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Ɉ North  Berkeley (Berkeley) 

Ɉ Downtown Berkeley (Berkeley)  

Ɉ Ashby (Berkeley) 

Ɉ MacArthur (Oakland)  

Ɉ 19th Street (Oakland) 

Ɉ 12th Street/City Center (Oakland)  

Ɉ Rockridge (Oakland)  

Ɉ Lake Merritt (Oakland)  

Ɉ West Oakland (Oakland)  

Ɉ Fruitvale (Oakland)  

Ɉ Coliseum/Oakland Airport (Oakland)  

Ɉ Bayfair (unincorporated)  

Ɉ San Leandro 

Ɉ Castro Valley (unincorporated)  

Ɉ Dublin/Pleasanton  

Ɉ West Dublin/Pleasanton 

Ɉ Hayward  

Ɉ South Hayward (Hayward)  

Ɉ Union City  

Ɉ Fremont 

Ɉ El Cerrito Plaza (not in Alameda County but serves 

Albany)  

Ɉ Vasco Road (Livermore) 

Ɉ Livermore  

Ɉ Pleasanton 

Ɉ Fremont/Centerville (Fremont; station is also 

served by Amtrak)  

Ɉ Berkeley 

Ɉ Emeryville  

Ɉ Jack London Square (Oakland) 

Ɉ Oakland Coliseum (Oakland)  

Ɉ Hayward  

Ɉ Fremont 

Ɉ Jack London Square (Oakland)  

Ɉ Alameda Main Street (Alameda)  

Ɉ Harbor Bay Isle (Alameda)  

Ɉ Oakland International Airport  

 

Ɉ 1/1R: Bayfair BART, San Leandro to Berkeley BART 

via E. 14th St./ International Blvd., 11th-12th St., 

Broadway, 20th St., Telegraph Ave., Durant Ave.-

Bancroft Way, Shattuck Ave. 1 local serves San 

Leandro BART 

Ɉ 40: Bayfair BART, San Leandro to Lafayette Park, 

Downtown Oakland via E.14 th St,, Bancroft Ave., 

Foothill Blvd., E. 15th St. (eastbound between 1st 

Ave. & 14th St.), 11th-12th St. 

Ɉ 51A: Fruitvale BART, Oakland to Rockridge  BART, 

Oakland via Fruitvale Ave., Broadway (Alameda) 

Santa Clara St. (Alameda), Webster St (Alameda-

Oakland)., 7th-8th St., Broadway (Oakland), College 

Ave. 

Ɉ 51B: Rockridge BART to Berkeley Amtrak via 

College Ave., Bancroft Way-Durant Ave., Shattuck 



Ave., University Ave. (some trips go to Berkeley 

Marina)  

Ɉ 57: Foothill Square, Oakland to 40th & San Pablo, 

Emeryville via Macarthur Blvd., Santa Clara St. 

(Oakland, westbound), Broadway, 40th St. 

(segment to Emery Bay shopping center deleted, 

served by Emery Go Round) 

Ɉ 72/72M/72R: Broadway/San Pablo: Oakland to 

Albany  

Ɉ Dumbarton Express (DB) 

Ɉ LAVTA Tri Valley Rapid  

Ɉ LAVTA Route 10  

Ɉ LAVTA Route 12  

Ɉ Union City Transit Route 1A/1B  

Ɉ Union City Transit Route 2ɭWhipple  

Ɉ 18: Montclair to Solano & San Pablo via Park Blvd., 

11th-12th St., Broadway, 20th St., San Pablo Ave., 

MLK Jr. Way, 55th  St., Shattuck Ave., Solano Ave. 

Ɉ 73: Oakland Airport to Eastmont Transit Center, 

Oakland via Airport A ccess Rd., Hegenberger Rd., 

73rd Ave. (is portion of former line 50 route)  

Ɉ 88: Market St/Sacramento St: Oakland  to Berkeley 

Ɉ 97: Union City BART to Bayfair BART, San 

Leandro via Alvarado -Niles Rd., Dyer St., Union 

City Blvd./Hesperian Blvd.  (serves Union Landing 

Transit Center) 

Ɉ 99: Fremont BART to Bayfair BART, San Leandro 

via Walnut Ave., Fremont Blvd., Decoto Rd., 

Mission Blvd./E. 14th St. 

Ɉ 54: Fruitvale BART, Oakland to Merritt College, 

Oakland  via International Blvd., 35 th Ave., 

Redwood Rd., Campus Dr. 

Ɉ 60: Hayward BART to CSU East Bay, Hayward via 

B St., 2nd St., Campus Dr., Hayward Blvd., roads on 

campus 

Ɉ 210: Ohlone College, Fremont to Union Landing 

Transit Center, Union City via Mission Blvd., 

Washington Blvd., Fremont Blvd., Dyer St., 

Alvarado -Niles Rd. 

Ɉ 217 (Connecting to Ohlone College Newark 

Campus, from Fremont BART on Mowry only)  

Ɉ F: Transbay service from Berkeley/Emeryville to 

San Francisco 

Ɉ NL: Transbay service from Oakland to San 

Francisco 

Ɉ O: Transbay service from Alameda/Oakland to San 

Francisco 

Ɉ 181 (VTA; i nter-county route from Fremont BART 

to San Jose; mostly shares AC TransitɀÚɯRoute 217) 

 

Alameda  Ɉ Park St/Santa Clara 

 Ɉ Webster St/Atlantic  

Al bany Ɉ Solano/San Pablo Ave 

Alameda County  

(uninc orporated ) Ɉ Hesperian Blvd/Bockman Rd 

Berkeley  Ɉ University/San Pablo Ave  

Emeryville  Ɉ 40th St/San Pablo 

Fremont  Ɉ Ardenwood Park and Ride  

(also served by Dumbarton 

Express) 

 Ɉ Ohlone College 

Hayward  Ɉ Chabot College 

Newark  Ɉ Ohlone College-Newark  

campus 

Oakland  Ɉ Eastmont Transfer Center 

(73rd/MacArthur ) 

 Ɉ Fruitvale Ave/MacArthur 

Blvd  

 Ɉ MacArthur Blvd/Broadway  

 Ɉ 73rd /International  

Union City  Ɉ Union Landing Transit 

Center (also served by Union 

City Transit)  

Fremont  Ɉ Ardenwood Park and Ride  

(also served by AC Transit) 

Livermore  Ɉ Las Positas College 



 Ɉ Lawrence Livermore 

National Lab /Sandia Labs 

 Ɉ Livermore Transit Center  

 Ɉ ValleyCare Medical Centerɭ

Livermore (Valley Memorial)  

Pleasanton Ɉ First/Neal  

 Ɉ Stoneridge Mall  

 Ɉ ValleyCare Medical Centerɭ

Pleasanton 

Union City  Ɉ Union Landing Transit 

Center (also served by AC 

Transit)  

Ɉ All BART and rail stations



Alameda  Ɉ Webster Street 

Alameda County  

(uninc orporated ) Ɉ Bayfair Mall  

Albany/Berkeley  Ɉ ,ÐËɪɯÈÕËɯ4××ÌÙɯ2ÖÓÈÕÖɯ

Avenue 

Berkeley  Ɉ Fourth Street 

 Ɉ Telegraph Avenue 

Dublin  Ɉ Hacienda Crossings 

Emeryville  Ɉ Bay Street 

 Ɉ Emeryville Market Place  

 Ɉ Powell Street Plaza 

Fremont  Ɉ Centerville  

 Ɉ Irvington  

 Ɉ Mission San Jose 

 Ɉ Niles 

 Ɉ Pacific Commons Shopping 

Center 

Hayward  Ɉ Southland Mall  

Newark  Ɉ New Park Mall Shopping 

Center 

Oakland  Ɉ Eastmont Mall  

 Ɉ Fruitvale  

 Ɉ Piedmont Avenue  

 Ɉ Rockridge 

Pleasanton Ɉ Stoneridge Mall  

Union City  Ɉ Union Landing Shopping 

Center 

 

Alameda  Ɉ College of Alameda 

Berkeley  Ɉ University of California 

Berkeley 

 Ɉ Berkeley City College 

Fremont  Ɉ Ohlone College 

Hayward  Ɉ California State University East 

Bay 

 Ɉ Chabot College 

Livermore  Ɉ Las Positas College 

Newark  Ɉ Ohlone CollegeɭNewark 

Campus 

Oakland  Ɉ Laney College 

 Ɉ Merritt College  

 

Alameda  Ɉ Alameda Hospital  

Berkeley  Ɉ Alta Bates Summit Medical 

CenterɭAshby Campus 

 Ɉ Alta Bates Summit Medical 

CenterɭHerrick Campus  

Fremont  Ɉ Fremont Hospital  

 Ɉ Kaiser Permanente Fremont 

 Ɉ Washington Hospital  

Hayward  Ɉ St. Rose Hospital 

Hayward/  

Castro Valley  Ɉ Eden Medical Center 

Oakland  Ɉ Alameda County Medical 

CenterɭHighland Campus  

 Ɉ Alta Bates Summit Medical 

CenterɭSummit Campus 

 Ɉ Children's Hospital and 

Research Center at Oakland 

 Ɉ Kaiser Permanente Oakland 

Pleasanton Ɉ ValleyCare Medical Center 

Pleasanton 

San Leandro Ɉ Alameda County Medical 

CenterɭFairmont Campus 

 Ɉ Eden Medical CenterɭSan 

Leandro Hospital  

 Ɉ Kaiser Permanente San Leandro 

 



Albany  Ɉ Golden Gate Fields 

Berkeley  Ɉ Berkeley Community Theater  

 Ɉ Greek Theater  

 Ɉ Lawrence Hall of Science 

 Ɉ Memorial Stadium  

 Ɉ Zellerbach Hall  

Oakland  Ɉ Chabot Space and Science Center 

 Ɉ "ÏÐÓËÙÌÕɀÚɯ%ÈÐÙàÓÈÕË 

 Ɉ Fox Theatre 

 Ɉ Kaiser Convention Center  

 Ɉ Oakland ɬ Alameda County 

Coliseum 

 Ɉ Oakland Museum of California  

 Ɉ Oakland Zoo  

 Ɉ Oracle Arena 

 Ɉ Paramount Theater 

Pleasanton Ɉ Alameda County Fairgrounds  

 

Alameda  

Ɉ George E. McDonald Hall of Justice (2233 Shoreline 

Drive)  

Berkeley  

Ɉ Courthouse (2120 Martin Luther King Jr. Way ) 

Dublin  

Ɉ Federal Correctional Institution (5701 8th Streetɭ

Camp Parks) 

Ɉ Santa Rita Jail (5325 Broder Boulevard) 

Fremont  

Ɉ Fremont Hall of Justice (39439 Paseo Padre 

Parkway)  

Ɉ 5ÌÛÌÙÈÕɀÚɯ2ÌÙÝÐÊÌÚɯȹƗƝƕƛƙɯ+ÐÉÌÙÛàȺ 

Hayward  

Ɉ Eden Area Multi -Service Center (24100 Amador 

Street) 

Ɉ Hayward Hall of Justice (24405 Amador Street) 

Ɉ 5ÌÛÌÙÈÕɀÚɯ2ÌÙÝÐÊÌÚɯȹƖƝƜƔƔɯ,ÐÚÚÐÖÕɯ!ÖÜÓÌÝÈÙËȺ 

Oakland  

Ɉ Alameda County offices (1221 Oak Street) 

Ɉ Alameda County Courthouse (1225 Fallon Street) 

Ɉ County Department of Adult and Aging Se rvices 

(6955 Foothill Boulevard) 

Ɉ Elihu Harris State Office Building (1515 Clay 

Street) 

Ɉ Federal Court (1301 Clay Street) 

Ɉ Glenn E Dyer Detention Facility (550 6th Street) 

Ɉ Juvenile Court (400 Broadway) 

Ɉ Medi -Cal Center (8477 Enterprise Way) 

Ɉ 5ÌÛÌÙÈÕɀÚɯ2ÌÙÝÐÊÌÚɯ(Eastmont Mall)  

Ɉ Welfare to Work (8477 Enterprise Way) 

Ɉ Wiley W Manuel Courthouse (661 Washington 

Street) 

Pleasanton 

Ɉ &ÈÓÌɪ2ÊÏÌÕÖÕÌɯ'ÈÓÓɯÖÍɯ)ÜÚÛÐÊÌɯȹƙƚƛƖɯ2ÛÖÕÌÙÐËÎÌɯ

Drive)  

San Leandro 

Ɉ Alameda County Juvenile Hall (2500 Fairmont 

Drive)  

 

All  parks are part of the East Bay Regional Parks 

District , and/or are managed by the district. 

Ɉɯɯɯ ÕÛÏÖÕàɯ"ÏÈÉÖÛ Ɉɯɯɯ+ÌÖÕÈɯ'ÌÐÎÏÛÚ 

Ɉɯɯɯ ÙËÌÕÞÖÖËɯ%ÈÙÔ Ɉɯɯɯ,ÐËËÓÌɯ'ÈÙÉÖÙ 

Ɉɯɯɯ!ÙÜÚÏàɯ/ÌÈÒ Ɉɯɯɯ,ÐÚÚÐÖÕɯ/ÌÈÒ 

Ɉɯɯɯ"ÓÈÙÌÔÖÕÛɯ"ÈÕàÖÕ Ɉɯɯɯ,+*ɯ)Ùȭɯ2ÏÖÙÌÓÐÕÌ 

ɈɯɯɯCoyote Hills  Ɉɯɯɯ.àÚÛÌÙɯ!Èàɯ2ÏÖÙÌÓÐÕÌ 

Ɉɯɯɯ"ÙÖÞÕɯ!ÌÈÊÏ Ɉɯɯɯ/ÓÌÈÚÈÕÛÖÕɯ1ÐËÎÌ 

Ɉɯɯɯ"ÜÓÓɯ"ÈÕàÖÕ Ɉɯɯɯ0ÜÈÙÙàɯ+ÈÒÌÚ 

Ɉɯɯɯ#ÖÕɯ"ÈÚÛÙÖ Ɉɯɯɯ1ÌËÞÖÖË 

Ɉɯɯɯ#Ùàɯ"ÙÌÌÒɯ/ÐÖÕÌÌÙ Ɉɯɯɯ1ÖÉÌÙÛɯ2ÐÉÓÌà 

Ɉɯɯɯ$ÈÚÛÚÏÖÙÌɯ2ÛÈÛÌɯ/ÈÙÒ Ɉɯɯɯ1ÖÉÌÙÛÚ 

Ɉɯɯɯ'ÈàÞÈÙËɯ2ÏÖÙÌÓÐÕÌ Ɉɯɯɯ2ÏÈËÖÞɯCliffs  

Ɉɯɯɯ'ÜÊÒÓÌÉÌÙÙàɯ!ÖÛÈÕÐÊ Ɉɯɯɯ3ÌÔÌÚÊÈÓ 

Ɉɯɯɯ+ÈÒÌɯ"ÏÈÉÖÛ Ɉɯɯɯ3ÐÓËÌÕ 



The following inter -jurisdictional trails are included in 

both the Countywide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plans. 

Reference numbers in parentheses, where included,  

ÈÙÌɯÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯ$ÈÚÛɯ!Èàɯ1ÌÎÐÖÕÈÓɯ/ÈÙÒɯ#ÐÚÛÙÐÊÛɀÚɯ

ȹ$!1/#ɀÚȺɯ2007 Master Plan map. 

Ɉ San Francisco Bay Trail (including spurs and 

connectors) 

Ɉ Iron Horse Trail from Dublin/Contra Costa County 

border to Livermore eastern city limits , at 

Greenville Road (the Bicycle Plan vision network 

includes the complete Iron Horse Trail, to the San 

Joaquin County border)  

Ɉ East Bay Greenway (including the Ohlone 

Greenway Trail in Albany/Berkeley)  

Ɉ Centennial Trail in Pleasanton 

Ɉ Tassajara Creek Trail (EBRPD #33) 

Ɉ Coyote Hills to Ardenwood trail (EBRPD #9)  

Ɉ Ardenwood to Quarry Lakes trail (EBRPD #10)  

Ɉ Shadow Cliffs to Morgan Territory trail (EBRPD 

#8C), only from Stanley Boulevard (Iron Horse 

Trail) to Las Positas College 

Ɉ Jack London/Arroyo Mocho Trail ( EBRPD #32), 

only from Iron Horse  Trail in Pleasanton to Isabel 

Avenu e in Livermore  

Ɉ Emeryville Greenwa y/9th Street Bicycle Boulevard 

Extension (connecting Berkeley and Emeryville)  

The Countywide Bicycle Plan includes additional 

inter -jurisdictional trails as part of its vision network. 

They are listed here with their EBRPD reference 

number in parentheses: 

¶ Niles Canyon to Shadow Cliffs trail (EBRPD #8B) 

¶ Shadow Cliffs to Morgan Territory trail (EBRPD 

#8C), only from Stanley Boulevard (Iron Horse 

Trail) to Shadow Cliffs (Vineyard Ave.)  

¶ Shadow Cliffs to Del Valle trail (EBRPD #30) 

¶ Brushy Peak to Del Valle trail  (EBRPD #50), only 

from Iron Horse Trail to Mines Road  

¶ Del Valle to Mines Road trail (EBRPD #51) 



The list on the following page categorizes pedestrian 

improvements as either an infrastructure item or 

amenity, and rates the effectiveness of each. It is taken 

from Table 4-ƕȮɯɁ"ÖÚÛɯ$ÚÛÐÔÈÛÐÕÎɯ3ÌÔ×ÓÈÛÌȮɂɯÐÕɯ,3"ɀÚɯ

Pedestrian Districts Study (2006; see 

www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/Ped_D

istricts/index.htm ). 

 ÚɯËÌÚÊÙÐÉÌËɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÚÛÜËàȮɯɁ(ÛÌÔÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÍÙÈÚÛÙÜÊÛÜÙÌɯ

ÚÌÊÛÐÖÕɯÐÕÊÓÜËÌɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÙÌɯÍÈÊÐÓÐÛÐÌÚȮɯÖÙɯȿÉÜÐÓËÐÕÎɯÉÓÖÊÒÚɀɯ

of a safe and healthy pedestrian district. Facilities in 

the pedestrian amenities section include items that 

improve the overall comfort and appearance of the 

×ÌËÌÚÛÙÐÈÕɯÌÕÝÐÙÖÕÔÌÕÛȭɂɯ3ÏÌɯÚÛÜËàɀÚɯdefinition of 

effectiveness is included in the sidebar. This 

categorization and the effectiveness ratings are a 

general guide for deciding project eligibility and 

prioritization for countywide funds , however, this list 

will be updated for use in future grant funding cycles.
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Below are the screening criteria used to select the 

bikeways in the first bicycle vision network, in the 

2001 Countywide Bicycle Plan. Each of the criteria 

used was rated high, neutral or low. Many of the 

bikeways selected in 2001 remain part of the 2012 

ÝÐÚÐÖÕɯÕÌÛÞÖÙÒɯȹÜÕËÌÙɯÛÏÌɯɁÐÕÛÌÙ-jurisdictional 

ÕÌÛÞÖÙÒɂɯÊÈÛÌÎÖÙàȺȭ 

 

Serves high volume of existing or potential bicycle 

traffic.  

Ɉ Rationale:  All other things being equal, the route 

with the most or that would have the most use by  

bicyclists should be ranked higher as a cross county 

corridor.  

Serves commute bicycle transportation trips including 

more direct  not circuitous routes.  

Ɉ Rationale:  Routes for bicycle commute 

transportation should be ranked higher as cross 

county corridors  rather than recreational routes. 

Provides access to and through major traffic 

generators/attractors/or to adjacent city/county.  

Ɉ Rationale:  Routes which connect major activity 

centers should be ranked higher. 

Closes gap in the existing bikeway system/ 

Ɉ Rationale : Existing routes that provide continuity 

and directness should be ranked higher. 

 

Route has lower vehicular traffic volumes/speeds (or, 

if multi -use path, low pedestrian volumes). 

Ɉ Rationale:  Routes with lower motor vehicle 

volumes/speeds would have lower potential safety 

conflicts and thus should be ranked high er as cross 

county corridors.  

Route has fewer bicyclist/motorist collisions.  

Ɉ Rationale:  Locations that have lower than average 

bike collision rates should be ranked higher as 

cross-county corridors.  

Route has (or would have) few obstacles to bicycle 

travel that affect safety including but not limited to 

narrow lanes and other obstacles/unfriendly design 

features (that cannot be improved or removed) e.g. 

railroad tracks, numerous driveways, high parking 

turnover,  high-speed right-turn lanes. Or if multi -use 

path, path has few at-grade intersections and other 

impediments to travel.  



Ɉ Rationale : Routes with fewer existing obstacles 

should be ranked higher as cross-county corridors.  

 

Route is easy to implement and/or is an existing 

facility that needs few improvements.  

Ɉ Rationale:  Roadways that have existing good bike 

facilities should be ranked higher as cross-county  

corridors.  

Route has political/public support (e.g., is on a local 

plan; is consistent with current processes; funds have 

already been generated or a right-of-way has been 

donated; and/or city agrees to the project). 

Ɉ Rationale : Local jurisdiction will need to be 

involved in implementation so they must support 

the project.



The estimated cost of the bus corridor improvements 

was calculated as follows: 

Ɉ The total mileage of the corridor or trunkline,  

Ɉ minus the overlapping miles with the at -station rail 

and the access to CBDs (to reduce double-counting 

miles between the vision categories),  

Ɉ multiplied by $1.6 million per mile (half the cost of 

the typical pedestrian project per mile cost); and  

Ɉ multiplied by 80 percent (the percentage of 

improvements assumed to be unbuilt).  

The estimated cost of half mile access to corridor 

improvements was calculated as follows: 

Ɉ The number of miles of streets within a half -mile 

walking distance of stops on the corridor,  

Ɉ minus the mileage of the corridor itself (already 

counted above), and the overlapping miles with the 

at-station rail, the access to CBDs, and the 

Communities of Concern (to reduce double -

counting miles between the vision categori es),  

Ɉ multiplied by $0.32 million per mile (10 percent of 

the typical pedestrian project per mile cost), and  

Ɉ multiplied by 80 percent (the percentage of 

improvements assumed to be unbuilt).  

The estimated cost of improvements closest to all 

stations and terminals ȹɁat stationɂȺɯÞÈÚɯÊÈÓÊÜÓÈÛÌËɯÈÚɯ

follows:  

Ɉ the number of street block lengths immediately 

surrounding the 33 stations plus one length 

radiating out in each of the four cardinal directions 

(a total of eight lengths) for each station,  

Ɉ minus two station areas which are located in the 

same exact areas (Fremont ACE and Capitol 

Corridor stations, and Coliseum BART and Capitol 

Corridor stations),  

Ɉ multiplied by the average distance of each block 

length (1/8 mile),  

Ɉ multiplied by $6.4 million per mile (twice the 

typical pedestrian project per mile cost), and 

Ɉ multiplied by 80 percent (the percentage of 

improvements assumed to be unbuilt).  

The estimated cost of improvements to all stations 

ȹɁhalf mile access to stationɂȺɯÞÈÚɯÊÈÓÊÜÓÈÛÌËɯÈÚɯ

follows:  

Ɉ the number of miles of streets within a half -mile 

walking distance of each of the stations (calculated 

for each of the 33 station areas),  

Ɉ minus the street mileage at the stations themselves 

(already counted above), and the overlapping miles 

with the access to CBDs and the major bus 

corridors (to reduce double -counting miles 

between the vision categories),  

Ɉ multiplied by $0.64 million per mile (20 percent of 

the typical  pedestrian project per mile cost); and  

Ɉ multiplied by 80 percent (the percentage of 

imp rovements assumed to be unbuilt). 

The estimated cost of access improvements within the 

Central Business Districts (CBDs) was calculated as 

follows:  

Ɉ the number of miles of streets in all 16 CBDs 

(115.3),  

Ɉ minus the 1ƖɯÚÛÙÌÌÛɯÔÐÓÌÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÖÝÌÙÓÈ×ɯÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯɁÈÛ-

ÚÛÈÛÐÖÕɂɯÙÈÐÓɯÈÊÊÌÚÚɯÔÐÓÌÚɯȹÛÖɯÙÌËÜÊÌɯËÖÜÉÓÌ-

counting miles between the vision categories),  



Ɉ multiplied by $3.2 million per mile (the typical 

pedestrian project cost per mile), and  

Ɉ multiplied by 80 percent (the per centage of 

improvements assumed to be unbuilt).  

The estimated cost of access improvements to activity 

centers was calculated as follows: 

Ɉ the number of activity centers (113),  

Ɉ multiplied by the assumed maximum distance to 

the nearest major transit stop or station from each 

activity center, as described in the vision category 

(1/8 mile), 

Ɉ multiplied by the assumed number of links to 

transit from each activity center (two),  

Ɉ multiplied by $0.16 million per mile (5 percent of 

the typi cal pedestrian project per mile cost), and 

Ɉ multiplied by 80 percent (the percentage of 

improvements assumed to be unbuilt).  

The estimated cost of access improvements in 

Communities of Concern was calculated as follows: 

Ɉ the number of miles of streets in all five 

Communities of Concern (689.6),  

Ɉ multiplied by 25 percent, to estimate the total miles 

that are within one -quarter mile of local transit 

lines that serve major transit stations/stops and 

CBDs,  

Ɉ multiplied by $0.32 million (10 p ercent of the 

typical pedestrian project cost per mile cost), and  

Ɉ multiplied by 80 percent (the percentage of 

improvements assumed to be unbuilt).  



The 132.9 miles of planned trails in the bicycle vision 

network were divided into two types and costs were 

estimated as follows: 

Ɉ Major countyw ide trails:  The total cost of $508.3 

million is based on escalating a 2010 Alameda CTC 

estimate of $494.4 million to complete these three 

trails. The 2010 estimate was developed using the 

best available data, including from feasibility 

studies, and was reviewed at the time it was 

developed by the applicable local and/or managing 

agencies. The average per mile cost for each trail is 

as follows: the East Bay Greenway is $4.1 million, 

the Iron Horse Trail is $2.5 million, and the Bay 

Trail is $5.0 million.  

Ɉ All other trai ls: The total cost of $61.7 million for 

51.4 trail miles, was estimated based on $1.2 

ÔÐÓÓÐÖÕɯ×ÌÙɯÔÐÓÌɯȹÊÖÕÚÜÓÛÈÕÛÚɀɯ×ÌÙɯÔÐÓÌɯÌÚÛÐÔÈÛÌȮɯ

based on recent local cost estimates and cost 

estimates for similar pr ojects in local bicycle plans). 

Costs for the two types of bicycle lane facilities used in 

the plan were based on a review of the average costs 

in local bicycle master plans (see Table X.1)ȭɯ3ÏÌɯɁÓÖÞɂɯ

ÊÖÚÛɯÊÖÙÙÌÚ×ÖÕËÚɯÛÖɯÚÐÔ×ÓàɯɁ2ÛÙÐ×ÐÕÎɯÈÕËɯÚÐÎÕÐÕÎɂɯÛÏÌɯ

lanes, while the ɁÏÐÎÏɂɯÊÖÚÛɯÌÕÝÐÚÐÖÕÚɯɁ+ÈÕÌɯ1ÌËÜÊÛÐÖÕɯ

and restriping .ɂ 

Four distinct types of bicycle route facilities were used 

for estimating the costs of Class III bicycle route 

facilities in the Bicycle Plan. Below are the 

assumptions for the cost estimates for each of these 

facility types:  

Ɉ Signage-only routes : $10,000 per mile was based 

on the average cost of similar facilities reported in 

ÓÖÊÈÓɯÉÐÊàÊÓÌɯ×ÓÈÕÚɯȹÚÌÌɯÛÏÌɯɁÓÖÞɂɯÊÈÛÌÎÖÙàɯÍÖÙɯ"ÓÈÚÚɯ

III facilities in Table X.1 below) and escalated to 

2012 dollars. 

Ɉ Signed routes with sharrows:  $57,000 per mile was 

ÉÈÚÌËɯÖÕɯÊÖÕÚÜÓÛÈÕÛÚɀɯÌÚÛÐmate for this type of 

facility.  

Ɉ Routes with wide curb lanes: $142,000 per mile 

ÞÈÚɯÉÈÚÌËɯÖÕɯÊÖÕÚÜÓÛÈÕÛÚɀɯÌÚÛÐÔÈÛÌɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÞÈÚɯ

based on mid-range of the $6ƔȮƔƔƔɫȜƕƖƔȮƔƔƔɯ

estimate for a similar facility type in the 2006 

Bicycle Plan, escalated to 2012 dollars, with 30 

percent added for contingencies. 

Ɉ Bicycle boulevards and routes with wide 

shoulders:  $220,000 per mile. These two facility 

types were combined into one type because they 

are similar in cost range and it was assumed that 

there would be relatively fewer of these types of 

facilities than the other three bicycle route types. 

For cost estimating purposes, the bicycle boulevard 

cost per mile was used. The estimate is based on 

the average of the four local jurisdiction cost 

ÌÚÛÐÔÈÛÌÚɯÍÖÙɯɁÏÐÎÏɂɯȹÐȭÌȭɯÉÐÊàÊÓÌɯÉÖÜÓÌÝÈÙËȺɯÉÐÊàÊÓÌɯ

route facilities, as shown in Table X.1 below, 

escalated to 2012 dollars. 

The estimated combined cost for the major, non-

bikeway, capital projects is $78,752,000, based on the 

costs given for these projects in the 2006 plan, or 

current local estimates, where available (see Table X.2 

below). The costs were escalated and are shown in 

2012 dollars. 



This category includes access directly to the transit 

station/stop entrances, bicycle parking at transit 

stations/stops, and access on-board transit vehicles. All 

cost estimates are based on staff and consultant best 

estimates, and, where applicable, estimates in the 2012 

BART Bicycle Plan and the 2009 AC Transit Bicycle 

Parking Study have been used as guidelines. Detailed 

cost estimates are available, upon request, from 

Alameda CTC. 
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The maintenance costs were estimated separately for 

built and unbuilt facilities for each vision category for 

the full 28 year life of the plan, as detailed below. 

Ɉ %ÖÙɯÈÓÓɯÌßÐÚÛÐÕÎɯȹÖÙɯɁÉÜÐÓÛɂȺɯÍÈÊÐÓÐÛÐÌÚɯÞÐÛÏÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ

vision categories of access to transit, access to 

CBDs, access to activity centers and Communities 

of Concern, the maintenance costs are based on an 

estimate of the cost to have built these facilities of 

countywide significance. Since the actual 

infrastructure currently in place in these areas and 

the cost to have constructed it is unknown, a 

conservative estimate of total construction costs 

was made that 20 percent of the facilities of 

countywide significance are already built. Based on 

this assumption, the annual maintenance cost was 

then calculated at two percent of the estimated cost 

to have built the facilities. This figure was then 

multiplied by the 28 year life of the plan. The two 

percent per year figure is based on a professional 

estimate, given typical maintenance costs, and, 

ÖÕÓàɯÐÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯÔÈÐÕÛÌÕÈÕÊÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯɁÜ×ÎÙÈËÌËɂɯ

facilities. It is assumed that local jurisdictions 

would continue to maintain the basic facilities 

(sidewalks, crosswalks, etc), as they are currently 

doing.  

Ɉ For built inter -jurisdictional trail facilities that are 

currently sidewalks (because it was not feasible at 

the time to build a trail), the same methodology as 

described immediately above was used, for the 31 

built sidewalk miles.  

Ɉ For built trail facilities, the cost estimates are based 

on a $25,500 annual cost per facility mile (from an 

East Bay Regional Park District estimate of $25,000 

in 2011, escalated to 2012 dollars) for 121 built trail 

miles. 

Since the unbuilt facilities are most likely to be 

constructed gradually over the next 28 years, it was 

assumed that one-sixth of the unbuilt mileage was 

built every five years beginning in 2015, and only once 

they were built would the maintenance costs begin to 

occur. 

Ɉ For the four vision categories of access to transit, 

access to CBDs, access to activity centers and 

Communities of Concern, the maintenance cost of 

planned (i.e. unbuilt) facilities, is calculated to be 2 

percent annually of what it will cost to build thes e 

facilities.   

Ɉ For inter-jurisdictional trail facilities that are 

planned sidewalks (because it is not feasible at this 

time to build a trail), the same methodology as 

described immediately above was used, for the 18 

planned sidewalk miles.  

Ɉ For unbuilt tr ail facilities, the annual per mile 

maintenance cost estimate is the same as for the 

built facilities ($25,500) for 90 unbuilt trail miles.  



For all bikeways (Class I, II, and III and unclassified), 

it is assumed that the unbuilt mileage is constructed 

over 28 years, with one-sixth built every five years 

beginning  in 2015. 

Ɉ Maintenance of Class I facilities consists of routine 

maintenance of gates, fences, signage and entry 

structures; graffiti removal; trash pick -up; semi-

annual mowing of trail shoulders; public -safety 

patrol; and a reserve for repair and replacement of 

the trail surface. Although all of these costs may 

not apply for every trail in the county, the 

estimated costs should cover the applicable needed 

maintenance. 

Ɉ Cost per mile ($25,500) is based on an estimate 

from the East Bay Regional Park District of $25,000 

in 2011, escalated to 2012 dollars. 

Ɉ Maintenance of Class II facilities consists of 

sweeping and removal of vegetation growth; 

maintenance of signage, striping and stencils; 

minor surface repairs; and tuning of signals for 

bicycle and pedestrian sensitivity; it does not 

include major pavement repairs.  

Ɉ Cost per mile ($1,600) is based on an approximate 

average cost of $1,500, in 2010 dollars, reported in 

local bicycle plans, escalated to 2012 dollars, as 

shown i n Table Z.1. 

Ɉ Maintenance of Class III facilities consists of 

sweeping and removal of vegetation growth; 

maintenance of signage, striping and stencils; 

minor surface repairs; and tuning of signals for 

bicycle and pedestrian sensitivity;  it does not 

include major pavement repairs.  

Ɉ Cost per mile ($1,000) based on an approximate 

average cost of $700, in 2010 dollars, reported in 

local bicycle plans (as shown in Table Z.1), which 

was rounded up to $1000 to account for increased 

costs of maintaining bicycle boulevards.  

Ɉ Cost per mile ($1000) is based on cost for the 

maintenance of Class III facilities. This assumption 

parallels the assumption in the capital costs section 

for unclassified facilities.  

Costs estimates include maintenance of bicycle 

parking facilities and operations of attended bicycle 

parking facilities, as follows:  

Ɉ BART:  Assumed $10,000 per year, for each of the 

20 stations, for 28 years. This estimate is based on 

ÚÛÈÍÍɯÈÕËɯÊÖÕÚÜÓÛÈÕÛɀÚɯÉÌÚÛɯÌÚÛÐÔÈÛÌȭ 

Ɉ Capitol Corridor, ACE and ferries: Assumed 

$5,000 per year, per station/terminal, for 28 years. 

This estimate is based on ÚÛÈÍÍɯÈÕËɯÊÖÕÚÜÓÛÈÕÛɀÚɯÉÌÚÛɯ

estimate, and is lower than BART costs due to the 

lesser amount of bicycle parking facilities at these 

stations/terminals.  

Ɉ Bus: Assumed $2,000 per year, for each major bus 

transfer stop (as identified in this plan), for 28 

years. Costs were roughly based on AC Transit 

Bicycle Parking Study (2009) cost estimates. 



Ɉ BART only:  Assumed $75,000 per year, for four 

facilities, for 28 years. This number is based on the 

current number of exis ting or near-term-planned 

attended bicycle parking facilities at BART stations. 

The possible future facilities were not included, 

since it is unknown when they would be built and 

begin operating. The per year cost is roughly based 

on a BART Bicycle Plan (2012) estimate. 



Below are descriptions of the elements used to 

calculate the estimated start-up and operating costs for 

each of the 11 pedestrian programs and 12 bicycle 

programs included in this plan.  Full descriptions of 

each program are included in the ɁCountywide 

Prioritiesɂ chapter. 

After each program title, there is text in parentheses 

indicating whether the program can be found in the 

/ÌËÌÚÛÙÐÈÕɯ/ÓÈÕɯȹɁPɂȺɯÖÙɯÛÏÌɯ!ÐÊàÊÓÌɯ/ÓÈÕɯȹɁBɂȺȭɯ3ÏÌɯ

number that follows corresponds to the number of 

that program as shown in the table in the ɁCosts and 

Revenueɂ chapter of each plan. 

"ÖÚÛɯÌÚÛÐÔÈÛÌÚɯÈÙÌɯÉÈÚÌËɯÖÕɯ×ÙÖÔÖÛÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯɁ2ÛÌ×ɯ(ÕÛÖɯ

+ÐÍÌȵɂɯ×ÙÖÎÙÈÔȮɯÉÙÈÕËÐÕÎɯÈÕËɯ×ÜÉÓÐÊÐÛàɯÛÖɯÚÜ××ÖÙÛɯÈÕɯ

annual month of locally -organized walks, and 

branding and publicity to su pport open streets events 

throughout the county. The costs are fully assigned to 

the Pedestrian Plan. 

Start-up:  $8,000 to initiate new walking promotions . 

Operating:  $28,000 annually for 28 years; includes 

ȜƖƔȮƔƔƔɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯɁ2ÛÌ×ɯ(ÕÛÖɯ+ÐÍÌȵɂɯ×ÙÖÎÙÈÔɯÈÕËɯ

advertising, $5,000 for the organized walks, and $3,000 

for open streets events. 

Costs estimates are based on promoting Bike to Work 

#ÈàɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯɁ1ÐËÌɯÐÕÛÖɯ+ÐÍÌȵɂɯÈËÝÌÙÛÐÚÐÕÎɯÊÈÔ×ÈÐÎÕȮɯ

expanding bicycling promotion and integrating it into 

any transportation demand management (TDM) 

program initiated by Alameda CTC in the future, and 

for publicity to support open streets events 

throughout the county.  

Start-up:  $5,000 to initiate new bicycling promotions . 

Operating:  $53,000 annually for 28 years; includes 

$35,000 for promotion (based on current advertising 

campaign cost) and $18,000 to expand and broaden the 

reach of the Ride into Life! website and promotion, 

including for open streets events. 

Cost estimates are based on an on-going program 

operated by TransForm. They are an estimate of a 

four -àÌÈÙɯ×ÐÓÖÛɯ×ÙÖÎÙÈÔɯÊÖÝÌÙÐÕÎɯƚɫƜɯÈÙÌÈÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ

ÊÖÜÕÛàɯÙÌÈÊÏÐÕÎɯÈɯÛÖÛÈÓɯÖÍɯƙƔȮƔƔƔɫƚƔȮƔƔƔɯÏÖÜÚÌÏÖÓËÚȭɯ

Program costs are allocated evenly between the 

Bicycle Plan and the Pedestrian Plan. 

Start-up:  $480,000 (includes first year operations, as 

well) . 

Operating:  $300,000 annually for three years. 

Costs estimates are based only on implementing the 

bicycle programs identified in existing community -

based transportation plans (CBTPs) that are not 

already included as part of other recommended 


















