.1 530.1 33.9 5.5 248.3 84.0 86.7 94619 10.7 0.19
94619 94619 Oakland 24014 585.1 530.1 33.9 5.5 248.3 84.0 86.7 94619 10.7 0.19
94621 94621 Oakland 29870 882.4 867.1 45.5 7.9 255.8 94.7 75.0 94621 10.0 0.20
94603 94603 Oakland 31403 881.0 889.1 43.9 8.0 224.9 93.4 71.4 94603 9.9 0.20
94605 94605 Oakland 39016 672.1 648.7 28.4 4.9 184.7 70.8 54.1 94605 9.1 0.20

cnielson
Text Box
ATTACHMENT I-4-2

cnielson
Text Box
04-OAKLAND-1



SMOKING

Zip Est LCL UCL Pop ZipT EstimateT LCLT UCLT Bin

94539 6.1% 4.2% 8.0% 36000 94539 6.1% 4.2% 8.0% 1

94611, 94618 8.0% 6.2% 9.8% 39900 94611, 94618 8.0% 6.2% 9.8% 1

94588 8.4% 6.2% 10.6% 23900 94588 8.4% 6.2% 10.6% 1

95377 8.4% 4.8% 12.0% 22300 95377 8.4% 4.8% 12.0% 1

94704, 94705, 94720 8.5% 3.9% 13.2% 29221 94704, 94705, 94720 8.5% 3.9% 13.2% 1

94566 9.2% 6.9% 11.5% 26900 94566 9.2% 6.9% 11.5% 1

94550 9.3% 7.1% 11.5% 35900 94550 9.3% 7.1% 11.5% 1

94542, 94552 9.7% 7.9% 11.6% 21300 94542, 94552 9.7% 7.9% 11.6% 1

94707, 94708, 94709 9.7% 6.7% 12.7% 28900 94707, 94708, 94709 9.7% 6.7% 12.7% 1

94551 10.3% 7.9% 12.6% 35500 94551 10.3% 7.9% 12.6% 2

94587 10.4% 7.9% 12.9% 54500 94587 10.4% 7.9% 12.9% 2

94560 10.8% 8.3% 13.4% 35400 94560 10.8% 8.3% 13.4% 2

94555 11.0% 8.1% 13.8% 24000 94555 11.0% 8.1% 13.8% 2

94546 11.2% 8.5% 13.8% 32200 94546 11.2% 8.5% 13.8% 2

94545 11.6% 8.8% 14.3% 23400 94545 11.6% 8.8% 14.3% 2

94579 11.6% 8.7% 14.5% 15500 94579 11.6% 8.7% 14.5% 2

94536 11.8% 9.0% 14.5% 52500 94536 11.8% 9.0% 14.5% 2

94610 11.8% 8.6% 15.1% 25800 94610 11.8% 8.6% 15.1% 2

94568 12.0% 9.3% 14.7% 26600 94568 12.0% 9.3% 14.7% 2

94577 12.3% 9.5% 15.1% 37500 94577 12.3% 9.5% 15.1% 2

94538 12.6% 9.6% 15.5% 47800 94538 12.6% 9.6% 15.5% 2

94580 12.7% 9.6% 15.8% 21900 94580 12.7% 9.6% 15.8% 2

94602 12.8% 9.8% 15.7% 23900 94602 12.8% 9.8% 15.7% 2

94501 13.5% 10.6% 16.4% 46400 94501 13.5% 10.6% 16.4% 2

94544 13.6% 10.3% 16.8% 53900 94544 13.6% 10.3% 16.8% 2

94619 14.1% 10.8% 17.4% 18000 94619 14.1% 10.8% 17.4% 2

94541 14.2% 10.8% 17.6% 45500 94541 14.2% 10.8% 17.6% 2

94578 14.2% 10.8% 17.6% 26500 94578 14.2% 10.8% 17.6% 2

94605 14.7% 11.3% 18.1% 29500 94605 14.7% 11.3% 18.1% 2

94703 15.0% 11.2% 18.9% 17400 94703 15.0% 11.2% 18.9% 3

94702, 94710 15.3% 12.5% 18.2% 18600 94702, 94710 15.3% 12.5% 18.2% 3

94609, 94612 15.4% 12.1% 18.8% 26700 94609, 94612 15.4% 12.1% 18.8% 3

94601 15.5% 11.6% 19.5% 35800 94601 15.5% 11.6% 19.5% 3

94606 15.8% 12.0% 19.5% 26900 94606 15.8% 12.0% 19.5% 3

94621 15.9% 12.0% 19.8% 20600 94621 15.9% 12.0% 19.8% 3

94603 16.3% 12.3% 20.4% 22300 94603 16.3% 12.3% 20.4% 3

94608 17.7% 13.5% 22.0% 26400 94608 17.7% 13.5% 22.0% 3

94607 19.0% 13.9% 24.2% 20900 94607 19.0% 13.9% 24.2% 3

94502 12000 94502 NA NA NA 0

94505 6000 94505 NA NA NA 0

94514 900 94514 NA NA NA 0

94586 2900 94586 NA NA NA 0

94613 500 94613 NA NA NA 0

94706 12000 94706 NA NA NA 0

95391 900 95391 NA NA NA 0
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OBESITY

Zip Est LCL UCL Pop ZipT EstimateT LCLT UCLT Bin

94704, 94705, 94720 9.1% 6.4% 11.7% 29221 94704, 94705, 94720 9.1% 6.4% 11.7% 1

94707, 94708, 94709 12.3% 10.4% 14.2% 28900 94707, 94708, 94709 12.3% 10.4% 14.2% 1

94539 14.1% 11.9% 16.2% 36000 94539 14.1% 11.9% 16.2% 1

94611, 94618 14.5% 12.7% 0.2% 39900 94611, 94618 14.5% 12.7% 0.2% 1

94555 15.9% 13.5% 18.2% 24000 94555 15.9% 13.5% 18.2% 2

94610 16.5% 14.0% 19.0% 25800 94610 16.5% 14.0% 19.0% 2

94703 17.3% 14.4% 20.2% 17400 94703 17.3% 14.4% 20.2% 2

94609, 94612 17.5% 15.2% 19.9% 26700 94609, 94612 17.5% 15.2% 19.9% 2

94501 18.1% 15.6% 20.6% 46400 94501 18.1% 15.6% 20.6% 2

94542, 94552 18.5% 16.7% 20.3% 21300 94542, 94552 18.5% 16.7% 20.3% 2

94607 19.0% 15.7% 22.4% 20900 94607 19.0% 15.7% 22.4% 2

94606 19.4% 17.0% 21.8% 26900 94606 19.4% 17.0% 21.8% 2

94588 19.5% 17.0% 22.0% 23900 94588 19.5% 17.0% 22.0% 2

94602 19.6% 17.1% 22.0% 23900 94602 19.6% 17.1% 22.0% 2

94702, 94710 19.6% 17.4% 21.8% 18600 94702, 94710 19.6% 17.4% 21.8% 2

94587 20.0% 17.6% 22.4% 54500 94587 20.0% 17.6% 22.4% 3

94536 20.6% 18.1% 23.2% 52500 94536 20.6% 18.1% 23.2% 3

94538 20.9% 18.3% 23.6% 47800 94538 20.9% 18.3% 23.6% 3

94566 21.0% 18.3% 23.6% 26900 94566 21.0% 18.3% 23.6% 3

94568 21.2% 18.5% 23.9% 26600 94568 21.2% 18.5% 23.9% 3

94608 21.2% 18.2% 24.3% 26400 94608 21.2% 18.2% 24.3% 3

94550 21.7% 19.2% 24.3% 35900 94550 21.7% 19.2% 24.3% 3

94551 22.0% 19.6% 24.5% 35500 94551 22.0% 19.6% 24.5% 3

94579 22.1% 19.3% 24.9% 15500 94579 22.1% 19.3% 24.9% 3

94546 22.3% 19.7% 25.0% 32200 94546 22.3% 19.7% 25.0% 3

94619 22.8% 20.2% 25.3% 18000 94619 22.8% 20.2% 25.3% 3

94560 22.9% 20.2% 25.6% 35400 94560 22.9% 20.2% 25.6% 3

94545 23.8% 21.0% 26.6% 23400 94545 23.8% 21.0% 26.6% 3

94577 24.9% 22.1% 27.8% 37500 94577 24.9% 22.1% 27.8% 3

94580 26.2% 23.1% 29.3% 21900 94580 26.2% 23.1% 29.3% 4

94601 26.4% 22.8% 30.1% 35800 94601 26.4% 22.8% 30.1% 4

94544 27.0% 24.4% 30.7% 53900 94544 27.0% 24.4% 30.7% 4

95377 28.3% 21.2% 35.5% 22300 95377 28.3% 21.2% 35.5% 4

94578 28.4% 25.1% 31.7% 26500 94578 28.4% 25.1% 31.7% 4

94541 28.9% 25.5% 32.2% 45500 94541 28.9% 25.5% 32.2% 4

94605 29.9% 26.5% 33.2% 29500 94605 29.9% 26.5% 33.2% 4

94621 31.5% 27.5% 35.5% 20600 94621 31.5% 27.5% 35.5% 4

94603 32.9% 29.1% 36.7% 22300 94603 32.9% 29.1% 36.7% 4

94502 12000 94502 NA NA NA 0

94505 6000 94505 NA NA NA 0

94514 900 94514 NA NA NA 0

94586 11500 94586 NA NA NA 0

94613 500 94613 NA NA NA 0

94706 12000 94706 NA NA NA 0

95391 900 95391 NA NA NA 0
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DIABETES

Zip Est LCL UCL Pop ZipT EstimateT LCLT UCLT Bin

94707, 94708, 94709 3.6% 2.7% 4.4% 28900 94707, 94708, 94709 3.6% 2.7% 4.4% 1

94611, 94618 4.3% 3.3% 5.3% 39900 94611, 94618 4.3% 3.3% 5.3% 1

94610 4.8% 3.5% 6.2% 25800 94610 4.8% 3.5% 6.2% 1

94703 5.2% 3.6% 6.7% 17400 94703 5.2% 3.6% 6.7% 2

94568 5.5% 4.2% 6.7% 26600 94568 5.5% 4.2% 6.7% 2

94608 5.9% 4.1% 7.6% 26400 94608 5.9% 4.1% 7.6% 2

94551 6.1% 4.8% 7.4% 35500 94551 6.1% 4.8% 7.4% 2

94501 6.2% 4.8% 7.6% 46400 94501 6.2% 4.8% 7.6% 2

94702, 94710 6.2% 4.8% 7.6% 18600 94702, 94710 6.2% 4.8% 7.6% 2

94550 6.3% 4.8% 7.7% 35900 94550 6.3% 4.8% 7.7% 2

94588 6.4% 4.9% 8.1% 23900 94588 6.4% 4.9% 8.1% 2

94602 6.4% 4.9% 8.0% 23900 94602 6.4% 4.9% 8.0% 2

94566 6.6% 5.0% 8.2% 26900 94566 6.6% 5.0% 8.2% 2

94546 6.7% 5.2% 8.2% 32200 94546 6.7% 5.2% 8.2% 2

94542, 94552 6.8% 5.6% 8.0% 21300 94542, 94552 6.8% 5.6% 8.0% 2

94536 6.9% 5.2% 8.5% 52500 94536 6.9% 5.2% 8.5% 2

94555 6.9% 5.1% 8.8% 24000 94555 6.9% 5.1% 8.8% 2

94538 7.0% 5.3% 8.7% 47800 94538 7.0% 5.3% 8.7% 2

94539 7.4% 4.9% 10.0% 36000 94539 7.4% 4.9% 10.0% 2

94609, 94612 7.4% 4.7% 10.1% 26700 94609, 94612 7.4% 4.7% 10.1% 2

94619 7.4% 5.7% 9.0% 18000 94619 7.4% 5.7% 9.0% 2

94607 7.6% 5.1% 10.1% 20900 94607 7.6% 5.1% 10.1% 3

94577 7.8% 6.0% 9.6% 37500 94577 7.8% 6.0% 9.6% 3

94541 7.9% 6.1% 9.7% 45500 94541 7.9% 6.1% 9.7% 3

94578 8.1% 6.1% 10.0% 26500 94578 8.1% 6.1% 10.0% 3

94560 8.2% 6.2% 10.1% 35400 94560 8.2% 6.2% 10.1% 3

94587 8.2% 6.2% 10.3% 54500 94587 8.2% 6.2% 10.3% 3

94606 8.3% 6.5% 10.1% 26900 94606 8.3% 6.5% 10.1% 3

94605 8.7% 6.8% 10.6% 29500 94605 8.7% 6.8% 10.6% 3

94545 8.9% 6.8% 11.1% 23400 94545 8.9% 6.8% 11.1% 3

94580 9.0% 6.8% 11.1% 21900 94580 9.0% 6.8% 11.1% 3

94544 9.1% 7.0% 11.1% 53900 94544 9.1% 7.0% 11.1% 3

94579 9.7% 7.3% 12.1% 15500 94579 9.7% 7.3% 12.1% 3

94603 10.0% 7.6% 12.3% 22300 94603 10.0% 7.6% 12.3% 4

94601 10.3% 8.1% 12.5% 35800 94601 10.3% 8.1% 12.5% 4

94621 10.5% 8.2% 12.8% 20600 94621 10.5% 8.2% 12.8% 4

95377 19.7% 9.3% 30.1% 22300 95377 19.7% 9.3% 30.1% 4

94704, 94705, 94720 29221 94704, 94705, 94720 NA NA NA 0

94502 12000 94502 NA NA NA 0

94505 6000 94505 NA NA NA 0

94514 900 94514 NA NA NA 0

94586 11500 94586 NA NA NA 0

94613 500 94613 NA NA NA 0

94706 12000 94706 NA NA NA 0

95391 900 95391 NA NA NA 0
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ASTHMA

Zip Est LCL UCL Pop ZipT EstimateT LCLT UCLT Bin

94601 14.6% 11.6% 17.5% 35800 94601 14.6% 11.6% 17.5% 1

94579 14.7% 11.8% 17.5% 15500 94579 14.7% 11.8% 17.5% 1

94539 14.9% 11.5% 18.3% 36000 94539 14.9% 11.5% 18.3% 1

94606 15.1% 12.2% 18.0% 26900 94606 15.1% 12.2% 18.0% 2

94538 15.2% 12.6% 17.8% 47800 94538 15.2% 12.6% 17.8% 2

94544 15.2% 12.4% 18.0% 53900 94544 15.2% 12.4% 18.0% 2

94587 15.2% 12.5% 17.9% 54500 94587 15.2% 12.5% 17.9% 2

94621 15.3% 12.3% 18.3% 20600 94621 15.3% 12.3% 18.3% 2

94603 15.6% 12.5% 18.7% 22300 94603 15.6% 12.5% 18.7% 2

94611, 94618 15.6% 12.8% 18.5% 39900 94611, 94618 15.6% 12.8% 18.5% 2

94545 15.7% 12.9% 18.4% 23400 94545 15.7% 12.9% 18.4% 2

94578 15.8% 12.9% 18.7% 26500 94578 15.8% 12.9% 18.7% 2

94541 15.9% 13.1% 18.7% 45500 94541 15.9% 13.1% 18.7% 2

94555 15.9% 12.7% 19.0% 24000 94555 15.9% 12.7% 19.0% 2

94560 16.1% 13.2% 18.9% 35400 94560 16.1% 13.2% 18.9% 2

94577 16.1% 13.4% 18.9% 37500 94577 16.1% 13.4% 18.9% 2

94588 16.2% 13.1% 19.3% 23900 94588 16.2% 13.1% 19.3% 2

94607 16.2% 12.1% 20.4% 20900 94607 16.2% 12.1% 20.4% 2

94536 16.3% 13.4% 19.1% 52500 94536 16.3% 13.4% 19.1% 2

94501 16.7% 13.9% 19.5% 46400 94501 16.7% 13.9% 19.5% 2

94566 16.9% 13.7% 20.0% 26900 94566 16.9% 13.7% 20.0% 2

94568 16.9% 13.9% 20.0% 26600 94568 16.9% 13.9% 20.0% 2

94542, 94552 17.0% 14.6% 19.3% 21300 94542, 94552 17.0% 14.6% 19.3% 2

94610 17.2% 13.7% 20.7% 25800 94610 17.2% 13.7% 20.7% 2

94602 17.3% 14.3% 20.3% 23900 94602 17.3% 14.3% 20.3% 2

94609, 94612 17.4% 14.2% 20.5% 26700 94609, 94612 17.4% 14.2% 20.5% 2

94551 17.5% 14.4% 20.6% 35500 94551 17.5% 14.4% 20.6% 3

94550 17.8% 14.5% 21.0% 35900 94550 17.8% 14.5% 21.0% 3

94619 17.8% 14.8% 20.8% 18000 94619 17.8% 14.8% 20.8% 3

94702, 94710 17.8% 14.9% 20.7% 18600 94702, 94710 17.8% 14.9% 20.7% 3

94703 17.9% 14.1% 21.8% 17400 94703 17.9% 14.1% 21.8% 3

95377 17.9% 11.2% 24.7% 22300 95377 17.9% 11.2% 24.7% 3

94608 18.0% 14.7% 21.4% 26400 94608 18.0% 14.7% 21.4% 3

94605 18.1% 15.1% 21.1% 29500 94605 18.1% 15.1% 21.1% 3

94704, 94705, 94720 18.5% 11.8% 25.2% 29221 94704, 94705, 94720 18.5% 11.8% 25.2% 3

94707, 94708, 94709 18.5% 13.1% 24.0% 28900 94707, 94708, 94709 18.5% 13.1% 24.0% 3

94502 12000 94502 NA NA NA 0

94505 6000 94505 NA NA NA 0

94514 900 94514 NA NA NA 0

94546 32200 94546 NA NA NA 0

94580 21900 94580 NA NA NA 0

94586 11500 94586 NA NA NA 0

94613 500 94613 NA NA NA 0

94706 12000 94706 NA NA NA 0

95391 900 95391 NA NA NA 0
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AskCHIS NE

Downloaded January 2015

All data for ages 18+

AC Rates Est LCL UCL Pop

Smoking 12.2% 9.6% 14.8% 1158300

Obesity 21.1% 18.9% 23.4% 1158300

Diabetes 7.0% 5.5% 8.6% 1158300

Asthma 16.4% 13.7% 19.1% 1158300
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B08101 MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION TO WORK BY AGE

Universe: Workers 16 years and over
2009-2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Data and Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Census Tract 4029, Alameda
County, California

Estimate Margin of Error
Total: 582 +/-103
    16 to 19 years 0 +/-12
    20 to 24 years 29 +/-24
    25 to 44 years 394 +/-98
    45 to 54 years 95 +/-51
    55 to 59 years 45 +/-33
    60 to 64 years 10 +/-10
    65 years and over 9 +/-11
  Car, truck, or van - drove alone: 146 +/-67
    16 to 19 years 0 +/-12
    20 to 24 years 7 +/-12
    25 to 44 years 105 +/-55
    45 to 54 years 24 +/-31
    55 to 59 years 6 +/-10
    60 to 64 years 4 +/-6
    65 years and over 0 +/-12
  Car, truck, or van - carpooled: 59 +/-37
    16 to 19 years 0 +/-12
    20 to 24 years 14 +/-16
    25 to 44 years 45 +/-35
    45 to 54 years 0 +/-12
    55 to 59 years 0 +/-12
    60 to 64 years 0 +/-12
    65 years and over 0 +/-12
  Public transportation (excluding taxicab): 256 +/-82
    16 to 19 years 0 +/-12
    20 to 24 years 8 +/-9
    25 to 44 years 154 +/-66
    45 to 54 years 54 +/-44
    55 to 59 years 29 +/-27
    60 to 64 years 6 +/-8
    65 years and over 5 +/-8
  Walked: 79 +/-39
    16 to 19 years 0 +/-12
    20 to 24 years 0 +/-12
    25 to 44 years 65 +/-37
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Census Tract 4029, Alameda
County, California

Estimate Margin of Error
    45 to 54 years 10 +/-16
    55 to 59 years 0 +/-12
    60 to 64 years 0 +/-12
    65 years and over 4 +/-7
  Taxicab, motorcycle, bicycle, or other means: 5 +/-8
    16 to 19 years 0 +/-12
    20 to 24 years 0 +/-12
    25 to 44 years 5 +/-8
    45 to 54 years 0 +/-12
    55 to 59 years 0 +/-12
    60 to 64 years 0 +/-12
    65 years and over 0 +/-12
  Worked at home: 37 +/-29
    16 to 19 years 0 +/-12
    20 to 24 years 0 +/-12
    25 to 44 years 20 +/-26
    45 to 54 years 7 +/-11
    55 to 59 years 10 +/-16
    60 to 64 years 0 +/-12
    65 years and over 0 +/-12

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

Workers include members of the Armed Forces and civilians who were at work last week.

While the 2009-2013 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas; in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in
ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural population, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2013 5-Year American Community Survey

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of
sample cases is too small.
    8.  An '(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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DP05 ACS DEMOGRAPHIC AND HOUSING ESTIMATES

2009-2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Data and Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Census Tract 4029, Alameda County, California

Estimate Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin of
Error

SEX AND AGE

    Total population 1,254 +/-139 1,254 (X)
      Male 610 +/-106 48.6% +/-5.3
      Female 644 +/-84 51.4% +/-5.3

      Under 5 years 37 +/-22 3.0% +/-1.7
      5 to 9 years 8 +/-9 0.6% +/-0.7
      10 to 14 years 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
      15 to 19 years 50 +/-30 4.0% +/-2.3
      20 to 24 years 85 +/-44 6.8% +/-3.5
      25 to 34 years 342 +/-108 27.3% +/-7.4
      35 to 44 years 179 +/-71 14.3% +/-5.3
      45 to 54 years 129 +/-56 10.3% +/-4.6
      55 to 59 years 65 +/-42 5.2% +/-3.3
      60 to 64 years 39 +/-26 3.1% +/-2.0
      65 to 74 years 121 +/-64 9.6% +/-4.9
      75 to 84 years 130 +/-56 10.4% +/-4.7
      85 years and over 69 +/-44 5.5% +/-3.6

      Median age (years) 40.9 +/-4.8 (X) (X)

      18 years and over 1,209 +/-129 96.4% +/-1.7
      21 years and over 1,151 +/-125 91.8% +/-3.0
      62 years and over 354 +/-66 28.2% +/-5.3
      65 years and over 320 +/-62 25.5% +/-5.2

      18 years and over 1,209 +/-129 1,209 (X)
        Male 587 +/-107 48.6% +/-5.7
        Female 622 +/-78 51.4% +/-5.7

      65 years and over 320 +/-62 320 (X)
        Male 122 +/-44 38.1% +/-10.5
        Female 198 +/-47 61.9% +/-10.5

RACE

    Total population 1,254 +/-139 1,254 (X)
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Subject Census Tract 4029, Alameda County, California

Estimate Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin of
Error

      One race 1,198 +/-139 95.5% +/-2.9
      Two or more races 56 +/-37 4.5% +/-2.9

      One race 1,198 +/-139 95.5% +/-2.9
        White 369 +/-83 29.4% +/-6.8
        Black or African American 185 +/-73 14.8% +/-5.9
        American Indian and Alaska Native 21 +/-33 1.7% +/-2.6
          Cherokee tribal grouping 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
          Chippewa tribal grouping 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
          Navajo tribal grouping 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
          Sioux tribal grouping 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
        Asian 585 +/-130 46.7% +/-7.8
          Asian Indian 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
          Chinese 327 +/-104 26.1% +/-8.0
          Filipino 96 +/-67 7.7% +/-5.1
          Japanese 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
          Korean 60 +/-36 4.8% +/-2.8
          Vietnamese 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
          Other Asian 102 +/-71 8.1% +/-5.3
        Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
          Native Hawaiian 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
          Guamanian or Chamorro 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
          Samoan 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
          Other Pacific Islander 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
        Some other race 38 +/-36 3.0% +/-2.8
      Two or more races 56 +/-37 4.5% +/-2.9
        White and Black or African American 15 +/-15 1.2% +/-1.2
        White and American Indian and Alaska Native 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
        White and Asian 15 +/-19 1.2% +/-1.5
        Black or African American and American Indian and
Alaska Native

0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7

  Race alone or in combination with one or more other
races
    Total population 1,254 +/-139 1,254 (X)
      White 425 +/-89 33.9% +/-7.2
      Black or African American 213 +/-73 17.0% +/-5.9
      American Indian and Alaska Native 29 +/-37 2.3% +/-2.8
      Asian 613 +/-130 48.9% +/-7.6
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 8 +/-13 0.6% +/-1.0
      Some other race 51 +/-43 4.1% +/-3.3

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE

    Total population 1,254 +/-139 1,254 (X)
      Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 119 +/-57 9.5% +/-4.3
        Mexican 90 +/-47 7.2% +/-3.6
        Puerto Rican 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
        Cuban 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
        Other Hispanic or Latino 29 +/-28 2.3% +/-2.2
      Not Hispanic or Latino 1,135 +/-129 90.5% +/-4.3
        White alone 326 +/-79 26.0% +/-6.2
        Black or African American alone 185 +/-73 14.8% +/-5.9
        American Indian and Alaska Native alone 9 +/-14 0.7% +/-1.1
        Asian alone 572 +/-128 45.6% +/-7.7
        Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7

        Some other race alone 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
        Two or more races 43 +/-30 3.4% +/-2.4
          Two races including Some other race 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.7
          Two races excluding Some other race, and Three
or more races

43 +/-30 3.4% +/-2.4
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Subject Census Tract 4029, Alameda County, California

Estimate Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin of
Error

  Total housing units 858 +/-49 (X) (X)

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

The ACS questions on Hispanic origin and race were revised in 2008 to make them consistent with the Census 2010 question wording. Any changes
in estimates for 2008 and beyond may be due to demographic changes, as well as factors including questionnaire changes, differences in ACS
population controls, and methodological differences in the population estimates, and therefore should be used with caution. For a summary of
questionnaire changes see http://www.census.gov/acs/www/methodology/questionnaire_changes/. For more information about changes in the
estimates see http://www.census.gov/population/hispanic/files/acs08researchnote.pdf.

For more information on understanding race and Hispanic origin data, please see the Census 2010 Brief entitled, Overview of Race and Hispanic
Origin: 2010, issued March 2011. (pdf format)

While the 2009-2013 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas; in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in
ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural population, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2013 5-Year American Community Survey

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of
sample cases is too small.
    8.  An '(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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INFRASTRUCTURE

Bike Projects (Daily Person Trips for All Users) (Box1A) Project Costs (Box 1D)

Without Project With Project $4,683,471

Existing 1329 $0

Forecast (1 Yr after completion) 1394 2390

Commuters Recreational Users ATP Requested Funds (Box 1E)

Existing Trips 731 438 $4,583,471

New Daily Trips   (estimate) 1315 789 $0

(1 YR aftercompletion)    (actual) 1315 789

CRASH DATA  (Box 1F) Last 5 Yrs Annual Average

Fatal Crashes 0 0

Bike Class Type Bike Class II Injury Crashes 8 1.6

Traffic (AADT) 11,420 PDO 0 0

Pedestrian Projects (Daily Person Trips for All Users) (Box 1B) Y or N

Without Project With Project (Capitalized)

18046 Pedestrian countdown signal heads Y

18932 19878 Pedestrian crossing Y

Advance stop bar before crosswalk N

Without Project With Project Install overpass/underpass N

Existing step counts Raised medians/refuge islands N
(600 steps=0.3mi=1 trip) Pedestrian crossing (new signs and markings only) N

Existing miles walked Pedestrian crossing (safety features/curb extensions) N

Pedestrian signals N

Safe Routes to School (SR2S) (Box 1C) Total Bike lanes N

Sidewalk/pathway (to avoid walking along roadway) N

Pedestrian crossing (with enhanced safety features) N

Pedestrian crossing N

Other reduction factor countermeasures NPercentage of students that currently walk or bike 

to school

Existing

Projected percentage of students that will walk or 

bike to school after the project
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Forecast (1 YR after project 
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route proposed for improvement

Average  Annual Daily 

Project Information- Non SR2S Infrastructure
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Project Name:

Project Location:

City of Oakland 19th Street BART to Lake Merritt Urban Greenway

20th Street, Oakland

SAFETY COUNTERMEASURES (improvements) (Box 1G)

Non-SR2S Infrastructure Project Cost

SR2S Infrastructure Project Cost

Non-SR2S Infrastructure 

SR2S Infrastructure
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Non Infrastructure- All

0

$0 Did not quantify mobility benefits.

$0

$0 Did not quantify recreational benefits.

$0 Safety benefits are assumed to be a reduction in Other Reduction Factor Countermeasures.

Fuel saved $0

Emissions Saved $0

Fuel and Emissions Saved $0

Underlying assumptions for calculations:

1)  1 mile driven is ~ 0.05 gal ~ 1 lb of CO2  based on US average 20mpg.

Source: Active Transportation for America:  The Case for Increased Federal Investment

 in Bicycling and Walking. Rails to Trails Conservancy, page 22.

http://www.railstotrails.org/resourcehandler.ashx?id=2948

2)  Assume users travel 13,000 vehicle miles per year (U.S. DOT's FHWA-13,476 ave.)

3) Assume users divert half of their miles traveled each year.

3) Gasoline price per gallon is $3.41 (incl. tax)

4) Carbon price is $25 per ton (updated $2014 value)

6) 2,000 lbs = 1 ton

ESTIMATED  SAFETY BENEFITS FROM POTENTIAL CRASH REDUCTION

OTHER 

REDUCTION 

FACTOR 

10%

5

1st year $0

Fatal Injury PDO Total

Frequency 0 0 0 0

Cost/crash $3,750,837 $80,000 $6,924

Crash Reduction Factors (CRFs)

Service Life

Countermeasures

Annual Safety Benefits

Projected New ATP Users

Annual Mobility Benefits

Annual Health Benefits

Annual Recreational Benefits
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SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL

Infrastructure

Before Project

No. of students enrollment 0

Assumptions:

1) 180 school days

2) 2 miles distance to school = 1 hour walk

3) Takes 1 hour back and forth to school grounds, used distance of 1 mile (composite for bike and walk)

4) Approximate no. of students living along school route proposed for improvement- we used this number for

 before and after to get an actual increase number of ATP users or corresponding percentage.

5) We used the value of time for adults for SR2S since we did not quantify parents' time, and the 

After Project community in general. Value of time for adults $13.03 vs. $5.42 for kids.

No. of students enrollment 0 6) Safety benefits are assumed to be the same as non-SRTS infrastructure projects.

0

$0.00

$0.00

$0

$0

$21,705

$0

$0 Did not quantify recreational benefits for SR2S Infrastructure projects.

Annual Safety Benefits

ATP Shift

Fuels Saved

Emissions Saved

Recreational Benefits

Fuel and Emissions Saved

Annual Mobility Benefits

Annual Health Benefits

Approximate no. of students living along 

school route proposed for improvement 0

Approximate no. of students living along 

school route proposed for improvement 0

Number of students that will walk/bike to 

school after the project 0

Projected percentage of students that will 

walk or bike because of the project

Percent that currently walks/bikes to school

0%

0%

Number of students that walk/bike  to 

school 0
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Funds Requested $4,583,471.00

Net Present Cost of Funds Requested $4,407,183.65

Benefit Cost Ratio 21.38

Safety

$108,399,076.34

$10,287,552.31

$2,380,056.76

$1,054,732.62

Gas & Emissions

Mobility

Recreational $20,155,634.07

20 Year Invest Summary Analysis

20 Year Itemized Savings

$4,503,337.50

$142,277,052.10

Health

Net Present Cost

$4,683,471.00

$94,227,177.06

20.92

Total Costs

Total Benefits

Net Present Benefit

Benefit-Cost Ratio
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ESTIMATED DAILY MOBILITY BENEFITS FROM THE PROJECT 

Current Walk Counts Project Types

Total miles walked 0.00 For M values:

Total person Trips walked 18,046.00 20.38 min/trip OFF STREET Bike Class I

Total Steps walked 0.00 18.02 min/trip ON STREET w/o parking benefit Bike Class II

15.83 min/trip ON STREET w/ parking benefit Bike Class III

After the Project is Completed

Total miles walked 0.00 $13.03 Value of Time

Total  person trips walked 19,878.00

Total Steps walked 0.00 600 steps=0.3mi=1 trip

Converted miles walked to trips 0 $1 Value of Total Pedestrian Environmental Impacts per trip

Difference of person trips walked 1,832

Converted steps walked to trips 0

Current Bike Counts

Existing Commuters 731

New Commuters 1315

Benefits, 2014 values

Annual Mobility Benefit (Walking) $458,000

Annual Mobility Benefit (Biking) $4,003,350.23

Total Annual Mobility Benefits $4,461,350

Sources:  

NCHRP 552 Methodology (Biking)

Heuman (2006) as reported by UK Dept of Transport and Guidance (walking)
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YEARLY ESTIMATED HEALTH BENEFITS FROM THE PROJECT 

Cycling:

1061

GDP Deflator

$146 2006 0.9429

2014 1.0781

$155,282

Walking:

1832

$146

$268,120

$423,402

Source: NCHRP 552- Guidelines for Analysis of Investments in 

Bicycle Facilities, Appendix G.
(Estimated annual per capita cost savings of direct and/indirect)

of physical activity)

INFRASTRUCTURE

Total Annual Health Benefits

Annual Health Benefits

New Cyclists

Value of Health (ave.annual)

Annual Health Benefits

New Walkers

Value of Health
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YEARLY ESTIMATED GAS AND EMISSION SAVINGS FROM THE PROJECT 

INFRASTRUCTURE

New Pedestrians 1,832

New Bicyclists 1,061

Avoided VMT due to Walking 137,400

Avoided VMT due to Biking 397,875

Fuel Saved $91,264

Emissions Saved $6,691

Fuel and Emissions saved $97,955

Underlying assumptions for calculations:

1) Bike miles traveled= 1.5 mi, walk miles traveled= .3 (CHTS)

2) Assume 50% of new walkers and cyclists choose not to drive their cars

3)  1 mile driven is ~ 0.05 gal ~ 1 lb of CO2  based on US average 20mpg.

Source: Active Transportation for America:  The Case for Increased Federal Investment

 in Bicycling and Walking. Rails to Trails Conservancy, page 22.

http://www.railstotrails.org/resourcehandler.ashx?id=2948

4) Gasoline price per gallon is $3.41 (incl. tax)

5) Carbon price is $25 per ton

6) 250 working days

7) 2,000 lbs = 1 ton
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YEARLY ESTIMATED RECREATIONAL BENEFITS FROM THE PROJECT

Biking

New Recreational Users 789 $10 per trip

1,315

ExistingRecreational Users 438 $4 per trip

($434,992)

Sources: NCHRP 552 for New Users and Commuters,

 TAG (January 2010 UK's Department of Transport Guidance on the

Appraisal of Walking and Cycling Schemes) for Existing Users,

World Health Organization's HEAT for cycling (124 days- the observed

number of days cycled in Stockholm)

Walking

2,707 15%- See Misc. Tab

$1 per trip

$988,019

Sources: Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center.

 TAG (January 2010 UK's Department of Transport Guidance on the

Appraisal of Walking and Cycling Schemes) for Existing Users.

$553,027

$978,360

$988,019

New Commuters

Annual Biking  Recreational Benefits

Potential number of recreational time 

outdoors 

Value of Spending Recreational Time for 

New Recreational Users

AnnualWalking Recreational Benefits

Total Annual Recreational Benefits

Valueof Spending Recreational Time for 

Existing Recreational Users
$217,248

Total Recreational pedestrians

Potential number of recreational time 

outdoors 
365

124

Value of Spending Recreational timefor 

all pedestrians
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ESTIMATED  SAFETY BENEFITS FROM POTENTIAL CRASH REDUCTION

Install pedestrian 

countdown 

signal heads

Install pedestrian 

crossing

Install advance stop 

bar before crosswalk 

(bicycle box)

Install pedestrian 

overpass/ 

underpass

Install raised medians/ 

refuge islands

Install pedestrian  

crossings (new signs 

and markings only

Install pedestrian crossing 

(with enhanced safety 

measures/ curb extensions

Install pedestrian 

signal

Install bike 

lanes

Install sidewalk/       

pathway (to avoid 

walking along 

roadways

Install pedestrian 

crossing (with 

enhanced safety 

measures

Install Pedestrian 

crossing

OTHER REDUCTION 

FACTOR 

Average of 3 highest 

countermeasures Annual Benefits

Y Y N N N N N N N N N N N

25% 25% 15% 75% 45% 25% 35% 55% 35% 80% 30% 35% 10%

20 20 10 20 20 10 20 20 20 20 10 10

1st year $32,557 $32,557 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $21,705 $21,705

Fatal Injury PDO Total

Frequency 0 1.6 0 1.6

Cost/crash $4,130,347 $81,393 $7,624

Service Life

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION COUNTERMEASURES UNSIGNALIZED INTERESECTION COUNTERMEASURES ROADWAY COUNTERMEASURES

Countermeasures

Applicable Countermeasures

Crash Reduction Factors (CRFs)
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ECONOMIC EVALUATION (Constant Values) INFRASTRUCTURE - Non SR2S

Total Benefits ########## Year

Mobility 

Benefits

Health 

Benefits

Recreational 

Benefits Safety Benefits

Gas & 

Emissions 

Benefits Total Benefits

Total Project 

Cost Growth Factor Year

Mobility 

Benefits

Health 

Benefits

Recreational 

Benefits

Safety 

Benefits

Gas & Emission 

Benefits Total Benefits

Total Project 

Cost Year

Mobility 

Benefits

Health 

Benefits

Recreational 

Benefits Safety Benefits

Gas & Emission 

Benefits

Total 

Benefits

Total Project 

Cost

PROJECT OPEN PROJECT OPEN PROJECT OPEN

1 $4,461,350 $423,402 $553,027 $21,705 $97,955 $5,557,439 $4,683,471 1.02 1 $4,461,350 $423,402 $553,027 $10,852 $97,955 $5,546,586 $4,683,471 1 $2,230,675 $211,701 $553,027 $21,705 $48,978 $3,066,085 $4,683,471

########## 2 $4,550,577 $431,870 $564,087 $22,139 $99,914 $5,668,587 2 $4,550,577 $431,870 $564,087 $11,069 $99,914 $5,657,518 2 $2,275,289 $215,935 $564,087 $22,139 $49,957 $3,127,407

3 $4,641,589 $440,507 $575,369 $22,582 $101,913 $5,781,959 3 $4,641,589 $440,507 $575,369 $11,291 $101,913 $5,770,668 3 $2,320,794 $220,254 $575,369 $22,582 $50,956 $3,189,955

########## 4 $4,734,421 $449,317 $586,876 $23,033 $103,951 $5,897,598 4 $4,734,421 $449,317 $586,876 $11,517 $103,951 $5,886,082 4 $2,367,210 $224,659 $586,876 $23,033 $51,975 $3,253,754

5 $4,829,109 $458,304 $598,614 $23,494 $106,030 $6,015,550 5 $4,829,109 $458,304 $598,614 $11,747 $106,030 $6,003,803 5 $2,414,554 $229,152 $598,614 $23,494 $53,015 $3,318,829

Recreational Benefits ########## 6 $4,925,691 $467,470 $610,586 $23,964 $108,151 $6,135,861 6 $4,925,691 $467,470 $610,586 $11,982 $108,151 $6,123,879 6 $2,462,846 $233,735 $610,586 $23,964 $54,075 $3,385,205

7 $5,024,205 $476,819 $622,798 $24,443 $110,314 $6,258,579 7 $5,024,205 $476,819 $622,798 $12,221 $110,314 $6,246,357 7 $2,512,102 $238,410 $622,798 $24,443 $55,157 $3,452,910

$1,054,733 8 $5,124,689 $486,356 $635,254 $24,932 $112,520 $6,383,750 8 $5,124,689 $486,356 $635,254 $12,466 $112,520 $6,371,284 8 $2,562,345 $243,178 $635,254 $24,932 $56,260 $3,521,968

9 $5,227,183 $496,083 $647,959 $25,430 $114,770 $6,511,425 9 $5,227,183 $496,083 $647,959 $12,715 $114,770 $6,498,710 9 $2,613,591 $248,041 $647,959 $25,430 $57,385 $3,592,407

$2,380,057 10 $5,331,727 $506,004 $660,918 $25,939 $117,066 $6,641,654 10 $5,331,727 $506,004 $660,918 $12,970 $117,066 $6,628,684 10 $2,665,863 $253,002 $660,918 $25,939 $58,533 $3,664,255

11 $5,438,361 $516,125 $674,136 $26,458 $119,407 $6,774,487 11 $5,438,361 $516,125 $674,136 $13,229 $119,407 $6,761,258 11 $2,719,181 $258,062 $674,136 $26,458 $59,703 $3,737,540

12 $5,547,128 $526,447 $687,619 $26,987 $121,795 $6,909,976 12 $5,547,128 $526,447 $687,619 $13,494 $121,795 $6,896,483 12 $2,773,564 $263,224 $687,619 $26,987 $60,898 $3,812,291

13 $5,658,071 $536,976 $701,371 $27,527 $124,231 $7,048,176 13 $5,658,071 $536,976 $701,371 $13,763 $124,231 $7,034,413 13 $2,829,035 $268,488 $701,371 $27,527 $62,116 $3,888,537

14 $5,771,232 $547,715 $715,399 $28,077 $126,716 $7,189,139 14 $5,771,232 $547,715 $715,399 $14,039 $126,716 $7,175,101 14 $2,885,616 $273,858 $715,399 $28,077 $63,358 $3,966,308

15 $5,886,657 $558,670 $729,707 $28,639 $129,250 $7,332,922 15 $5,886,657 $558,670 $729,707 $14,319 $129,250 $7,318,603 15 $2,943,328 $279,335 $729,707 $28,639 $64,625 $4,045,634

Total Costs $4,683,471 16 $6,004,390 $569,843 $744,301 $29,212 $131,835 $7,479,581 16 $6,004,390 $569,843 $744,301 $14,606 $131,835 $7,464,975 16 $3,002,195 $284,922 $744,301 $29,212 $65,917 $4,126,547

17 $6,124,478 $581,240 $759,187 $29,796 $134,472 $7,629,172 17 $6,124,478 $581,240 $759,187 $14,898 $134,472 $7,614,274 17 $3,062,239 $290,620 $759,187 $29,796 $67,236 $4,209,078

Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) 26.1 18 $6,246,967 $592,865 $774,371 $30,392 $137,161 $7,781,756 18 $6,246,967 $592,865 $774,371 $15,196 $137,161 $7,766,560 18 $3,123,484 $296,432 $774,371 $30,392 $68,581 $4,293,259

19 $6,371,907 $604,722 $789,858 $31,000 $139,904 $7,937,391 19 $6,371,907 $604,722 $789,858 $15,500 $139,904 $7,921,891 19 $3,185,953 $302,361 $789,858 $31,000 $69,952 $4,379,124

20 $6,499,345 $616,817 $805,655 $31,620 $142,702 $8,096,139 20 $6,499,345 $616,817 $805,655 $15,810 $142,702 $8,080,329 20 $3,249,672 $308,408 $805,655 $31,620 $71,351 $4,466,707

Sum Total 

Benefits

Total Project 

Cost

Sum Total 

Benefits

Total Project 

Cost

Sum Total 

Benefits

Total Project 

Cost

Total $108,399,076 $10,287,552 $13,437,089 $527,366 $2,380,057 $135,031,141 $4,683,471 Total $108,399,076 ######## $13,437,089 $263,683 $2,380,057 $134,767,458 $4,683,471 Total $54,199,538 $5,143,776 $13,437,089 $527,366 $1,190,028 $74,497,798 $4,683,471

NON-INFRASTRUCTURE-Non-SR2S and SR2S INFRASTRUCTURE- SR2S COMBO PROJECTS- SR2S Infrastructure  and NonInfrastructure SUMMARY OF QUANTIFIABLE BENEFITS AND COSTS

Year

Mobility 

Benefits Health Benefits

Recreational 

Benefits

Safety 

Benefits

Gas & Emission 

Benefits Total Benefits

Total Project 

Cost

Growth 

Factor Year

Mobility 

Benefits

Health 

Benefits

Recreational 

Benefits Safety Benefits

Gas & Emission 

Benefits Total Benefits

Total Project 

Cost Growth Factor Year

Mobility 

Benefits

Health 

Benefits

Recreational 

Benefits

Safety 

Benefits

Gas & Emission 

Benefits Total Benefits

Total Project 

Cost Growth Factor Year

Mobility 

Benefits

Health 

Benefits

Recreational 

Benefits Safety Benefits

Gas & Emission 

Benefits

Total 

Benefits

Total Project 

Cost

Benefit Cost 

Ratio

PROJECT OPEN PROJECT OPEN PROJECT OPEN PROJECT OPEN

1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 1.02 1 $0 $0 $0 $21,705 $0 $21,705 $0 1.02 1 $0 $0 $0 $10,852 $0 $10,852 $0 1.02 1 $4,461,350 $423,402 $829,540 $43,409 $97,955 $5,855,657 $4,683,471 30.38

2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 2 $0 $0 $0 $22,139 $0 $22,139 2 $0 $0 $0 $11,069 $0 $11,069 2 $4,550,577 $431,870 $846,131 $44,278 $99,914 $5,972,770

3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 3 $0 $0 $0 $22,582 $0 $22,582 3 $0 $0 $0 $11,291 $0 $11,291 3 $4,641,589 $440,507 $863,053 $45,163 $101,913 $6,092,225

4 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 4 $0 $0 $0 $23,033 $0 $23,033 4 $0 $0 $0 $11,517 $0 $11,517 4 $4,734,421 $449,317 $880,314 $46,066 $103,951 $6,214,070

5 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 5 $0 $0 $0 $23,494 $0 $23,494 5 $0 $0 $0 $11,747 $0 $11,747 5 $4,829,109 $458,304 $897,921 $46,988 $106,030 $6,338,351

6 6 $0 $0 $0 $23,964 $0 $23,964 6 $0 $0 $0 $11,982 $0 $11,982 6 $4,925,691 $467,470 $915,879 $47,927 $108,151 $6,465,118

7 7 $0 $0 $0 $24,443 $0 $24,443 7 $0 $0 $0 $12,221 $0 $12,221 7 $5,024,205 $476,819 $934,196 $48,886 $110,314 $6,594,420

8 8 $0 $0 $0 $24,932 $0 $24,932 8 $0 $0 $0 $12,466 $0 $12,466 8 $5,124,689 $486,356 $952,880 $49,864 $112,520 $6,726,309

9 9 $0 $0 $0 $25,430 $0 $25,430 9 $0 $0 $0 $12,715 $0 $12,715 9 $5,227,183 $496,083 $971,938 $50,861 $114,770 $6,860,835

10 10 $0 $0 $0 $25,939 $0 $25,939 10 $0 $0 $0 $12,970 $0 $12,970 10 $5,331,727 $506,004 $991,377 $51,878 $117,066 $6,998,052

11 11 $0 $0 $0 $26,458 $0 $26,458 11 $0 $0 $0 $13,229 $0 $13,229 11 $5,438,361 $516,125 $1,011,204 $52,916 $119,407 $7,138,013

12 12 $0 $0 $0 $26,987 $0 $26,987 12 $0 $0 $0 $13,494 $0 $13,494 12 $5,547,128 $526,447 $1,031,428 $53,974 $121,795 $7,280,773

13 13 $0 $0 $0 $27,527 $0 $27,527 13 $0 $0 $0 $13,763 $0 $13,763 13 $5,658,071 $536,976 $1,052,057 $55,054 $124,231 $7,426,388

14 14 $0 $0 $0 $28,077 $0 $28,077 14 $0 $0 $0 $14,039 $0 $14,039 14 $5,771,232 $547,715 $1,073,098 $56,155 $126,716 $7,574,916

15 15 $0 $0 $0 $28,639 $0 $28,639 15 $0 $0 $0 $14,319 $0 $14,319 15 $5,886,657 $558,670 $1,094,560 $57,278 $129,250 $7,726,414

16 16 $0 $0 $0 $29,212 $0 $29,212 16 $0 $0 $0 $14,606 $0 $14,606 16 $6,004,390 $569,843 $1,116,451 $58,423 $131,835 $7,880,943

17 17 $0 $0 $0 $29,796 $0 $29,796 17 $0 $0 $0 $14,898 $0 $14,898 17 $6,124,478 $581,240 $1,138,780 $59,592 $134,472 $8,038,562

18 18 $0 $0 $0 $30,392 $0 $30,392 18 $0 $0 $0 $15,196 $0 $15,196 18 $6,246,967 $592,865 $1,161,556 $60,784 $137,161 $8,199,333

19 19 $0 $0 $0 $31,000 $0 $31,000 19 $0 $0 $0 $15,500 $0 $15,500 19 $6,371,907 $604,722 $1,184,787 $61,999 $139,904 $8,363,319

20 20 $0 $0 $0 $31,620 $0 $31,620 20 $0 $0 $0 $15,810 $0 $15,810 20 $6,499,345 $616,817 $1,208,483 $63,239 $142,702 $8,530,586

Sum Total 

Benefits

Total Project 

Cost

Sum Total 

Benefits

Total Project 

Cost

Sum Total 

Benefits

Total Project 

Cost

Sum Total 

Benefits

Total Project 

Cost

Benefit Cost 

Ratio

Total $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Total $0 $0 $0 $527,366 $0 $527,366 $0 Total $0 $0 $0 $263,683 $0 $263,683 $0 Total $108,399,076 ######### $20,155,634 $1,054,733 $2,380,057 $142,277,052 $4,683,471 30.38

COMBO PROJECTS- Non SR2s Infrastructure and NonInfrastructure COMBO PROJECTS- NonSR2S & SR2S Infrastructure

Mobility Benefits

Health Benefits

Safety Benefits

Gas & Emission Benefits

cNielson
Text Box
ATTACHMENT 1-6-2
COST BENEFIT TOOL ANALYSIS

cNielson
Text Box
04-OAKLAND-1



Year Mobility Benefits Health Benefits

Recreational 

Benefits Safety Benefits

Gas & Emission 

Benefits Total Benefits

Present Value 

Benefit

Total Project 

Cost

Present Value 

Cost

Discount 

Rate Net Present Value BCA Ratio

Funds 

Requested

PV of Funds 

Requested

PROJECT OPEN 4.00% $89,723,839.56 20.92

1 $4,461,350 $423,402 $829,540 $43,409 $97,955 $5,855,657 $5,630,439 $4,683,471 $4,503,338 4,583,471 4,407,184

2 $4,550,577 $431,870 $846,131 $44,278 $99,914 $5,972,770 $5,522,161 $0

3 $4,641,589 $440,507 $863,053 $45,163 $101,913 $6,092,225 $5,415,966 $0

4 $4,734,421 $449,317 $880,314 $46,066 $103,951 $6,214,070 $5,311,813 $0

5 $4,829,109 $458,304 $897,921 $46,988 $106,030 $6,338,351 $5,209,662 $0

6 $4,925,691 $467,470 $915,879 $47,927 $108,151 $6,465,118 $5,109,477 $0

7 $5,024,205 $476,819 $934,196 $48,886 $110,314 $6,594,420 $5,011,217 $0

8 $5,124,689 $486,356 $952,880 $49,864 $112,520 $6,726,309 $4,914,848 $0

9 $5,227,183 $496,083 $971,938 $50,861 $114,770 $6,860,835 $4,820,332 $0

10 $5,331,727 $506,004 $991,377 $51,878 $117,066 $6,998,052 $4,727,633 $0

11 $5,438,361 $516,125 $1,011,204 $52,916 $119,407 $7,138,013 $4,636,717 $0

12 $5,547,128 $526,447 $1,031,428 $53,974 $121,795 $7,280,773 $4,547,549 $0

13 $5,658,071 $536,976 $1,052,057 $55,054 $124,231 $7,426,388 $4,460,096 $0

14 $5,771,232 $547,715 $1,073,098 $56,155 $126,716 $7,574,916 $4,374,325 $0

15 $5,886,657 $558,670 $1,094,560 $57,278 $129,250 $7,726,414 $4,290,204 $0

16 $6,004,390 $569,843 $1,116,451 $58,423 $131,835 $7,880,943 $4,207,700 $0

17 $6,124,478 $581,240 $1,138,780 $59,592 $134,472 $8,038,562 $4,126,782 $0

18 $6,246,967 $592,865 $1,161,556 $60,784 $137,161 $8,199,333 $4,047,421 $0

19 $6,371,907 $604,722 $1,184,787 $61,999 $139,904 $8,363,319 $3,969,586 $0

20 $6,499,345 $616,817 $1,208,483 $63,239 $142,702 $8,530,586 $3,893,248 $0

Total Mobility 

Benefits Health Benefits

Recreational 

Benefits Safety Benefits

Gas & Emission 

Benefits

Sum Total 

Benefits

Sum Present Value 

Benefit

Sum Total 

Project Cost

Sum Present 

Value Cost

Sum Funds 

Requested

Sum PV Funds 

Requested

$108,399,076 $10,287,552 $20,155,634 $1,054,733 $2,380,057 $142,277,052 $94,227,177 $4,683,471 $4,503,338 $4,583,471 $4,407,184

SUMMARY OF QUANTIFIABLE BENEFITS AND COSTS
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CA Statewide Houly Wage (2014) $26.07

Value of Time (VOT)- adult $13.03

Value of Time (VOT)- child $5.42

Bike Path (Class I) 20.38 min/trip

Bike Lane (Class II) 18.02 min/trip

Bike Route (Class III) 15.83 min/trip

Cycling $146 annual$/person

Walking $146 annual$/person

Accident Cost Parameters

Cost of a Fatality (K) $4,130,347 $/crash

Cost of an Injury $81,393 $/crash

Costy of Property Damage (PDO) $7,624 $/crash

Source:  Appendix D, Local Roadway Safety: A manual for CA's Local Road Owners Caltrans.  April 2013.

Recreational Values Parameters

Biking

New Users $10 per trip

Existing Users $4 per trip

Walking

All Users $1 per trip

VMT Reduction Average fuel price (November 2013-November 2014) based on EIA's Table 9.4: Retail Motor Gasoline and On_Highway Diesel Fuel Prices

http://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/monthly/pdf/sec9_6.pdf

Price of gasoline (per gallon incl. tax) $3.41

Price of CO2 (per ton)-adj to 2014$ $25 Interagency Working Group on Social Cost of Carbon, United States Government, Technical Support Document:  Social Cost of Carbon

Price of Co2 (per lb) $0.01 for Regulatory Impact Analysis Under Executive Order 12866, February 2010.

Working days 250

2%

4% Discount Rate used (same as Cal B/C Model)

PARAMETERS

Mobility Parameters

Health Parameters

Average CA Annual Growth of Population (1955-2011)

cNielson
Text Box
ATTACHMENT 1-6-2
COST BENEFIT TOOL ANALYSIS

cNielson
Text Box
04-OAKLAND-1



Reasons for Bicycling Percent

Recreation 33 Study/Agency Per Capita Cost Savings ($) Fiscal Year

Exercise or health 28

Personal errands 17 Washington DOH 19 2006

Vist a friend or relative 8 Garrett et al. 57 2007

Commuting to/from work 7 South Carolina DOH 78 2008

Commuting to/from school 4 Georgia Department of Human Resources 79 2009

Colditz 91 2010

Minnesota DOH >100 2011

Reasons for Walking Percent Goetz et al. 172 2012

Pronk et al. 176 2013

Exercise or health 39 Pratt 330 2014 (est.)

Personal errands 17 Michigan Fitness Foundation 1175 2015 (est.)

Recreation 15 2016 (est.)

Walk the dog 7 2017 (est.)

Visit a friend or relative 7 Source:  NCHRP 552, Guidelines for Analysis of Investments in Bicycle 2018 (est.)

Commuting to/from work 5 Facilities, Appendix G. 2019 (est.)

Commuting to/from school 3

Required for my job 2 Note:  An annual per-capita cost savings from physical activity of $128 was

determined by taking the median value of ten noted studies above for Source:  Office of Management Budget, Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 2015

year 2006$. The updated 2014$ value is $13.03. Table 10.1- Gross Domestic Product and Deflators in the Historical Tables: 1940-2019.

Source:  The 2012 National Survey of Pedestrian and http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/budget/fy2015/assets/hist.pdf

Bicyclist Attitudes and Behaviors, Highlights Report. page 217-218.

Pedestrian & Bicycle Information Center.

1.1619

1.1852

1.0464

1.0622

1.0781

1.0966

1.1170

1.1391

1.0000

1.0087

1.0284

Estimated Annual Per Capita Cost Savings                                                                     

(direct and/or indirect of physical activity)

Chained GDP Price Index

0.9429

0.9684

0.9884

Gross Domestic Product (GDP Deflator)
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Carrie Nielson

From: Hsieh, Wei@CCC <Wei.Hsieh@CCC.CA.GOV> on behalf of ATP@CCC 

<ATP@CCC.CA.GOV>

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:18 PM

To: Williams, Bruce

Cc: Hsieh, Wei@CCC; ATP@CCC; inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org; Arzaga, Frank@CCC; 

Notheis, Larry@CCC

Subject: RE: Oakland - 1 of 6 - BART to Lake Urban Greenway

Hi Bruce, 

 

Thank you for contacting the CCC. Unfortunately, we are unable to participate in this project. Please include this email 

with your application as proof that you reached out to the CCC. 

 

Thank you, 

                                       

Wei Hsieh, Manager 

Programs & Operations Division 

California Conservation Corps 

1719 24
th

 Street 

Sacramento, CA 95816 

(916) 341-3154 

Wei.Hsieh@ccc.ca.gov  

 

 

 

From: Williams, Bruce [mailto:BWilliams@oaklandnet.com]  

Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 12:11 PM 

To: ATP@CCC; inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org 

Subject: Oakland - 1 of 6 - BART to Lake Urban Greenway 

 

Attached is additional information on the BART to Lake Urban Greenway (AKA Thomas L. Berkeley Way Transit to Parks 

Gap Closure Project): 

 

The project includes: 

 

Widened sidewalks – 

Between Broadway and Harrison Street, the north side is widened by five toeight feet, and protins of the sout 

side are widened by 3 to 8 feet.  This provides improved connections to/from the BART entrance at 

20
th

/Broadway, Lake Merritt, Kaiser Center and other office buildings 

 

Bicycle Lanes –  

Bicycle Lanes are proposed toconnect to the bike lanes (funded for construction) east of Harrison Street. 

Between Broadway and Webster Street a six foot bike lane is proposed in each direction, with excess space 

proposed to provide a striped buffer east of Webster Street 

 

Median – 

                A raised median is proposed between Broadway and Harrison Street.  The median will be either hard surface or 

low water/maintenance plan material. 
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We propose to complete the design for the project in FY 16/17, and construct the project in FY 18/19.  (We’ve budgeted 

some additional time for NEPA clearance, as the project is in a Historic District, and we’ve found the Caltrans NEPA 

process is very involved).     

 

Per above, there is some minor landscaping that the Corps may be interested in, but it is a minor cost component.  If you 

are interested I will forward a detailed estimate. 

 

Thanks! 

 

Bruce Williams 

Funding Program Manager 

Transportation Planning and Funding Division 

Department of Engineering & Construction 

City of Oakland 

250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 4344 

(510) 238-7229 

bwiliams@oaklandnet.com 
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Carrie Nielson

From: Active Transportation Program <inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org>

Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 10:40 AM

To: Williams, Bruce

Cc: atp@ccc.ca.gov

Subject: Re: Oakland ATP applications (6 total)

Hello,  

 

Thank you for reaching out to the local conservation corps. Unfortunately, we are not able to participate in any of these 
projects. Please include this email with your application as proof that you reached out to the Local Corps. 

  

Thank you 

 
On Fri, May 22, 2015 at 11:50 AM, Williams, Bruce <BWilliams@oaklandnet.com> wrote: 

Wei and Danielle, 

  

The City of Oakland plans to submit six ATP applications.   In this email I am submitting a summary of all six 
in one email.  I will follow with emails providing more detail on each application.  Because our applications are 
still coming together and I’m still awaiting some material from consultants, but I will provide as much 
information as I can for each project. 

  

  Project Brief Description Cost 

1 
BART to Lake Urban 
Greenway 

Widened Sidewalks, bicycle lanes 
along 20th Street between 
Broadway and Harrison in 
downtown Oakland $4 million 

2 

Telegraph Avenue 
Complete Street 
Improvements 

Continuous protected bike lane, 
crosswalk improvements, bicycle 
and ped signals, bus boarding 
islands between 20th and 41st 
Streets $5 million 

3 27th Street Gateway 

Intersection and streetscape 
improvements along 27th from 
Broadway to 24th Street,adding 
bulbouts, pedestrian plazas, bike 
lanes and traffic calming $4 million 
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measures. 

4 

Broadway Transformation: 
Mile-Long Freeway 
Onramp to Complete Street 

Road Diet on Upper Broadway, 
adding bicycle lanes and high 
visibility crosswalks  $1.4 million 

5 
Park Boulevard Safe Routes 
to Schools Project 

Ped crossing improvements at 
two intersections  $1.3 million 

6 
International Boulevard 
Pedestrian Refuges 

adding mid-street pedestrian 
refuges at 
International/Hegenberger 73rd 
@ International and International 
@ 98th. $949,000  

  

Thank you! 

  

  

Bruce Williams 

Funding Program Manager 

Transportation Planning and Funding Division 

Department of Engineering & Construction 

City of Oakland 

250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 4344 

(510) 238-7229 

bwiliams@oaklandnet.com 

  

 
 
 
 
--  
Monica Davalos | Legislative Policy Intern 

Active Transportation Program 

California Association of Local Conservation Corps 

1121 L Street, Suite 400 
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436 14th Street, Suite 1001 
Oakland, CA 94612 

wobo.org 

 

 
 
 
 
February 28, 2015 
 
May 21, 2015 

 
Mr. Carl Guardino, Chair 
California Transportation Commission 
1120 N Street, Room 2221 (MS-52) 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
RE: Support for Oakland’s 20th Street Active Transportation Program Application 
 
To Whom it May Concern: 
 
I am writing to express Walk Oakland Bike Oakland’s (WOBO) support for the City of 
Oakland’s application for funding under the Caltrans Competitive Active Transportation Program 
(ATP) to improve the safety and comfort for bicycle and pedestrian transportation on 20th 
Street. 20th Street provides a critical three-block connection within downtown Oakland between 
BART, bus rapid transit, employment centers and the parks surrounding Lake Merritt. However, 
the current configuration of 20th Street disproportionately serves automobile traffic at the 
expense of other roadway users. 
 
The grant will make significant improvements to 20th Street from approximately Broadway to 
Harrison Street. It includes funding for widening congested sidewalks, continuous bicycle facilities, 
pedestrian crossing improvements, and transit boarding islands.  
 
This project sits squarely on a network of roadways used heavily by pedestrian as well as 
bicyclist approaching and leaving the 19th Street BART station and a dense web of bus service, 
accessing the newly revitalized downtown and uptown areas, and linking to destinations at  Lake 
Merritt, the crown jewel of Oakland’ parks and recreation system. Work performed under this 
grant will dramatically improve opportunities for walking and bicycling in and around downtown 
Oakland, and is consistent with Oakland’s adopted Complete Streets policy. 
 
WOBO has always and looks forward to working closely with the City of Oakland on this 
important project. Once again, we urge Caltrans to fully fund Oakland’s application for 20th 
Street ATP. Thank you for your support of complete streets in Oakland. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Chris Hwang 
WOBO Board President 
chris@wobo.org 510-282-0302 

Walk Oakland Bike Oakland is a 501(c)3 member supported, non-profit organization. EIN: 20-
8652475.  

 

 

Board Officers 

Chris Hwang 

President 

 

Dave Campbell 

Vice Chair 

 

Lola Dvorak 

Secretary 

 

Board of Directors 

Bill Leimbach 

Casey Hildreth 

Christopher Kidd 

Susan Weber 

 

Support Team 

Luke Wojtaszek 

Treasurer 

 

Christopher Ulrich, 

Kate Herr 

Fellows 

mailto:chris@wobo.org
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     BikeEastBay.org 

May 28, 2015 

Mr. Carl Guardino, Chair 
California Transportation Commission 
1120 N Street, Room 2221 (MS-52) 
Sacramento, CA  95814 

RE: Support for Telegraph Avenue Complete Street Project Oakland 

Dear Mr. Guardino, 

I am writing to express Bike East Bay’s support for the City of Oakland’s application for funding under 
the Caltrans Competitive Active Transportation Program (ATP) to improve the safety and comfort for 
bicycle and pedestrian transportation on 20th Street.  In the heart of Downtown Oakland, 20th Street 
provides a critical three-block connection between BART, bus rapid transit, employment centers and 
the parks surrounding Lake Merritt. However, the current configuration of 20th Street disproportionately 
serves automobile traffic at the expense of other roadway users. 

The grant will make significant improvements to 20th Street from approximately Broadway to Harrison 
Street. It includes funding for widening congested sidewalks, continuous bicycle facilities, pedestrian 
crossing improvements, and transit boarding islands. Work performed under this grant will dramatically 
improve opportunities for walking and bicycling in and around Downtown Oakland. 

Bike East Bay, the City of Oakland and AC Transit have worked together on numerous transportation 
projects. Through these experiences, we recognize the clear benefits to a safer and more multimodal 
Oakland. The work products of this important project will allow Oakland to realize these goals on 20th 
Street.  Bike East Bay  looks forward to working closely with the City of Oakland to build this important 
project. Once again, we urge Caltrans to fully fund Oakland’s application for 20th Street ATP. Thank you 
for your support of complete streets in Oakland. 

Sincerely, 

Advocacy Director 
Bike East Bay

PO Box 1736, Oakland, CA 94604 
510 845 RIDE (7433) • info@bikeeastbay.org
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Downtown Oakland and Lake Merritt/Uptown District Associations 388 19th Street Oakland, CA 94612 

DOA Phone 510.238.1122     LMUDA Phone 510.452.4529     Fax 510.452.4530 

	
  
	
  
June 1, 2015 
 
CALTRANS 
Division of Local Assistance, MS-1 
Attn: Office of Active Transportation and Special Programs 
P.O. Box 942874 
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001 
 
RE:  Support for Oakland’s 20th Street Active Transportation Program Application 
 
To whom it May Concern, 
 
I am writing to express Lake Merritt Uptown Association and the Downtown Oakland Associations 
support for the City of Oakland’s application for funding under the Caltrans Competitive Active 
Transportation Program (ATP) to improve the safety and comfort for bicycle and pedestrian 
transportation on 20th Street. 20th Street provides a critical three-block connection within downtown 
Oakland between BART, bus rapid transit, employment centers and the parks surrounding Lake 
Merritt. However, the current configuration of 20th Street disproportionately serves automobile traffic 
at the expense of other roadway users. 
 
The grant will make significant improvements to 20th Street from approximately Broadway to 
Harrison Street. It includes funding for widening congested sidewalks, continuous bicycle facilities, 
pedestrian crossing improvements, and transit boarding islands. Work performed under this grant 
will dramatically improve opportunities for walking and bicycling in and around downtown Oakland, 
and is consistent with Oakland’s adopted Complete Streets policy. 
 
Lake Merritt Uptown Association and the Downtown Oakland Association and the City of Oakland 
have worked together on numerous transportation and land uses like the permitting and reactivation 
of Franklin Square. Through these experiences, we recognize the clear benefits to a safer and more 
multimodal Oakland. The work products of this important project will allow Oakland to realize these 
goals on 20th Street.  
 
Lake Merritt Uptown Association and the Downtown Oakland Associations look forward to working 
closely with the City of Oakland on this important project. Once again, we urge Caltrans to fully fund 
Oakland’s application for 20th Street ATP. Thank you for your support of complete streets in 
Oakland. 
Sincerely, 
 
Andrew Jones 
District Services Manager 
Lake Merritt Uptown Association and the Downtown Oakland Associations 
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Figure H.3: Proposed Bikeway Network
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NOTE: This map includes existing and proposed bikeways in adjacent jurisdictions
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Telegraph Ave (Aileen St to 20th St) and International Blvd (54th Ave to 82nd Ave)
are provisionally designated as part of the proposed bikeway network. 
The provisional designation will only be lifted , and those segments
automatically incorporated into the proposed bikeway network, if further
environmental review is performed and appropriate CEQA findings are
adopted by the City.
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farther north including Kaiser Permanente 

and Caltrans.  Figure 2 presents the 

pedestrian volumes.  The corridor is also 

used by pedestrians traveling from their 

home to BART.   

Existing sidewalk widths vary throughout 

the corridor, but in general, do not provide 

sufficient capacity for the high pedestrian 

volumes.  Sidewalks are typically eight to 

ten feet in width between Broadway and 

Harrison.  Development between Webster 

and Harrison has larger setbacks with 

pedestrian paths that functionally widen 

the sidewalk area; however, the sidewalk 

within public right-of-way is typically nine 

feet on the south side of the street and as 

narrow as six feet on the north side.  In this 

block, several obstructions further reduce 

the functional width of the public sidewalk 

on the north side of the street, including 

an unused bus stop with bench and 

several large highway-scale wayfinding 

signs for the Oakland Convention Center 

on wooden posts.  The City of Oakland’s 

Pedestrian Master Plan (2002) designates 20th Street as part of the Secondary Pedestrian Network in the 

Downtown Pedestrian District, which recommends a “through passage zone” of six feet and a total 

sidewalk width of ten feet.  However, given that it provides connections between major employers and 

transit, and based on the observed pedestrian demand, sidewalk widths recommended for primary routes 

are more appropriate. 

Crosswalks are marked at all signalized intersection along the corridor, except at the Harrison Street/20th 

Street intersection, where pedestrian crossing is prohibited across the east leg.  One side-street stop 

controlled intersection occurs on the corridor at the intersection with Rashida Muhammad Street, which 

does not have any marked crosswalks across 20th Street.  Across 20th Street, crosswalks are typically 70 to 

90 feet in length.   
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Bicycle Environment 

The City of Oakland’s Bicycle Master Plan (2007) designates 20th Street as a proposed bikeway between 

San Pablo Avenue and Lakeside Drive.  20th Street between San Pablo Avenue and Franklin Street is 

designated as a Class 3A Arterial Bicycle Route, signifying a Class 3 Bicycle Route with sharrows on a 

constrained urban corridor.  20th Street between Franklin Street and Lakeside Drive is designated as a 

proposed Class 2 Bicycle Lane.  Currently, the roadway is marked with sharrows between San Pablo 

Avenue and Telegraph Avenue. 

20th Street provides an important east-west connection within the bicycle network of the Downtown and 

Uptown districts.  The corridor provides access to several major bicycle corridors, including San Pablo 

Avenue to the west, Telegraph Avenue, Broadway, and Harrison Street/Lakeside Drive, funneling bicycle 

traffic east-west to the 19th Street BART station and to the area’s many employers.  20th Street also 

provides a connection to many of the restaurants and nightlife of the Uptown district, centered on 

Telegraph Avenue.  The City has recently approved plans for Class 2 Bicycle lanes on Harrison 

Street/Lakeside Drive through to the 20th Street/Harrison Street intersection.  Additionally, the City is 

currently studying bikeway concepts on Telegraph Avenue connecting to 20th Street.  

Bicycle volumes are presented on Figure 2.  According to the 2008 BART Station Area Profile, of the 2,485 

19th Street BART home origin riders, 6 percent of those rode bicycles to transit.   

Bicycle parking is provided at several locations on the corridor in the form of U-racks, which each hold 

two bicycles.  At the 19th Street BART portal on the northeast corner of 20th Street/Broadway, four e-

lockers are provided at the street level as well as two wave racks and nine staple racks.  Additional short-

term bicycle parking is provided in the BART station area below the street level.  Four staple racks are also 

provided in the AC Transit bus stop area between Telegraph Avenue and Broadway. 
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Transit Environment 

AC Transit provides bus service along 20th Street, and the 19th Street BART Station provides regional 

commuter rail access to the area.  In addition to those services, several area residential and commercial 

developments provide shuttle service on 20th Street to the 19th Street BART station, utilizing the existing 

pull out area just east of the BART portal at the northeast corner of the 20th Street/Broadway intersection 

to pick up and drop off passengers.   

AC Transit 

AC Transit primarily operates the 1, 1R, 11, 18, 58L, 72, 72R, 611, 800, 805, NL, and the B on the corridor.  

Schedules and headways for each of those bus routes are presented in Table 1.  The block of 20th Street 

between Telegraph Avenue and Broadway provides stops for all routes operating on 20th Street and 

provides a transfer point between AC Transit and BART service.  Bus stops are staggered along the block, 

with three bus shelters with real-time travel information provided in each direction.   The 18, 72, and 72R 

operate on 20th Street between San Pablo Avenue and Broadway.   The 11, 58L, 611, and 805 provide 

service via Harrison Street to Downtown Oakland and operate between Harrison Street/Lakeside Drive 

intersection and Broadway.  The NL stops on 20th Street and continues west to West Grand Avenue and 

provides service to the Transbay Terminal in San Francisco.  Additionally, the B operates on 20th Street 

between Webster Street and Telegraph Avenue and stops on Webster Street at 20th Street.  Ridership by 

route is presented on Figure 3.  
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Spatial Allocation of Public Right-of-Way by Mode for Existing and Proposed 20th Street Cross-Sections
Figure 6
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Sidewalk Extensions 

Between Broadway and Franklin Street, the north side of the sidewalk is widened by six feet at the 

formalized Kiss and Ride/Shuttle pullout area, and the south side is widened by three feet.  Between 

Franklin and Webster Streets, the sidewalk is widened a minimum of five feet on the north side and eight 

feet on the south side.  Between Webster and Harrison Streets, the north side is widened by eight feet.  

Where sidewalk could only be widened on one side of the roadway or the other, the north side was 

favored based on the existing higher pedestrian volumes on that side of the street, which are due in part 

to the 19th Street BART portal being located on the north side of the street.  In addition, reconstruction of 

the existing sidewalk is recommended on the north side of 20th Street from Broadway to Harrison Street, 

and on the south side of 20th Street from Broadway to Webster Street to replace non-ADA compliant 

driveways, remove tripping hazards, and provide a uniform sidewalk where it is being extended. 

Bicycle Lanes  

Bicycle lanes are proposed between Broadway and Harrison Street, connecting to the proposed bike lanes 

east of Harrison Street.  Between Broadway and Webster Street, a six foot bike lane is proposed in each 

direction.  East of Webster Street, excess space is proposed as a striped buffer for the bicycle lanes.  On 

the south side of the street east of Webster, it is recommended that the parking lane be to the left of the 

bicycle lane to create a one-way separated bikeway.  The buffer would be located between the parking 

and bicycle lane and would provide for auto loading and unloading and passenger circulation.   

Median 

A raised median is proposed between Broadway and Harrison Street.  The median varies between eight 

and 12 feet and ends at the left-turn pockets at intersections.  The median provides a pedestrian refuge at 

Franklin and Webster Streets on the westbound and eastbound approaches respectively.  The Oakland 

Fire Department requires a 26-foot clearance from curb to curb.  There are locations where 26 feet would 

not be provided based on the current concept.  The median should be designed to support the load of an 

outrigger at appropriate intervals along these pinch points.  Further discussion with the Fire Department is 

needed during the design process. 

Parking 

Currently there are 17 metered parking spaces on 20th Street between Broadway and Harrison Street. The 

proposed design eliminates nine metered parking stalls at three locations.  Three metered stalls are 

removed from the proposed Kiss and Ride/Shuttle drop-off area.  This is to formalize this zone as short-

term drop-off only.  Two metered stalls would also be removed on the south side of 20th Street between 
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Broadway and Franklin to reduce roadway width on this block.  Four metered parking stalls would also be 

removed on the south side of 20th Street between Webster Street and Harrison Street to accommodate 

the proposed bus bulb and buffered bike lane. 

Broadway Intersection 

A westbound left-turn pocket is proposed at Broadway to support buses turning onto Broadway toward 

Downtown Oakland.   

Franklin Street Intersection 

Directional curb ramps are proposed at all corners.  A curb extension is proposed on the northwest corner 

to create a pull-out area to accommodate kiss and ride and shuttles that pick-up and drop-off at 19th 

Street BART.  The ten foot median on the east side of the intersection allows for a median refuge for the 

east crosswalk.  Curb radii are reduced on all corners.  The existing westbound AC Transit bus stop, 

serving the 11, 611, and 805, would be removed, as all three routes already provide service to the 19th 

Street BART area, with an existing stop on Broadway at 19th Street.  Two westbound lanes approaching 

Franklin Street would be maintained, with the outside lane becoming a trap right-turn lane at the 

intersection.  The purpose of the second lane is needed to accommodate the bus stop at Webster Street 

(see below). 

Webster Street Intersection 

At Webster Street, sidewalk extensions shorten the crossing distance by approximately 32 feet.  The raised 

median on the west leg of the intersection provides a median refuge.  A curb extension on the southeast 

corner bulbs out six feet to provide directional curb ramp and increase pedestrian waiting area.   Curb 

radii are reduced at all corners, particularly at the northeast corner of the intersection, where westbound 

right-turns are not permitted due to Webster Street being one-way southbound. Directional curb ramps 

are provided at each intersection.   

Bus Bulbs at Webster Street 

Figure 9 presents a detail of the proposed bus bulbs east of the 20th Street/Webster Street intersection.  

The westbound (near-side) and eastbound (far-side) bus stops areexisting stop locations that are 

proposed as bus bulbs.  The bus bulbs extend out from the sidewalk area and allow for buses to stop in 

the travel lane, which can reduce delay for buses by allowing them to stop and load in the travel lane.  The 

bicycle lane wraps around the backside of the bus bulb and ramps up to the sidewalk level, which 

removes bus-bicycle conflicts in the bus stop area.  The bus bulbs provide space for bus shelters and 

reduce the crossing distance at intersections.  The existing bus furnishings, including the additional out of 
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service bus stop on the north side of street, would be removed, as would the overhead Oakland 

Convention Center signs, which could be replaced with more context-sensitive signage. 

To minimize pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, a decorative fence/railing is proposed behind the bus bulb to 

channelize pedestrians to the east and west ends of the bus bulb to clarify where bicyclists can expect 

pedestrian traffic.  During the PM peak period, an average of six pedestrians per cycle was counted.  

Therefore, sufficient space should be provided between the curb and the bicycle lane such that six 

pedestrians can be queued at the signal and not block the bicycle lane.  Not including the curb ramp 

itself, the area immediately adjacent to the ramp is approximately 120 square feet, providing 

approximately 20 square feet per pedestrian which is significantly higher than minimums required for 

transit platforms.  Additionally, a minimum of four feet should be provided between the top of the ramp 

and the bike lane to allow space for wheelchairs. 
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