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Pedestrian Network Proposed Improvements - Alameda County

Alameda Countywide Multimodal Arterial PlanLegend
Proposed Pedestrian Network Improvements

Sidewalk Enhancements

Curb Bulbouts

Pedestrian Scale Lighting

Streetscape Enhancements

Crosswalk Enhancements

Travel Lane Removal (Road Diet) Figure 2A

Note: Existing, planned and funded improvements are not shown on the map for ease of reading.
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Pedestrian Network Proposed Improvements - North County

Alameda Countywide Multimodal Arterial PlanLegend
Proposed Pedestrian Network Improvements

Sidewalk Enhancements

Curb Bulbouts

Pedestrian Scale Lighting

Streetscape Enhancements

Crosswalk Enhancements

Travel Lane Removal (Road Diet) Figure 2B

Note: Existing, planned and funded improvements are not shown on the map for ease of reading.
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Pedestrian Network Proposed Improvements - Central County

Alameda Countywide Multimodal Arterial PlanLegend
Proposed Pedestrian Network Improvements

Sidewalk Enhancements

Curb Bulbouts
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Travel Lane Removal (Road Diet) Figure 2C

Note: Existing, planned and funded improvements are not shown on the map for ease of reading.
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Pedestrian Network Proposed Improvements - South County

Alameda Countywide Multimodal Arterial PlanLegend
Proposed Pedestrian Network Improvements

Sidewalk Enhancements
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Travel Lane Removal (Road Diet) Figure 2D

Note: Existing, planned and funded improvements are not shown on the map for ease of reading.
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Pedestrian Network Proposed Improvements - East County
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Travel Lane Removal (Road Diet) Figure 2E

Note: Existing, planned and funded improvements are not shown on the map for ease of reading.
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Figure 3A

Legend
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Figure 3B

Legend
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Bicycle Network Proposed Improvements - Central County

Alameda Countywide Multimodal Arterial Plan

Figure 3C
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Figure 3D
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Figure 3E
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Goods Movement Network Proposed Improvements - Alameda County

Alameda Countywide Multimodal Arterial PlanLegend

Tier 2 Good Movement Route

Tier 3 Good Movement Route

Proposed Curb Lane Widening

Figure 5A
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Tier 2 Good Movement Route

Tier 3 Good Movement Route
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Figure 5B
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Tier 2 Good Movement Route
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Proposed Curb Lane Widening

Figure 5D
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Goods Movement Network Proposed Improvements - East County

Alameda Countywide Multimodal Arterial PlanLegend

Tier 2 Good Movement Route

Tier 3 Good Movement Route

Proposed Curb Lane Widening

Figure 5E




