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Everyone walks (or uses a mobility device) each day, 

whether to school, to visit a neighbor, for exercise, for 

errands, or to catch a bus. Walking is an essential 

component of vibrant, livable, healthy communities, 

and an integral part of a complete transportation 

system. The Alameda County Transportation 

Improvement A uthority, one of the two predecessor 

agencies to the Alameda County Transportation 

Commission (Alameda CTC), published the first 

Alameda Countywide Pedestrian Plan in 2006. 

Concurrently, the first update to the Alameda 

Countywide Bicycle Plan was developed  by the 

Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, 

the other Alameda CTC predecessor agency. From 

2010 to 2012ɭas these two agencies merged to form 

Alameda CTCɭboth plans were updated, this time in 

very close coordination.  

Alameda CTC has updated this plan to identify and 

prioritize pedestrian projects, programs and planning 

efforts of countywide significance. The plan provides 

the background, direction and tools needed to increase 

the number of pedestrians and walking trips in 

Alameda County while impro ving pedestrian safety. 

3ÏÌɯÊÏÈ×ÛÌÙÚɯÖÕɯɁ$ßÐÚÛÐÕÎɯ"ÖÕËÐÛÐÖÕÚɂɯÈÕËɯ

Ɂ$ÝÈÓÜÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ/ÓÈÕÚȮɯ/ÖÓÐÊÐÌÚɯÈÕËɯ/ÙÈÊÛÐÊÌÚɂɯÊÖÕÛÈÐÕ 

data, statistics, findings and other information about 

the state of walking in Alameda County. Below are 

some of the key findings:  

Ɉ In Alameda County, as in the Bay Area as a whole, 

walking is the second most common means of 

transportation, after driving, representing 11% of 

all trips.  

Ɉ In 2000, approximately 3.3 million trips were made 

primarily on foot every week in the coun ty. This 

translates to more than 470,000 daily walk trips, or 

one trip for every three county residents. 

Ɉ The number of pedestrian commuters increased by 

14% from 2000 to 2006ɬ2008 and the walk mode 

share for commute trips rose from 3.2% to 3.6%. 

Ɉ From 2000 to 2008, there was an annual average of 

25 pedestrian fatalities in Alameda County and 710 

pedestrians injured seriously. 

Ɉ Pedestrians made up 24% of all traffic fatalities in 

Alameda County; this is more than twice the 

percentage of all trips that are made by walking  in 

the county (11%). 

Ɉ Since 2006, four cities have developed pedestrian 

master plans (either stand-alone or combined with 



a bicycle plan). Another f our cities remain without 

such a plan. 

Ɉ Local jurisdictions estimated the cost of their 

capital pedestrian and bicycle project needs to be 

$520 million; of this, $219 million, or more than 

ƘƔǔȮɯÞÈÚɯÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯÓÈÙÎÌÚÛɯÊÐÛàȮɯ.ÈÒÓÈÕËȭ 

Ɉ 3ÏÌɯÑÜÙÐÚËÐÊÛÐÖÕÚɀɯannual maintenance expenditur e 

for pedestrian and bicycle facilities is $6.7 million. 

The annual funding gap  is much larger, $17.2 

million; this likely indicates substantial deferred 

maintenance due to insufficient funds.  

 

Ɉ The major obstacles to improving the walking 

environment that were most commonly cited by 

local-agency staff were inadequate funding , 

shortage or absence of trained staff and 

implementation conflicts with other public 

agencies. 

Ɉ Four policy areas have emerged or advanced in 

recent years that will likely contribute significantly 

to improving the policy landscape for walking: 

complete streets, climate action, smart growth  and 

active transportation.  

Ɉ A number of policies and practices exist at all levels 

of government that could be modified to better 

integrate walking into the transportation system.  

 

The plan articulates a vision statement of what 

walking in Alameda County could be like by 2040 , 

with the investments proposed in the plan : 

In addition, the plan establishes fi ve goals to guide the 

actions and decisions of Alameda CTC in 

implementing the plan and a set of  more than 40 

specific, detailed and implementable strategies 

ËÌÚÐÎÕÌËɯÛÖɯÈÛÛÈÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯÎÖÈÓÚ. Together, the goals 

and strategies generally define the roles and 

responsibilities of Alameda CTC in implementing the 

Pedestrian Plan. The five goals are: 

¬

­

®

¯

°

The Countywide Pedestrian Plan establishes 

countywide capital projects, programs and plans that 



ÈÙÌɯÐÕÛÌÕËÌËɯÛÖɯÐÔ×ÓÌÔÌÕÛɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯÝÐÚÐÖÕɯÈÕËɯÎÖÈÓÚȭɯ

3ÏÌàɯÐÕÊÓÜËÌɯÈɯɁÝÐÚÐÖÕɯÚàÚÛÌÔɂɯÖÍɯ×ÌËÌÚÛÙÐÈÕɯÍÈÊÐÓÐÛÐÌÚɯ

throughout the county, a set of priority programs to 

promote and support walking  (see Table E.1), and the 

creation and updating of local pedestri an master 

plans. Because funding is limited, the plan also creates 

ÈɯÔÖÙÌɯÊÖÕÚÛÙÈÐÕÌËɯɁ×ÙÐÖÙÐÛàɯsystemɂɯof capital 

projects on which to focus capital funding, and 

proposes to stagger the implementation of the 

programs. 

The countywide vision system totals 2 ,799 miles of 

pedestrian facilities, of which 211 miles are multi -use 

trails. The system has five components: projects that 

provide or facilitate access (i) to transit, (ii) within 

central business districts, (iii) to activity centers, (iv) to 

ɁÊÖÔÔÜÕÐÛÐÌÚ ÖÍɯÊÖÕÊÌÙÕɂɯȹÊÖÔÔÜÕÐÛÐÌÚɯÞÐÛÏɯÓÈÙÎÌɯ

concentrations of low-income populations and 

inadequate access to transportation); and, (v) a 

network of inter -jurisdictional trails.  

 

The estimated cost to implement the Countywide 

Pedestrian Plan is approximately $2.4 billion (see 

Table E.2). This includes the costs to construct and 

maintain the pedestrian system, to implement the 

pedestrian programs and also to develop and update 

the pedestrian master plans of local agencies. In the 

next 28 years, Alameda County jurisdictions and 

agencies can expect approximately $500 million in 

funding for pedestrian projects and programs. The 

difference between estimated costs and projected 

revenue for projects in this planɭthe funding gapɭis 

$1.9 billion. Put another way, the projected revenue for 

countywide projects is only 21% of the estimated costs. 

Changing any of the assumptions for the estimates 

will change the figures somewhat but will not chang e 

the fact that the cost greatly exceeds projected 

revenue. To begin to address this funding gap, 

Alameda CTC, through its planning and funding 

processes, will need to prioritize projects and project 

types so that the most critical needs are funded first. 

·

·

·

·

 ÓÛÏÖÜÎÏɯÛÏÌɯÚÐáÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÐÚɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯÝÐÚÐÖÕɯÚàÚÛÌÔɯÐÚɯonly 

slightly larger than the 2006 Countywide Pedestrian 

Plan vision system, the overall plan costs have more 

than doubled and the funding gap has increased 

substantially. However, because projected revenues 

have also increased, mainly due to new funding 

sources, the percent of costs covered by expected 

revenue is about the same as in the 2006 plan. The 

main reasons for the large increase in costs are: a new 

area of countywide significance, communities of 

concern, was added; cost estimates for the three major 

countywide trails were improved; maintenance costs 

were added, which were not in the 2006 plan; and the 

program costs have been more fully developed. 



ThÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯɁNext StepsɂɯÊÏÈ×ÛÌÙɯËÌÚÊÙÐÉÌÚɯƕ6 priority 

implementation actions that Alameda CTC will 

undertake in the fi rst fivÌɯàÌÈÙÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯÓÐÍÌɯȹƖƔƕƗɬ

2017). These actions will begin to make the plan a 

reality in the near term and set the stage for 

ÐÔ×ÓÌÔÌÕÛÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯÔÌËÐÜÔ- and long-term 

efforts. The actions, which are listed in Table E.3, fall 

into three categories: funding ; technical tools and 

assistance; and countywide initiatives.  

 

Lastly, the Pedestrian Plan establishes eight 

performance measures to be used to monitor progress 

toward attaining the plan goals:  

1. Number of completed countywide pedestrian 

projects 

2. Percentage of all trips and commute trips made by 

walking  

3. Number of pedestrian injuries and fatalities  

4. Number of pedestrians counted in countywide 

pedestrian counts 

5. Number of local jurisdictions with up -to-date 

pedestrian master plans 

6. Dedicated countywide funds (amount or 

percentage) for pedestrian projects and programs 

7. Number of schools with Safe Routes to Schools 

(SR2S) programs 

8. Number of community members participating in 

countywide promotional and/or educational 

programs 

The Countywide Pedestrian Plan consists of seven 

chapters: 



Describes the plan purpose, explains the relationship 

of the plan to the Countywide Bicycle Plan and the 

Countywide Transportation Plan, and describes in 

more detail each of the plan chapters. 

Describes the current state of walking in Alameda 

County, with data and statistics on the number of 

pedestrians and walking trips. It also includes sections 

on pedestrian safety; local planning efforts, support 

programs and advocacy efforts; and implementation 

of the 2006 plan. 

Summarizes the key plans, policies and practices at all 

levels of government that affect walking (and 

bicycling) in Alameda County and evaluates how they 

promote or hinder nonmotorized  transportation, with 

a focus on the role of Alameda CTCȮɯÈÚɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯ

implementing agency. It also discusses practical 

challenges encountered by agencies in implementing 

their plans, policies and projects, and suggests ways to 

overcome those challenges. 

 

Establishes a desired vision of walking in Alameda 

County in the year 2040; a set of goals, or broad 

statements of purpose meant to enable the vision to be 

realized; and under each goal, more specific and 

detailed strategies for attaining that goal.  

Establishes the pedestrian capital projects, programs 

ÈÕËɯ×ÓÈÕÚɯÕÌÌËÌËɯÛÖɯÐÔ×ÓÌÔÌÕÛɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯÝÐÚÐÖÕȭɯ3ÏÐÚɯ

chapter also defines the kinds of improvements in 

each category that will be eligible for  funding, and 

establishes general priorities among them. The capital 

×ÙÖÑÌÊÛÚɯÔÈÒÌɯÜ×ɯÈɯɁÝÐÚÐÖÕɂɯÊÖÜÕÛàÞÐËÌɯÚàÚÛÌÔɯÖÍɯ

pedestrian facilities focused on the following five 

areas: access to transit, access within central business 

districts, access to activity centers, inter-jurisdictional 

trails and access to communities of concern. 

Estimates the cost to deliver the pedestrian projects, 

programs and plans of countywide significance, and 

the revenue expected to be available in Alameda 

"ÖÜÕÛàɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÌÍÍÖÙÛÚɯÛÏÙÖÜÎÏɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯƖƜ-year 

horizon.  

Describes the implementation actions that Alameda 

"3"ɯÞÐÓÓɯÜÕËÌÙÛÈÒÌɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÍÐÙÚÛɯÍÐÝÌɯàÌÈÙÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯ

ÓÐÍÌɯȹƖƔƕƗɫƖƔƕƛȺɯÛÖɯÉÌÎÐÕɯÛÖɯÔÈÒÌɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɯÈɯÙÌÈÓÐÛàɯÐÕɯ

the near term and to set the stage for implementing the 

×ÓÈÕɀÚɯÔÌËÐÜÔ- and long-term efforts.  The chapter 

also outlines the eight performance measures that will 

be used to monitor progress toward attaining the goals 

of the Countywide Pedestrian Plan.  

The Alameda Countywide Pedestrian Plan was 

developed by Alameda CTC in collaboration with 

ÚÌÝÌÙÈÓɯÈËÝÐÚÖÙàɯÎÙÖÜ×ÚȮɯÐÕÊÓÜËÐÕÎɯ ÓÈÔÌËÈɯ"3"ɀÚɯ

standing Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

and an ad hoc technical committee convened for this 

project, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans Working 

Group. The plan was also reviewed and commented 

on by Alameda CTCɀÚɯ ÓÈÔÌËÈɯ"ÖÜÕÛàɯ3ÌÊÏÕÐÊÈÓɯ

Advisory Committee (ACTAC) and the Paratransit 

Advisory and Planning Committee (PAPCO).  

Alameda CTC gathered public input primarily by 

bringing the proposed countywide priorities to local 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committees in all 

parts of the county for input , and keeping interested 

people informed about the planning process .   

This plan update was developed concurrently with the 

Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan update. Alameda 

CTC adopted both plans, incorporating them by 



reference into the Countywide Transportation Plan, 

and will use them as a guide for planning and funding 

pedestrian and bicycle projects throughout the county. 

The plan will continue to be periodically updated, 

every four to five years.



Walking is an essential element of everyday life. 

Everyone walks (or uses a mobility device) each day, 

whether to school, to visit a neighbor, for exercise, for 

errands, or to catch a bus. Walking is the only type of 

transportation common to all. After driving, more 

people in Alameda Count y walk than use any other 

transportation mode . 

Walking is an integral component of vibrant, livable 

places, and a key element of the transportation system. 

Walking leads people to their cars or bicycles, to the 

bus, train, or ferry,  and to their final destination. 

Walking contributes to creating healthy communities 

by reducing the number of vehicles on the roadɭ

thereby improving air quality ɭand improving public 

health, by reducing the rate of obesity, which is linked 

to heart disease and diabetes. 

Alameda County communities have many of the 

ÈÛÛÙÐÉÜÛÌÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÊÈÕɯÊÙÌÈÛÌɯÈɯɁÊÜÓÛÜÙÌɯÖÍɯÞÈÓÒÐÕÎȮɂɯ

including a temperate climate, mainly flat geography, 

ÍÌÞɯÎÈ×ÚɯÐÕɯÌÈÊÏɯÊÐÛàɀÚɯÚÐËÌÞÈÓÒɯÕÌÛÞÖÙÒȮɯÈÕËɯ

development patterns that were established, in many 

parts of the County, before the automobile. Indeed, 

with the exception of San Francisco, more people are 

walking in Alameda County for a greater share of 

their trips than anywhere else in the Bay Area. Despite 

these qualities, the pedestrian environment in most 

parts of Alameda County still presents challenges to 

those who are walking or would like to walk.  

Unlike other modes of transportation, which rely on 

networks that travel longer distances, most walking 

trips are short, and take place within a r elatively small 

area. Therefore, the pedestrian environment is largely 

conceived of, financed and planned at the local level. 

However, it is useful to also look at walking from a 

countywide perspective. Many funding sources are 

dispersed at the countywide level, so understanding 

how and why people are walking throughout the 

county can aide in making funding decisions. 

Coordination is needed to build and maintain facilities 

that cross jurisdictional borders. Finally, the 

ɁÕÌÛÞÖÙÒɂɯÛÏÈÛɯÌÕÈÉÓÌÚɯ×ÌËÌÚÛÙÐÈÕÚɯÛÖ travel longer 

ËÐÚÛÈÕÊÌÚɯÐÚɯÛÙÈÕÚÐÛȭɯ!ÌÊÈÜÚÌɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯÛÙÈÕÚÐÛɯ

agencies serve communities countywide, walk access 



to transit can be examined and improved more 

systematically at the county level. 

Local pedestrian master plans, where they exist, are 

essential documents for identifying improvements to 

the pedestrian environment that are needed at specific 

locations and for integrating the concept of walkability 

into other local planning documents. By contrast, the 

Countywide Pedestrian Plan concentrates on 

identifying and prioritizing pedestrian projects, 

programs and planning efforts of countywide 

significance, and integrating them into other 

countywide and regional plans.  

 

The Alameda County Transportation Improvement 

Authority (A CTIA), one of the Alameda County 

3ÙÈÕÚ×ÖÙÛÈÛÐÖÕɯ"ÖÔÔÐÚÚÐÖÕɀÚɯȹ ÓÈÔÌËÈɯ"3"ɀÚȺɯÛÞÖɯ

predecessor agencies, published the first Alameda 

Countywide Pedestrian Plan in 2006. This was done 

concurrently with the first update to the Alameda 

Countywide Bicycle Plan, developed by the Alameda 

County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA), 

the other predecessor agency to Alameda CTC. 

Between spring 2010 and fall 2012ɭduring which time 

ACTIA and ACCMA merged to form Alameda CTCɭ

both plans were updated, facilitating close 

coordi nation between the two updates. 

3ÏÌɯÔÌÙÎÐÕÎɯÖÍɯ "", ɀÚɯÈÕËɯ "3( ɀÚɯ

transportation planning, coordination, technical 

assistance and funding functions is a key development 

since the original Alameda Countywide Pedestrian 

Plan was published. The resulting agency, Alameda 

CTC, is therefore extremely well placed to promote 

walking and to assist local agencies, which are 

responsible for implementing most capital pedestrian 

projects, to do the same. 

In content and organization , this plan is very similar to 

the first Countywide Pedestrian Plan. The major 

changes that were made to the 2006 plan include: 

Ɉ Updated data to reflect current conditions;  

Ɉ Reported on progress made since the first plan was 

adopted; 

Ɉ Stronger coordination with the Countywide Bicycle 

Plan; 

Ɉ Increased focus on the implementing agencyɭthe 

recently merged Alameda CTCɭand the role it can 

play in improving walkability in the county; and  

Ɉ Integration of new policy areas, such as complete 

streets and climate protection policies. 

 

The primary groups that guided the development of 

ÛÏÐÚɯ×ÓÈÕɯÞÌÙÌɯ ÓÈÔÌËÈɯ"3"ɀÚɯÚÛÈÕËÐÕÎɯ!ÐÊàÊÓÌɯÈÕËɯ

Pedestrian Advisory Committee and an ad hoc 

technical committee convened for this project, the 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans Working Group. Specific 

chapters and the full draft plan were also reviewed 

and commented on by Alameda CTCɀÚɯ ÓÈÔÌËÈɯ

County Technical Advisory Committee and the 

Paratransit Advisory and Planning Committee.  

The public was also engaged in the planning  process 

through  presentations at local bicycle and pedestrian 

advisory committees in all parts of the county, and 

through a webpage that provided updates , the draft 

plan documents and opportunities to provide 

comments. 

The Alameda CTC Board reviewed and adopted the 

Countywide Pedestrian Plan in October 2012, 

incorporating it by reference into the Countywide 

Transportation Plan.  



Like the first Countywide Pedestrian Plan, this plan 

update was written to elevate the understanding and 

recognition of walking in Alameda County ; it was also 

written to guide the planning and allocation of 

discretionary countywide pedestrian funds 

anticipated through 2040. It seeks to do these by: 

Ɉ Describing the existing pedestrian environment  

Ɉ Leveraging local, county, regional, state and 

federal level efforts that place increasing emphasis 

on walking as a healthy, climate-friendly and 

legitimate transportation mode, in the design of 

transportation and land use projects and programs  

Ɉ Crafting a vision with specific goals to further 

pedestrian imp rovements throughout the county  

Ɉ Identifying and prioritizing projects and prog rams 

of countywide significance  

Ɉ Estimating the cost of and revenue available to 

deliver these efforts 

Ɉ Laying out a course of action to fund and 

implement these countywide priorities over the 

next four to five years, or until the pÓÈÕɀÚɯÕÌßÛɯ

anticipated update.  

The Countywide Pedestrian Plan is a companion to 

the Countywide Bicycle Plan in identifying and 

prioritizing nonmotoriz ed projects, programs and 

planning efforts of countywide significance and more 

generally in promoting nonmotorized  transportation 

in Alameda County. The two plans were updated at 

the same time and efforts were made to coordinate 

their development as much as possible. Areas where 

development of the two plans was coordinated closely 

include: 

Ɉ Collection of data on existing conditions (data was 

collected simultaneously from the same sources, 

when applicable)  

Ɉ Document organization (the plans contain parallel 

chapters, which were written at the same time, and 

have identical language and information where 

applicable) 

Ɉ Evaluation of current policies and practices in 

nonmotorized  transportation  

Ɉ Development of parallel vision, goals and 

strategies as applicable 

Ɉ Categories of projects and areas considered to be of 

ɁÊÖÜÕÛàÞÐËÌɯÚÐÎÕÐÍÐÊÈÕÊÌɂ 

Ɉ Mapping (maps for the two plans were developed 

by the same sub-consultant and reviewed 

concurrently)  

Ɉ Estimation of costs (primarily for multi -use trails) 

and projected revenue for implementation  

Ɉ Presentation of cost and revenue figures (in 

addition to stand -alone figures, the totals are 

shown for both plans, to allow a full picture of 

nonmotorized  transportation costs and funding 

gaps) 

Ɉ Project management (there was a single project 

manager for the two plans and the plans were 

developed by the same team of consultants) 

Ɉ Document appearance (the two plans have the 

same general graphic look) 

The Countywide Pedestrian Plan was written for 

practitioners, policy -makers, community members, 

advocates, community-based organizations, potential 

funders and others who have a stake in improving 

walkability in Alameda County. Following this 

introduction are six chapters that provide the detailed 

information that forms the bas ÐÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯËÈÛÈɯÈÕËɯ

ÈÕÈÓàÚÐÚȭɯ!ÌÓÖÞɯÈÙÌɯÉÙÐÌÍɯËÌÚÊÙÐ×ÛÐÖÕÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯ

remaining chapters: 

­

Sets the context for the rest of the plan by describing 

the current state of walking in Alameda County, and 

highlighting the trends an d changes since the 2006 

plan was adopted. This chapter tackles four questions 

that are central to understanding and planning for the 

needs of pedestrians in the county: 

Ɉ Who is walking in Alameda County? (examines 

walking rates by key demographic character istics) 



Ɉ How many people are walking? (looks at the 

number of walking trips and pedestrian 

commuters in the county)  

Ɉ Why are people walking? (explores the purposes of 

trips made on foot)  

Ɉ Where are people walking? (analyzes numbers and 

rates of walking trips in specific areas of the 

county, including transit and multi -use pathways) 

In addition, the chapter includes sections on 

pedestrian safety; local pedestrian planning efforts, 

support programs and advocacy efforts; and progress 

on implementing the 2006 Countywide Pedestrian 

Plan. This chapter provides detailed information 

which can serve as a reference for public agency staff, 

advocates and others, for example, for those who want 

to assemble countywide or area-wide data on walking 

to support a grant applicat ion, or for those who are 

unfamiliar with walking conditions in portions of or 

throughout Alameda County.  

 
®

Summarizes the key plans, policies and practices at the 

local, county, regional, state and federal levels that 

affect walking (and bicycling) in Alameda County and 

evaluates those plans, policies and practices with an 

eye toward how they promote or hinder w alking (and 

bicycling), with a focus on the role of Alameda CTC, 

ÈÚɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯÐÔ×ÓÌÔÌÕÛÐÕÎɯÈÎÌÕÊàȭɯ3ÏÐÚɯÊÏÈ×ÛÌÙɯÐÚɯ

essentially identical in both the Pedestrian and the 

Bicycle Plan. 

This chapter also discusses practical challenges 

encountered by agencies in implementing their plans, 

policies and projects, and suggests ways to overcome 

those challenges. Special attention is paid to relevant 

policy areas that have emerged or advanced in 

importance in the past five years. In addition to being 

used by Alameda CTC, this chapter can be used by 

local elected officials, transportation and planning 

commissioners, planning and engineering staff at 

public agencies to identify obstacles to walking  and to 

learn about potential solutions to such barriers. 

¯

Establishes a desired vision of walking in Alameda 

County in the year 2040; a set of goals, or broad 

statements of purpose meant to enable the vision to be 

realized; and under each goal, more specific and 

detailed strategies for attaining that goal. Together, the 

goals and strategies generally define the roles and 

responsibilities of Alameda CTC with regard to 

walking and are meant to guide the actions and 

decisions of the agency in implementing the plan and, 

more generally, in supporting walking in the county. 

This chapter will also be of interest to local elected 

officials, transportation and planning commissioners 

and staff at public agencies. It can be used to link the 

findings  of the previous two chapters to opportunities 

that Alameda CTC has to influence the pedestrian 

environment in Alameda County.  

°

Establishes the pedestrian capital projects, programs 

ÈÕËɯ×ÓÈÕÚɯÕÌÌËÌËɯÛÖɯÙÌÈÊÏɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯÝÐÚÐÖÕȭɯ!ÌÊÈÜse 

needs far exceed the resources to implement them, this 

chapter also defines the kinds of improvements in 

each category that will be eligible for countywide 

discretionary funding, and establishes certain general 

priorities among them. Regarding capital p rojects, the 

ÊÏÈ×ÛÌÙɯÌÚÛÈÉÓÐÚÏÌÚɯÈɯɁÝÐÚÐÖÕɯÚàÚÛÌÔɂɯÖÍɯ×ÌËÌÚÛÙÐÈÕɯ

facilities, irrespective of funding constraints, and a 

ÚÜÉÚÌÛɯɁ×ÙÐÖÙÐÛàɯÚàÚÛÌÔɂɯÛÖɯÍÖÊÜÚɯ ÓÈÔÌËÈɯ"3"ɀÚɯ

limited funds for pedestrian improvements on those 

areas and projects that are most important and 

effective from a countywide perspective. There are 

five categories of projects and areas considered to be 

of countywide significance under the vision system:  

This chapter will be of interest to local governments, 

non-profit agencies and other advocates in 

understanding the countywide pedestrian funding 

priorities.  



±

Estimates the cost to deliver the pedestrian projects, 

programs and plans of countywide significance 

described in the previous chapter and the revenue 

expected to be available in Alameda County for these 

ÌÍÍÖÙÛÚɯÛÏÙÖÜÎÏɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯƖƜ-year horizon. These 

estimates help determine the funding gap for 

implementing the plan. The chapter has five  main 

sections: detailed estimated costs to, (i) construct the 

pedestrian vision system, (ii) maintain the system, (iii) 

implement the pedestrian programs and, (iv) develo p 

and update local pedestrian master plans; (v) the 

revenue expected for pedestrian projects and 

programs over the life of the plan . This chapter can be 

used by Alameda CTC to develop prioritization 

criteria for the funding sources it administers, so that 

the most critical needs are funded first, and also to 

bring attention to the need for additional sources of 

revenue to implement the plan.  

²

Describes the implementation actions that Alameda 

"3"ɯÞÐÓÓɯÜÕËÌÙÛÈÒÌɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÍÐÙÚÛɯÍÐÝÌɯàÌÈÙÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯ

ÓÐÍÌɯȹƖƔƕƗɫƖƔƕƛȺɯÛÖɯÉÌÎÐÕɯÛÖɯÔÈÒÌɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɯÈɯÙÌÈÓÐÛàɯin 

the near term and to set the stage for implementing the 

×ÓÈÕɀÚɯÔÌËÐÜÔ- and long-term efforts.  The chapter 

also outlines the eight performance measures that will 

be used to monitor progress toward attaining the goals 

of the Countywide Pedestrian Plan. Th is chapter may 

be used as a roadmap of actions for making the plan a 

reality.





This chapter sets the context for the rest of the 

Countywide Pedestrian Plan by describing the current 

state of walking in Alameda County, and highlighting 

changes since the original Pedestrian Plan was 

adopted, in 2006. The chapter tackles four questions 

that are central to understanding and planning for the 

needs of pedestrians in the county: 

Ɉ Ɂ6ÏÖɯÐÚɯÞÈÓÒÐÕÎɯÐÕɯ ÓÈÔÌËÈɯ"ÖÜÕÛàȳɂ examines 

walking rates by key demographic characteristics.  

Ɉ Ɂ'ÖÞɯÔÈÕàɯ×ÌÖ×ÓÌɯÈÙÌɯÞÈÓÒÐÕÎȳɂ looks at the 

number of walking trips an d pedestrian 

commuters in the county.  

Ɉ Ɂ6ÏàɯÈÙÌɯ×ÌÖ×ÓÌɯÞÈÓÒÐÕÎȳɂ explores the types of 

places that people are walking to and from.  

Ɉ Ɂ6ÏÌÙÌɯÈÙÌɯ×ÌÖ×ÓÌɯÞÈÓÒÐÕÎȳɂ analyzes numbers 

and rates of walking trips in specific areas of the 

county, including transit and  multi -use pathways. 

In addition, the chapter includes sections on 

pedestrian safety; local pedestrian planning efforts, 

support programs and advocacy efforts; and progress 

on implementing the 2006 plan. 

The chapter incorporates data from several sources: 

the 2006 plan; information gathered through a 2010 

survey of local jurisdictions ; interviews with local, 

countywide and regional staff, transit agency staff and 

pedestrian advocates; and statistics available as of late 

2010 (when this chapter was researched) from 

regional, state and federal sources. The local 

jurisdiction survey was administered to all 15 

jurisdictions  (the County and the 14 cities). It asked 

about many aspects of existing conditions for walking 

(and bicycling), including  local plans and policies, 

infrastructure, programs, public involvement, funding 

availability and need, and challenges and 

opportunities. Not all questions were answered by 

every jurisdiction, and jurisdictions responded in 

varying levels of detail.  

The main non-local sources of statistics on walking 

used for this plan were:  

Ɉ The 2000 Census and 2006ɬ2008 American 

Community Survey (ACS), for statistics on the 

number of people who walk to work. The ACS is 

an annual survey, also administered by the U.S. 

Census Bureau, that replaÊÌËɯÛÏÌɯɁÓÖÕÎɯÍÖÙÔɂɯÖÍɯ

the census. This report uses ACS data for the 

combined years 2006ɬ2008 instead of for 2008 

alone; the three-year data is somewhat less up-to-

date than the one-year data but is much more 

accurate because it samples three times as many 

households. The 2006ɬ2008 ACS does not provide 

data for unincorporated Alameda County or for 

jurisdictions with populations under 20,000 ;  in 



Alameda County, the se include Albany, Emeryville 

and Piedmont. Some ACS figures regarding 

walking may not be stat istically significant because 

of the small sample sizes involving pedestrians. 

Data from the 2010 Census was not used, since it 

was not available at the time this information was 

collected. 

Ɉ The year 2000 Bay Area Travel Survey (BATS2000) 

from the Metropoli tan Transportation Commission 

(MTC), for data on walking trips made for all 

purposes (2000 is the most recent year in which 

BATS was conducted). It is important to note that 

BATS significantly undercounts walking trips 

because it does not include trips to or from transit, 

a large percentage of which are made on foot. Some 

BATS2000 figures regarding walking may not be 

statistically significant if there are small sample 

sizes involving pedestrians.  

Ɉ Station profile studies from 1998 and 2008 

conducted by the Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

(BART) to determine, among other things, how 

passengers access BART stations. 

Ɉ 3ÏÌɯ"ÈÓÐÍÖÙÕÐÈɯ'ÐÎÏÞÈàɯ/ÈÛÙÖÓɀÚɯ2ÛÈÛÌÞÐËÌɯ

Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS), a 

database of traffic collisions as reported to and 

collected by local police departments and other law 

enforcement agencies across the state. 

This chapter contains a wealth of data and other 

information about the state of walking in Alameda 

County. Below are some of the key findings from the 

chapter: 

Ɉ Women make just over half of all walking trips in 

Alameda County (52%), very close to their 

population share.  

Ɉ People under 39 and over 65 walk more than those 

in middle -age (ages 40-64). 

Ɉ Children (ages 5-17) are more than twice as likely 

to walk as those aged 40-49 (15.9% versus 6.8%); 

also, children make between a quarter and a third 

of all walking trips in the county.  

Ɉ As incomes go up, people make more trips per day 

but the percentage of trips made by walking 

decreases significantly. People in the lowest income 

group make well over twice as many of their trips 

on foot as those in the highest income group (17.3% 

versus 7.4%). 

 

Ɉ In Alameda County, as in the Bay Area as a whole, 

walking is the second most common means of 

transportation, after driving, representing 11% of 

all trips.  

Ɉ In 2000, approximately 3.3 million trips were made 

primarily on foot every week in the county. This 

translates to more than 470,000 daily walk trips, or 

one trip for every three county residents. 

Ɉ If walking trips to or from transit are included, the 

weekday number of walk trips in Alameda County 

increases by more than 410,000, to a total of 

880,000. This figure includes approximately 360,000 

trips to AC Transit bus stops and almost 53,000 to 

BART stations. 

Ɉ The number of pedestrian commuters increased by 

14% from 2000 to 2006ɬ2008 and the walk mode 

share for commute trips rose from 3.2% to 3.6%. 



Ɉ Most walking trips in Alameda County are 

shopping trips (27%), while only 6% of all walking 

trips are made to get to and from work.  

Ɉ Of all tri ps made to schoolɭpre-kindergarten 

through collegeɭ21% were made on foot. 

Ɉ Physical barriers and connectivity gaps prevent 

more people from walking more often. Significant 

barriers in Alameda County include auto and rail 

infrastructure such as highways, int erchanges and 

railroads. Key gaps include missing segments 

along multi -jurisdictional paths and trails.  

Ɉ Almost two -thirds of all walking trips in the county 

take place in the North planning area (63%), far 

above its population share of 42%. 

Ɉ The North planning area also has the highest 

percentage of all trips that are made on foot (16%); 

its share is almost three times higher than that of 

the East planning area (6%) 

Ɉ Among the planning areas, as density and the 

percentage of car-free households decreases, so 

does the walking share of trips. 

Ɉ The five jurisdictions with the highest commute 

walk shares are all in the North planning area, as 

are the nine BART stations with the most walk 

access trips. 

Ɉ The three BART stations with the greatest number 

of people walking to them ɭDowntown Berkeley 

ÈÕËɯ.ÈÒÓÈÕËɀÚɯƕƖÛÏɯÈÕËɯƕƝÛÏɯ2ÛÙÌÌÛɭare the only 

ones in Alameda County that have no parking.  

Ɉ In the Bay Area, 40% of walk trips last 10 minutes 

(a half -mile) or less and almost three-quarters 

(73%) are under 20 minutes (1 mile); 27% are longer 

than 20 minutes. 

Ɉ From 2000 to 2008, there was an annual average of 

25 pedestrian fatalities in Alameda County and 710 

pedestrians who were injured  seriously or visibly.  

Ɉ There was a significant decline in total pedestrian 

fatalities from 2004 to 2007, from 29 to 18. This 

drop was followed in 2008 by a significant spike to 

34. 

Ɉ Most collisions are concentrated along two general 

corridors : from central Berkeley to downtown 

Oakland; and from downtown O akland to 

downtown Hayward, running through central San 

Leandro. 

Ɉ The North ÈÕËɯ$ÈÚÛɯ×ÓÈÕÕÐÕÎɯÈÙÌÈÚɀɯÚÏÈÙÌ of the 

ÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯ×ÌËÌÚÛÙÐÈÕɯfatalities and injuries  is 

roughly in balance with their ÚÏÈÙÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯ

walk trips. 3ÏÌɯ"ÌÕÛÙÈÓɯ×ÓÈÕÕÐÕÎɯÈÙÌÈɀÚɯÚÏÈÙe of 

pedestrian collisions is higher than its share of the 

ÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯÞÈÓÒɯÛÙÐ×Ú while the opposite is true for 

the South planning area. 

Ɉ The North planning area  has the highest share of 

pedestrian collisions but the second fewest 

collisions per 100 pedestrian commuters. The 

Central planning area has the most collisions per 

100 pedestrian commuters. 

Ɉ The jurisdiction with the fewest collisions per 100 

pedestrian commuters is Berkeley; Hayward and 

San Leandro have the most. 

Ɉ Children made 35% of all walk trips in  Alameda 

County but represented only 27% of pedestrians 

killed or injured. Seniors made 6.2% of all walk 

trips but represented more than one-tenth of the 

fatalities and injuries (10.6%). 

Ɉ Almost 40% of pedestrian fatalities and injuries 

occurred in the afternoon and evening, a period 

covering only four hours (4 ɬ8 pm). 

Ɉ In the collisions, drivers were found at fault more 

than twice as often as pedestrians (60% to 29%). 

Ɉ Pedestrians made up 24% of all traffic fatalities in 

Alameda County; this is more than twice  the 

ÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯÞÈÓÒɯÔÖËÌɯÚÏÈÙÌɯȹƕƕǔȺȭ 

Ɉ Almost every local jurisdiction administers one or 

more pedestrian support program in the areas of 

safety, law enforcement, education and 

encouragement. Nine cities and the County 

conduct safe routes to school activities, while six 

cities have a traffic calming program with 

dedicated funding.  

Ɉ The main local development in recent years in 

pedestrian advocacy is the formation of Walk 

Oakland, Bike Oakland.  

Ɉ Local jurisdictions estimated the cost of their 

capital pedestrian and bicycle project needs to be 

$520 million; of this, $219 million, or more than 

ƘƔǔȮɯÞÈÚɯÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯÓÈÙÎÌÚÛɯÊÐÛàȮɯ.ÈÒÓÈÕËȭ 

Ɉ The cost estimate for the jurisdictionÚɀɯtop priority 

pedestrian and bicycle projects for the next three 

years is $136 million; the unfunded portion of these 

costs is $68 million 



Ɉ 3ÏÌɯÑÜÙÐÚËÐÊÛÐÖÕÚɀɯÈverage annual maintenance 

expenditur e for pedestrian and bicycle facilities is 

$6.7 million. The annual funding gap  is much 

larger, $17.2 million; this likely indicates 

substantial deferred maintenance due to 

insufficient funds.  

Ɉ The local jurisdictions indicated that their three 

highest-priority pedestrian infrastructure needs are 

ADA improvements; improving intersection safety; 

and upgrading or maintaining sidewalks.  

Ɉ The jurisdictions indicated that their three highest -

priority pedestrian programmatic  needs are 

ÖÉÛÈÐÕÐÕÎɯÎÙÈÕÛɯÍÜÕËÚɯÍÖÙɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛÚȰɯÊÙÌÈÛÐÕÎɯɁÚÈÍÌɯ

ÙÖÜÛÌÚɯÛÖɯÚÊÏÖÖÓɂɯ×ÓÈÕÚȰɯÈÕËɯËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÐÕg or 

updating a pedestrian master plan.  

Ɉ The five community -based transportation plans 

(CBTPs) that have been completed for areas of 

Alameda County propose 45 pedestrian and/or 

bicycle projects and programs. 

Ɉ Local jurisdictio ns reported implementing 21 

projects in public -transit areas of countywide 

significance; 15 projects in or near activity centers 

of countywide significance; and 11 projects as part 

of inter -jurisdictional trails of countywide 

significance. These numbers are likely under -

reported, since many capital projects have a 

pedestrian component. 

Ɉ A significant new support program that has been 

implemented at a multi -jurisdictional level since 

2006 is the Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S) Alameda 

County Partnership.  

Ɉ Since 2006, four cities have completed a pedestrian 

or pedestrian/bicycle plan and an additional two 

are in the process of developing one. Four cities 

(Piedmont, Hayward, Dublin and Livermore) 

remain without a plan. In addition, all jurisdictions 

have adopted ADA transition plans.  

Ɉ By far, the challenges most commonly encountered 

by local jurisdictions in implementing the priorities 

in the 2006 plan are insufficient funding and staff 

time, and right -of-way constraints. 

The simplest answer to this question is that everyone 

walks (including drivers, to and from their parked 

car). However, as might be expected, not everyone in 

Alameda County walks the same amount or as often. 

While men and women tend to walk at about the same 

rates, more younger and older people walk than those 

in middle age, and more lower -income people walk 

than those with higher income.  

Women and men have similar walking rates, with 

women making just over half of all walking trips (see 

Table 2.1). This split is almost the same as the overall 

gender split in Alameda County (51% women, 49% 

men). Also, women and men are almost as likely to 

take a trip by foot (10.6% and 11.5% respectively). 

 

 

 

Walking rates vary much more across age groups than 

across gender (see Figures 2.1 and 2.2): 

Ɉ People under 39 and over 65 walk more than those 

in middle -age (ages 40-64). 

Ɉ Children between ages 5 and 17 are more than 

twice as likely to walk as those between 40 and 49 

(15.9% versus 6.8%). Also, children and youth 

make 35% of all walking trips in Alameda County.  

Ɉ A possible implication of the data is the need to 

increase walking safety and convenience 

particularly for children and seniors (who are 

already walking in relatively large numbers) while 

focusing promotion and encouragement efforts 

primarily on middle -aged people (a smaller share 

of whom currently walk)  

 



¶

¶

¶

¶



 

 

 

Walking rates vary even more across income levels 

than across age groups or gender (see Figure 2.3; the 

left axis and dark blue bars indicate walk mode share; 

the right axis and light blue line and points indicate  

trips for all modes per day): 

Ɉ People in the lowest income group make well over 

twice as many of their trips on foot as the highest 

income group (17.3% against 7.4%). 

Ɉ As incomes go up, people make more trips per day 

while the percentage made by walking decreases 

significantly.  

Ɉ As with the data on walking by age group, one 

implication is the need to increase walking safety 

and convenience particularly for low -income 

populations while focusing promotion and 

encouragement efforts primarily on higher -income 

populations.  



 

 

¶

¶

On average, Alameda County residents walk more 

than residents of the Bay Area as a whole. According 

to BATS2000, approximately 3.3 million trips were 

made primar ily on foot every week in Alameda 

County in 2000 (see Appendix A for more detailed 

information, including by area of the county). This 

translates to more than 470,000 daily walk trips, or one 

http://bookstore.icma.org/freedocs/Active%20Living%20and%20Social%20Equity.pdf
http://bookstore.icma.org/freedocs/Active%20Living%20and%20Social%20Equity.pdf


for every three Alameda County residents. In 

Alameda County, as in the Bay Area as a whole, 

walking is the second most common means of 

transportation, after driving, representing 11% of all 

trips (see Figure 2.4). 

As large as they are, the figures above significantly 

undercount the number of walking trips. BATS does 

not include walking (or bicycling) trips to or from 

transit, since in those cases transit is considered the 

primary form of travel. If walking trips to/from transit 

are included, the weekday number of walk trips in 

Alameda County increases by more than 410,000, to a 

total of 880,00 trips. This includes approximately 

360,000 trips to AC Transit bus stops (according to the 

ÈÎÌÕÊàɀÚɯƖƔƔƖɯ.Õ-Board Transit Rider Survey) and 

almost 53,000 to BART stations (2008 Station Profile 

Study). 

 

 

More recent U.S. Census data is available about 

commute trips, allowing the opportunity to see trends 

since 2000, albeit on a very small percentage of all 

walk trips. Work commute trips represent only a 

quarter to a fifth of all trips, and of these, very few are 

made by walking alone.  

According to the Census, approximately 3.6% of work 

commuters in Alameda  County walked to work in 

2006-2008, an increase from 3.2 % in 2000. While a 

modest uptick in absolute terms, it represents a 

significant 14% increase in pedestrian commuters, 

compared to an increase of 2% for all commuters (see 

Table 2.2; see Appendix C for more detailed 

information).  

 



This section provides information primarily on the 

purpose of walk trips  made by Alameda County 

residents, on walking to school and to transit, and on 

physical obstacles that prevent people from walking.  

,3"ɀÚɯËÈÛÈɯÍÙÖÔɯƖƔƔƔ provides information on the 

purpose of walk trips made by Alameda County 

residents. The survey broke down all trips into those 

ÛÏÈÛɯÚÛÈÙÛɯÖÙɯÌÕËɯÈÛɯÏÖÔÌɯȹÊÈÓÓÌËɯɁÏÖÔÌ-ÉÈÚÌËɂȺɯÈÕËɯ

those that start and end somewhere else; for example, 

a lunch-time errand fro ÔɯÛÏÌɯÖÍÍÐÊÌɯȹÊÈÓÓÌËɯɁÕÖÕ-

home-ÉÈÚÌËɂȺȭɯ'ÖÔÌɯÉÈÚÌËɯÛÙÐ×ÚɯÞÌÙÌɯÍÜÙÛÏÌÙɯÉÙÖÒÌÕɯ

down into trips to or from work, shopping, 

social/recreation, or school (again, BATS does not 

include walking trips to or from transit). Figure 2.5 

shows walk trips in Alameda Cou nty broken down by 

trip purpose (see Appendix A for more detailed 

information).  

 

 

Ɉ Most walk trips in Alameda County are for 

shopping (27%). Since these trips start at home, this 

implies that many peopl e live within walking 

distance of one or more stores. 

Ɉ The least common reason for walking was going to 

work (6% of all walk trips), not surprisingly, since 

most people do not live within walking distance of 

their workplace.  

Ɉ More people took walking trips s tarting or ending 

at their home than to or from other places (77% 

versus 23%). Possible explanations for this are that 

people spend more time at home than at other 

places, or that people are especially familiar with 

walking routes and walkable destinations  near 

their home 

Another way to look at why people are walking is to 

examine the percentage of all trips of a certain purpose 

that are made on foot. The leading purpose, by far, is 

trips to school (pre-kindergarten through university): 

more than a fifth (21%) of all trips to school were made 

on foot (see Figure 2.6). This finding emphasizes the 

need to improve safety on routes to school. Lower 

percentages for other trip purposes could argue for the 

need for promotional efforts to encourage people to 

walk to  work and for errands.  



Ɉ The percentages of shopping, social/recreational 

and non-home based trips made on foot (11-12%) 

were all roughly the same as the share of all walk 

trips (11%). 

Ɉ Only 4% of work trips were made on foot (this 

compares closely to the 3.2% of pedestrian 

commuters reported by the 2000 Census). 

 

 

¶

¶

¶

¶

It is hard to overestimate the importan ce of transit to 

pedestrians. Transit services allow pedestrians to 

travel far beyond their typical range, ena bling them to 

make trips that would be nearly impossible on foot 

alone. Many transit trips, especially by bus, involve 

walking. It is estimated that Alameda County 

residents make approximately 360,000 daily walk trips 

to AC Transit bus stops and almost 53,000 to BART 

stations. 

The East Bay is fortunate to have relatively extensive 

transit service, provided by a number of agencies, or 

transit operators (see Table 2.3).However, operators 

are struggling in the face of funding shortfalls as a 

result of the ongoing economic downturn. In 2009 and 

ƖƔƕƔȮɯÛÏÌɯÙÌÎÐÖÕɀÚɯÛÞÖɯÓÈÙÎÌÚÛɯÖ×ÌÙÈÛÖÙÚɯÐÕÛÙÖËÜÊÌËɯ

service cuts and fare increases. AC Transit raised fares 

15ɬ25 cents in 2009 and in 2010 instituted two rounds 

of service cuts. In 2009, BART reduced service at night 

and on weekends, raised fares and began a parking 

charge at eight additional station lots in the East Bay. 

These reductions have a greater impact on those 

dependent on transit, including low income 

communities, seniors and people with disabilities. 

Cutbacks in transit service are likely to result in fewer 

people taking fewer rides. Given the large number of 

walk trips made to AC Transit stops and BART 

stations, these cutbacks could also result in fewer daily 

walk trips being made in Alameda County.  



 

http://www.accessalameda.org/
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 ɯËÐÍÍÌÙÌÕÛɯÞÈàɯÛÖɯÓÖÖÒɯÈÛɯÛÏÐÚɯÚÌÊÛÐÖÕɯÐÚȮɯɁ6ÏàɯÈÙÌÕɀÛɯ

ÔÖÙÌɯ×ÌÖ×ÓÌɯÞÈÓÒÐÕÎȳɂɯ2ÖÔÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÔÖÚÛɯÊÖÔÔÖÕɯ

reasonsɭincluding lack of facilities, concerns about 

traffic safety and long distancesɭare at least in part 

related to the existence of physical barriers or 

connectivity gaps. 

Below is a list of significant physical barriers in 

Alameda County mentioned by local jurisdictions in 

the 2010 questionnaire. The majority of them are 

automobile and rail  infrastructure ɭhighways, 

freeways, railroads and interchanges. Freeways are a 

widespread problem for pedestrians, often creating an 

impassable barrier stretching several miles or more, 

with limited crossings that are most commonly built 

primarily with aut omobiles in mind. Most freeway 

interchanges do not include safe and convenient 

pedestrian facilities, and retrofitting them to be more 

accessible is very costly. 

Ɉ Interstates 80, 580, 880 and 980 

Ɉ State Routes 24 and 13 

Ɉ Railroad tracks in Al ameda, Albany, Berkeley, 

Emeryville and Oakland  

Ɉ Freeway and railroad crossings (Albany specified 

the Gilman Street interchange) 



Ɉ Interstates 580 and 880 

Ɉ Railroad tracks 

Ɉ San Leandro specified the I-880 interchanges at 

Davis Street, Marina Boulevard and Washington 

Avenue; and the Union Pacific Railroad Oakland 

Subdivision underpasses on Washington Avenue 

and San Leandro Boulevard 

Ɉ Interstates 880 and State Route 84 

Ɉ Union Pacific railroad tracks  

Ɉ Various creeks and canals 

Ɉ Interstates 580 and 680 

Connectivity gaps refer to missing pedestrian 

connections or segments along pedestrian routes, such 

as multi -use paths and sidewalks. As gaps are 

completed, trails and sidewalks become more usable, 

connecting more destinations, and encouraging more 

walking. Major connectivity gaps in Alameda County 

cited by local jurisdictions include:  

Ɉ San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge 

Ɉ Lake Merritt channel (Oakland)  

Ɉ Oakland Estuary waterfront (Oakland/Alam eda) 

Ɉ Bay Trail gap between south Fremont Boulevard 

and Dixon Landing Road (Fremont)  

Ɉ A number of trail segments along creeks and canals 

Ɉ Along the Iron Horse Trail crossing Santa Rita 

Road, the intersection of Stanley Boulevard at 

Valley and Bernal avenues (Pleasanton) 

Ɉ Arroyo Mocho Creek at Stoneridge Drive 

(Pleasanton) 

Ɉ Intersection of the Alamo Canal and Tassajara 

Creek trails and I-580 (Dublin) 

This section looks at the number of pedestrians and 

walk trips by specific areas of the county, including 

ÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯÍÖÜÙɯ×ÓÈÕÕÐÕÎɯÈÙÌÈÚȮɯÐÛÚɯƕƙɯÑÜÙÐÚËÐÊÛÐÖÕÚɯ

and its 19 BART stations. 

¶

¶

¶

¶

Figure 2.7 shows the percentage of walk trips that 

were made in each planning area. For comparison 

×ÜÙ×ÖÚÌÚȮɯÛÏÌɯÊÏÈÙÛɯÈÓÚÖɯÚÏÖÞÚɯÌÈÊÏɯ×ÓÈÕÕÐÕÎɯÈÙÌÈɀÚɯ

ÚÏÈÙÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯ×Ö×ÜÓÈÛÐÖÕȭ 

Ɉ More than half of all walking trips in the county 

take place in the North planning area (63%), far 

above its population share of 42%. In large part, 

this can be explained by the many dense, compact 

areas with gridded streets and local shopping 

districts, and th e UC Berkeley campus area. 

Ɉ The Central planning area, and especially the South 

and East planning areas, all have lower shares of 

ÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯÞÈÓÒÐÕÎɯÛÙÐ×ÚɯÛÏÈÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯ

population. This can also be explained by aspects 

of the built environment, whi ch in these areas is 

typically more car -oriented. 



 

 

Another way of looking at the data is what percentage 

of people are walking in each planning area, as seen in 

Figure 2.8 below. 

Ɉ The North planning area has by far the highest 

percentage of people taking their trips on foot 

(16%); its share is almost three times higher than 

that of the East planning area (6%). 
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http://www.walkscore.com/
http://www.heartfoundation.org.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/Built_environment_position_statement_FINAL_LR%20for%20web.pdf
http://www.heartfoundation.org.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/Built_environment_position_statement_FINAL_LR%20for%20web.pdf
http://www.heartfoundation.org.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/Built_environment_position_statement_FINAL_LR%20for%20web.pdf


 



Figures 2.10, 2.11 and 2.12 help explain the differences 

in walk mode share among the four planning areas. 

They show the relationship between walk ing rates 

(shown on the left axis) and, respectively, density 

(measured in dwelling units per acre),  car-free 

households and median income (on the right axis) . 

Ɉ As density decreases, so does the walking share of 

trips.  

Ɉ As the percentage of car-free households decreases, 

so does the walking share of trips. 

Ɉ As the median income increases, the walking share 

of trips decreases. 

 

 

 



 

The U.S. Census provides data on the mode share of 

commute-to-work trips for local jurisdictions. 

Although, as stated earlier, only 6% of all walk trips 

are made to work, this is the only trip purpose for 

which more recent data is available. Figure 2.13 below 

shows the walk mode share in each jurisdiction, with a 

comparison of 2000 and 2006ɬ2008 data (see Appendix 

D for more detailed information ; 2006ɬ2008 data is not 

available for A lbany, Emeryville, Piedmont and 

unincorporated Alameda County, as noted earlier ). 

The change in the countywide percentage of those 

walking to work increased only very slightly (0.4%) in 

this time period, although as noted earlier, this 

represented a 14% increase in walking to work.  

Ɉ Of the 11 jurisdictions for which comparisons can 

be made between 2000 and 2006ɬ2008, three saw 

their commute -trip walk share increase by more 

than 1 percentage point: Berkeley (1.7%), City of 

Alameda (1.1%) and Oakland (1.1%). 

Ɉ Five jurisdictions saw their commute -trip walk 

share change by 0 to 1 percentage points: Union 

City (0.8%), Newark (0.5%), Pleasanton (0.4%), San 

Leandro (0.3%) and Dublin (0.0%). 

Ɉ Two jurisdictions saw a decrease in their walk  

share: Fremont (-0.1%) and Livermore (-0.1%) 

Ɉ Hayward had a reported sharp decrease in their 

walk share (-1.2%). However, the figure appears to 

be incorrect. The 2006-2008 ACS indicates that the 

walk mode share in Hayward declined by more 

than half, this during a period when it increase d or 

remained roughly unchanged in every other 

jurisdiction in the county.  

 



 

Ɉ Berkeley has by far the highest walk share for 

commute-to-work trips (16.6% in 2006-2008)ɭin 

large part because of people walking to the UC 

Berkeley campusɭand saw the largest increase in 

the percentage of walking commuters. 

Ɉ The five jurisdictions with the highest commute 

walk sharesɭBerkeley, Emeryville, Oakland, 

Alameda and Albany ɭare all in the North 

planning area. 

Ɉ Oakland, the largest city in Alameda County, has 

the third highest commute walk share of the 15 

jurisdictions (4.8% in 2006-2008). 

Ɉ  ÓÈÔÌËÈɯ"ÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯÊÖÔÔÜÛÌɯÞÈÓÒɯÚÏÈÙÌɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯ

ÚÈÔÌɯÈÚɯÛÏÌɯ!Èàɯ ÙÌÈɀÚɯÈÚɯÈɯÞÏÖÓÌɯȹƗ.6% in 2006-

2008). 

Many walk trips are made to and from transit stations; 

however, because the walk portion of the trip is almost 

always shorter in duration than the transit portion, 

these trips are not reported in the BATS walking data 

that was summarized earlier by planning area. BART 

periodically conducts station profile studies to obtain 

information on, among other things, the way that 

passengers reach its stations from home. In 2008, the 

year of their most recent study, 52,570 walk trips were 

made each day to all BART stations in Alameda 

County. Figure 2.14 below shows the number of daily 

walk trips by station  (see Appendix F for more 

detailed information; trip  numbers have been rounded 

to the nearest 10). The information includes bot h 

home-based trips (that is, starting from home) and 

non-home-based trips.  

 



 

Ɉ The top nine stations with the most walk access 

trips are all in the North planning area.  

Ɉ The three stations in the downtowns of Oakland 

and Berkeley plus Lake Merritt  have, by far, the 

most walk access trips; combined, they represent 

56% of all walk access trips to Alameda County 

BART stations (33,350 daily trips). 

Ɉ The three stations with the greatest number of 

people walking to BA RTɭ12th Street/Oakland City 

Center, Downtown Berkeley and 19 th 

Street/Oaklandɭare the only ones in Alameda 

County that have no parking.  

Figure 2.15 below looks at the BART walk access data 

in a different way. The bars show the walk mode share 

of all trips (home-based and non-home-based) to each 

station. Overall, the walk share to BART stations in 

Alameda County increased by 8 percentage pointsɭ

from 35% to 43%ɭbetween 1998 and 2008; this is 

higher than for the BART system as a whole, where 

the walk share increased by 6 percentage points. Every 

station in the county saw an increase in walk share, 

except for South Hayward, which remained the same.  

Ɉ The top seven stations with the highest share of 

walk access trips in 2008 are all in the North 

planning area. 

Ɉ In 2008, five stations out of all 19ɭthe three in 

downtown Oakland and Berkeley, plus Lake 

Merritt and Ashby ɭhad walk access shares higher 

than 50% and equal to or higher than for the BART 

system as a whole; seven stations had walk access 

shares of 20% or lower. 

Ɉ In terms of percentage points, the greatest increases 

in walk access share from 1998 to 2008 were at the 

12th Street/Oakland City Center station (up by 22 

percentage points), followed by the 19th 

Street/Oakland and Downtown Berkeley stations 

(12 percentage points); the lowest were at South 

Hayward (0 points), Union City (3 points) and 

Coliseum/Oakland Airport (4 points). In the 

remaining 13 stations, the increase was between 5 

and 10 percentage points. 

Ɉ In relative terms, the most dramatic increase in 

walk access share was at the Dublin/Pleasanton 

station, where it more than doubled, from 5% to 

11%. 

 



 

 

Walking trips ten d to be relatively short, in terms of 

both time and distance (see Table 2.4 below). This data 

underscores the importance of creating communities 

that reduce the distance that people must travel. This 

can done most effectively through denser, more 

compact development patterns and by integrating 

land uses. 

 

Ɉ 40% of all walk trips in the Bay Area last ten 

minutes or less; assuming an average walking 

speed of 3 miles per hour, this translates to a half -

mile or less. 

 



Ɉ Almost three -quarters of walk trips (73%) are 20 

minutes (1 mile) or less. 

Ɉ Only 27% of walk trips are ov er 20 minutes (1 

mile). 

Many walk trips, whether for recreation or 

transportation, take place on multi -use pathways. 

Alameda County is fortunate to have hundreds of 

miles of multi -use paths and trails spread throughout 

the county. In addition to local facilities, the count y 

has a network of planned and existing inter -

jurisdictional multi -use pathways. Of these, the most 

significantɭin terms of length and connections across 

city and county bordersɭare the East Bay Greenway, 

the Iron Horse Trail and the San Francisco Bay Trail 

(see Table 2.5). 

This greenway was originally envisioned by Urban 

Ecologyɭa Bay Area non-profit that advocates for 

neighborhood revitalization and regional 

sustainability ɭas a multi-use path underneath 

! 13ɀÚɯÌÓÌÝÈÛÌËɯÚÛÙÜÊÛÜÙÌɯÙÜÕÕÐÕÎɯsoutheast for 12 

miles from 18th Avenue in Oakland to the Hayward 

BART station. However, a larger vision emerged from 

ÛÏÌɯ$ÈÚÛɯ!Èàɯ1ÌÎÐÖÕÈÓɯ/ÈÙÒɯ#ÐÚÛÙÐÊÛɀÚɯÔÖÚÛɯÙÌÊÌÕÛɯ

Master Plan update (2007), which showed the path 

connecting north to the Ohlone Greenway  in Berkeley 

and Albany (and further north in Contra Costa 

County), and to the south along the Union Pacific 

Railroad right -of way in Fremont. The total length 

from county line to county line is estimated to be 

about 49 miles, with only the northern portio ns along 

the Ohlone Greenway (and parts of the former Santa 

Fe Railroad right -of-way/West Street in Berkeley) 

completed. Implementation of the original 12 mile 

project is being led by the Alameda County 

Transportation Commission as a first phase. Many 

sections of the proposed greenway are still highly 

conceptual, such as in Oakland and Union City, and 

are located in built -out urban areas where the public 

rights -of-way are extremely limited.  

The existing multi -use path extends between the cities 

of Concord, in Contra Costa County, and Dublin and 

includes a one-mile segment in Pleasanton, and two 

miles between Pleasanton and Livermore on Stanley 

Boulevard. The pathway follows an abandoned 

Southern Pacific Railroad right -of-way. When 

complete, it will extend from Suisun Bay (Contra 

Costa County) to Livermore and the San Joaquin 

county border, a distance of approximately 53 miles, 

connecting 12 cities. The alignment length through 

Alameda County is 25.5 miles, of which 5.8 miles is 

existing and 19.7 miles is proposed (see Appendix H 

for more detailed mileage information).  

This 500-mile trail system , when complete, will ring 

San Francisco and San Pablo bays. The system 

includes 119 miles along the Alameda County 

ÚÏÖÙÌÓÐÕÌɯÈÕËɯÈÕÖÛÏÌÙɯƚƘɯÔÐÓÌÚɯÊÖÕÕÌÊÛÐÕÎɯÛÏÐÚɯɁÚ×ÐÕÌɂɯ

to other pathways, trails and points of interest. Of this 

ultimate 183-mile alignment, approximately 122 miles 

are in place, including 11 miles completed since the 

2006 Countywide Pedestrian Plan was adopted(see 

Appendix H for more detailed mileage information). 

Long continuous segments exist in Albany, Berkeley, 

Emeryville, Oakland, Alameda, San Leandro and 

Hayward.  

 

Below are other trails of countywide significance, as 

defined in the 2006 Pedestrian Plan, including their 

location and development status: 

Ɉ Coyote Hills to Ardenwood (EBRPD; Fremont; 

proposed) 

Ɉ Ardenwood to Quarry Lakes (EBRPD; Fremont; 

proposed) 

Ɉ Tassajara Creek (EBRPD; East planning area; partly 

completed) 



Ɉ Shadow Cliffs to Morgan Territory (EBRPD; 

between Stanley Rd [Iron Horse Trail] and Las 

Positas College only; East planning area; 

proposed). 

Ɉ Shadow Cliffs to Iron Horse (EBRPD; East planning 

area; partly completed ) 

Ɉ Ohlone Greenway Trail (Alb any and Berkeley; 

complete, but needs upgrades) 

Ɉ Jack London/Arroyo Mocho Trail (Livermore to 

Pleasanton; partly complete) 

Ɉ Emeryville Greenway (Berkeley to Emeryville; 

partly complete)  

Because they do not travel withi n the relative safety of 

a car, bus or train, pedestrians, along with bicyclists, 

are the most vulnerable users of the transportation 

system. For this reason, pedestrians (and also 

bicyclists) make up a disproportionate percentage of 

traffic fatalities and injuries.  

Data on collisions involving pedestrians can help 

planners and other decision-makers identify areas in 

which to focus improvement efforts . Pedestrian safety 

is impacted by a number of variables including the 

design of infrastructure for walking, the design of 

intersections and roadways (especially their design 

speed), law enforcement efforts and education 

ÊÈÔ×ÈÐÎÕÚȭɯ ÓÚÖȮɯÉÌÊÈÜÚÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯɁÚÈÍÌÛàɯÐÕɯÕÜÔÉÌÙÚɂɯ

phenomenon, pedestrian safety tends to increase as 

pedestrian numbers increase in an area. (This argues 

for making infrastructure improvements even in some 

areas where collision rates are low, since pedestrian 

volumes might be high.)  

This section presents information on the number of 

pedestrian fatalities and serious injuries in Alameda 

County. The information is examined in several ways, 

including by planning area, location, time of day and 

party at fault. Also, there is a brief discussion  of 

another important component of pedestrian safety: 

personal security from crime.  

The analysis uses collision data for the nine-year 

period from 2000 (the earliest year available) to 2008 

(the latest year available at the time this chapter was 

researched) for more general investigation, such as on 

total fatalities and injuries; for finer -grained analysis, 

the data used is for the latest five-calendar-year 

period, or 2004ɬ2008. The data comes from the 

"ÈÓÐÍÖÙÕÐÈɯ'ÐÎÏÞÈàɯ/ÈÛÙÖÓɀÚɯ2ÛÈÛÌÞÐËÌɯ(ÕÛÌÎÙÈÛÌËɯ

Traffi c Records System (SWITRS), a database of 

collisions as reported to and collected by local police 

departments and other law enforcement agencies in 

the state. Because SWITRS consists only of reports 

taken by officers in the field, the incidents in the 

database represent only a portion of all collisions. This 

also means that the incidents in SWITRS are more 

likely to be serious, since minor collisions are less 

likely to be reported to a police officer.  Numerous 

studies have shown that pedestrian collisions are 

significantly underreported in official crash reports. 

For example, one 2007 study comparing  emergency 

room visits and official crash reports in California, 

North Carolina and New York found that only 56 % of 

emergency-room pedestrian cases had been reported 

in official crash reports 1. 

In the nine-year period from 2000 to 2008, there was 

an annual average of 25 pedestrians killed and 710 

pedestrians injured seriously in traffic collisions in 

Alameda County (see Table 2.6 and Figure 2.16; 

appendices I and J provide more detailed 

information).  

                                                                 
1 ɁPolice Reporting of Pedestrians and Bicyclists Treated in 

Hospital Emergency Roomsɂɯ ȹTransportation Research 

Record, Volume 1635). 



 

Ɉ The annual number of pedestrians killed or injured 

saw a sizable increase in 2000ɬ2002, from 748 to 

875. This was followed by an even more substantial 

decrease in 2002ɬ2007, from 875 to 636. 

Ɉ The number of pedestrian fatalities each year was 

relatively stable between 2000 and 2005, ranging 

from 23 to 29. There was a significant decline in 

pedestrian fatalities from 2004 to 2007, of more 

than a third (from 29 to 18). 

Ɉ The year 2008 saw a spike in the number of 

pedestrians killed (almost doubling from 18 the 

year before to 34) or injured (from 636 to 721).The 

increase could be because high gas prices in 2008 

encouraged more people to walk. This is supported 

by the fact that the number of transit riders (most 

of whom access transit by foot) did increase that 

year. 

 

Figure 2.17 on the following page shows the location 

of all traffic collisions involving pedestrians killed or 

injured in Alameda County in the five -year period 

from 2004 to 2008. As shown on the map, the collisions 

are concentrated along two general corridors : from 

central Berkeley to downtown Oakland; and from 

downtown Oakland to downtown Hayward, runni ng 

through central  San Leandro. 

The information on the map is confirmed by Tables 2.7 

and 2.8. Table 2.7 lists the intersections that 

experienced 9 or more collisions in 2004ɬ2008 that 

resulted in a pedestrian fatality or injury . Of the 12 

intersections on the list, six are in Oakland, four in San 

Leandro and one each in Berkeley and Hayward. In 

general, these intersections are on thoroughfares with 

many pedestrians and major bus transit routes. 

 



 

Table 2.8 below lists the roadway corridors that 

experienced 40 or more collisions in 2004ɬ2008. Of 

these roads, four are on the central Berkeley-

downtown Oakland corridor: San Pablo Avenue, 

Martin Luther King Jr. Way, Shattuck Avenue and 

Telegraph Avenue. Another eight are on the 

downtown Oakland -downtown Hayward spine: 

Interstate 880 (at interchanges), International 

Boulevard, Foothill Boulevard, State Route 185 (East 

14th), MacArthur Boulevard, Ba ncroft Avenue, 

Hesperian Boulevard and State Route 238. 
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Figure 2.18 below ÚÏÖÞÚɯÌÈÊÏɯ×ÓÈÕÕÐÕÎɯÈÙÌÈɀÚɯÚÏÈÙÌɯÖÍɯ

ÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯ×ÌËÌÚÛÙÐÈÕɯÊÖÓÓÐÚÐÖÕÚɯÍÙÖÔɯƖƔƔƘɯÛÖɯƖƔƔƜɯ

against its share of walk trips from 2000 (see Appendix 

J for data for each local jurisdiction).  

Ɉ The North ×ÓÈÕÕÐÕÎɯÈÙÌÈɀÚɯÚÏÈÙÌ ÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯ

pedestrian collisions (64%) is roughly in balance 

with its share of the ÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯÞÈÓÒɯÛÙÐ×Ú (63%). The 

same is true for the East planning area (6% versus 

7%) 

Ɉ 3ÏÌɯ"ÌÕÛÙÈÓɯ×ÓÈÕÕÐÕÎɯÈÙÌÈɀÚɯÚÏÈÙÌ ÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯ

pedestrian collisions (22%) is higher than its share 

of the ÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯwalk trips  (17%). 

Ɉ The South planning area has a lower  share of 

collisions (9%) than of walk trips  (13%). 

Yet another method of trying to examine collision 

rates, rather than just absolute numbers, is to chart 

collisions per 100 pedestrian commuters against each 

×ÓÈÕÕÐÕÎɯÈÙÌÈɀÚɯÚÏÈÙÌɯÖÍɯÊÖÓÓÐÚÐÖÕÚ (see Figure 2.19 and 

Appendix J; commute trips represent only a  minority 

of trips  but there is more data about commuters than 

about other travelers). 

Ɉ The North planning area  has the highest share of 

pedestrian collisions (64%) but the second fewest 

collisions per 100 pedestrian commuters (2.62). 

Seen this way, the North area is safer for 

pedestrians than it appears based solely on 

absolute numbers, at least as far as traffic 

conditions.  

Ɉ The Central planning area has the most collisions 

per 100 pedestrian commuters (5.30). 

Ɉ The jurisdictions with the lowest rates of collisions 

per 100 pedestrian commuters are Berkeley (1.16), 

Piedmont (1.77)and Union City (1.95). 

Ɉ The jurisdictions with the most collisions per 100 

pedestrian commuters are Hayward (10.29) and 

San Leandro (7.44). 

 



 

Table 2.9 below shows the number of pedestrians who 

were killed or injured in Alameda County in 2004 ɬ

2008 in each of several age groups. 

Ɉ Children (17 years old and under) made 35% of all 

walk trips (see Figure 2.2) but represented only 

27% of pedestrians killed or injured.  

Ɉ The elderly (65 years old and older) made 6.2% of 

all walk trips but represented more than one -tenth 

the fatalities and injuries (10.6%). 

 

 

Time of day provide s another lens through which to 

view pedestrian collisions  (see Table 2.10). 

Ɉ In 2004ɬ2008, almost 40% of pedestrian fatalities 

and injuries from collisions occurred in the 

afternoon and evening, a period covering only four 

hours (4ɬ8 pm). 

Ɉ One-quarter of pedestrian fatalities and injuries 

occurred in the mid -day hours (10 amɬ3 pm). 

Ɉ The morning and night each experienced 18% of 

fatalities and injuries.  

 

 

22% 

64% 

9% 
6% 



Table 2.11 below breaks down driver ɬpedestrian 

collisions in Alameda  County by party at fault and 

violation of the Vehicle Code . 

Ɉ The driver was found at fault more than twice as 

often as the pedestrian (60% compared to 29%). 

Ɉ By far the most common code infraction was 

ËÙÐÝÌÙÚɀɯÝÐÖÓÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÌËÌÚÛÙÐÈÕɯÙÐÎÏÛ-of-way, 

such as failing to stop for a pedestrian walking in a 

crosswalk. This accounted for 4 in 10 violations.  

As mentioned earlier, pedestrians, along with 

bicyclists, are the most vulnerable users of the 

transportation system. Figure 2-20 below shows the 

pedestrian share of all traffic fatalities in the county.  

Ɉ From 2000ɬ2008, pedestrians made up 24% of all 

traffic fatalities in Alameda  County; this is more 

ÛÏÈÕɯÛÞÐÊÌɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯÞÈÓÒɯÔÖËÌɯÚÏÈÙÌɯof 11%. 

Ɉ From 2000ɬ2004, the pedestrian share of fatalities 

fluctuated between 20% and 28% but in 2004ɬ2007, 

it declined steadily from 28% to 17%. 

Ɉ In 2008, the pedestrian share of fatalities more than 

doubled from 17% the year before to 39%. 

 
 

 

 



 

Pedestrian plans at the local level are important 

because it is local jurisdictions that are responsible for 

planning, designing, constructing and maintaining 

pedestrian facilities. For this reason, one of the 

ÚÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÌÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯƖƔƔƚɯ"ÖÜÕÛàÞÐËÌɯ/ÓÈÕɯÞÈÚɯÛÖɯɁÌÕÚÜÙÌɯ

that all Alameda County jurisdictions have adopted a 

ÊÜÙÙÌÕÛɯ×ÌËÌÚÛÙÐÈÕɯ×ÓÈÕɯÉàɯƖƔƕƖȭɂɯ ÛɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÐÔÌȮɯÑÜÚÛɯ

five jurisdictions had adopted local pedestrian or 

pedestrian/bicycle plans, and three pedestrian plans 

were underway. Since 2006, five  additional cities 

completed stand-alone pedestrian or combined 

pedestrian/bicycle plans and two  were in the process 

of developing a plan as of June 2012 (see Appendix M, 

ÈÕËɯ3ÈÉÓÌɯƗȭƗɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯɁ$ÝÈÓÜÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ/ÓÈÕÚȮɯ/ÖÓÐÊÐÌÚɯÈÕËɯ

/ÙÈÊÛÐÊÌÚɂɯÊÏÈ×ÛÌÙȮɯÍÖÙɯÔÖÙÌɯËÌÛÈÐÓÌËɯÐÕÍÖÙÔÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÕɯ

local pedestrian plans). 

Ɉ Three cities that were in the process of developing 

stand-alone pedestrian plansɭAlameda, Berkeley 

and Fremontɭcompleted and adopted them. 

Ɉ Additionally, Pleasanton and Albany began and 

have completed pedestrian/bicycle plan s. 

Ɉ Newark has a combined pedestrian/bicycle plan 

underway.  

Ɉ Four citiesɭPiedmont, Hayward, Dublin and 

Livermoreɭremain without  a pedestrian or 

pedestrian/bicycle plan.  

Ɉ In addition, all jurisdictions have adopted ADA 

transition plans; these are plans describing any 

structural or physical changes needed to make a 

×ÜÉÓÐÊɯÌÕÛÐÛàɀÚɯ×ÙÖÎÙÈÔÚɯÈÕËɯÚÌÙÝÐÊÌÚɯÈÊÊÌÚÚÐÉÓÌȭ 

Ɉ Related to local planning, the following 

jurisdictions and agencies have standing pedestrian 

or pedestrian/bicycle advisory committees: 

Berkeley, Emeryville, Fremont and Oakland.  

The focus in pedestrian planning is often on building 

capital projects. However, support programs are also 

important because they get more people out walking 

and using the projects, and make sure they are safe 

doing it. Local jurisdictions in Alameda County 

administer a broad range of pedestrian support 

programs to complement t heir facility -building efforts. 

These programs can be grouped under the categories 

of safety, law enforcement, education, promotion or 

encouragement, safe routes to school and traffic-

calming. Below is a summary of jurisdictions 

sponsoring various types of  programs (based on 

responses received from the local jurisdictions). 

Programs that were started after the 2006 Pedestrian 

/ÓÈÕɯÞÈÚɯÈËÖ×ÛÌËɯÈÙÌɯÔÈÙÒÌËɯÈÚɯɁÕÌÞ:ɂ 

Ɉ Walking audit:  Alameda County, Albany, 

Piedmont, Berkeley (new) and San Leandro (new) 

Ɉ Pedestrian safety education campaign:  Alameda 

County, Berkeley (new), Dublin, Fremont and San 

Leandro  



Ɉ Pedestrian/bicycle traffic safety officers:  Alameda 

County  

Ɉ Pedestrian/bicycle enforcement activities:  Eleven 

jurisdictions: Alameda County, Albany, Berkeley, 

Dublin, Emeryville (new), Fremont, Hayward, 

Livermore, Oakland, Pleasanton and San Leandro 

ȹÕÌÞȺȭɯ3ÏÌÚÌɯÈÊÛÐÝÐÛÐÌÚɯÐÕÊÓÜËÌɯɁÊÙÖÚÚÞÈÓÒɯÚÛÐÕÎÚȮɂɯ

in which a plain -clothes police officer crosses the 

street and another officer gives warnings or tickets 

to drivers who fail to yield.  

Ɉ Inform motorists on pedestrian/bicycle laws:  

Albany, Berkeley, Dublin (new) and San Leandro  

Ɉ Traffic curriculum:  Albany (new), Berkeley (new), 

Fremont, Dublin (new) and San Leandro  

Ɉ Walks and tours:  Albany, Berkeley, Fremont, 

Hayward, Oakland, Piedmo nt (new) and 

Pleasanton 

Ɉ Walking maps:   Berkeley, Emeryville and Oakland  

Ɉ Every local jurisdiction except Emeryville and 

Piedmont participate in the countywide Safe 

Routes to School (SR2S) program through the SR2S 

Partnership (described below). 

Ɉ Six jurisdictions ( Alameda, Berkeley, Emeryville, 

Newark, Pleasanton and San Leandro) have a 

substantial traffic -calming program, with a 

dedicated funding source.  

Ɉ Five jurisdictions (Alameda County, Albany, 

Fremont, Livermore and Oakland) have a traffic -

calming program but with no dedicated funding 

source. 

Ɉ Four jurisdictions (Dublin, Hayward, Piedmont 

and Union City) do not have a traffic -calming 

program.  

In addition to the local programs, there are two 

support programs of note that serve the entire county 

or multiple cities:  

Ɉ Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S) Alameda County 

Partnership  (www.transformca.org/sr2s ). This 

program promotes walking and biking to school to 

students at more than 85 public elementary schools 

in the county. It is led by Alta Planning and 

TransForm, with funding from Alameda CTC and 

MTC. 

Ɉ Tri -City Senior Walk Clubs,  providing social and 

recreational opportunities for seniors in Fremont, 

Newark and Union City.  Club participants follow a 

multiple week curriculum that encourages walking 

and promotes its health benefits, teaches awareness 

of pedestrian safety and personal security, and 

trains participants to identify and advocate for 

pedestrian impr ovements in their neighborhoods ). 

Pedestrian advocacy seeks to encourage government 

to improve the walking environment and to encourage 

more people to walk mor e often. While bicycle 

advocacy has surged in the past 20 years, pedestrian 

advocacy is still small, but growing. A likely reason 

for this difference is that everyone walks to some 

extent, and therefore few people identify themselves 

ÈÚɯɁ×ÌËÌÚÛÙÐÈÕÚȮɂɯÙÌØÜiring special attention and 

support. That said, pedestrian advocacy has grown in 

Alameda County since 2006. 

Perhaps the main development in the past five years is 

the formation of Walk Oakland, Bike Oakland 

(www.walkoaklandbikeoakland.org ), an advocacy 

group focused solely on the largest city in the county . 

In June 2010, the group organized Oaklavía 

(http://oaklavia.org ), the closure to car traffic of 

several blocks in downtown Oakland for strolling, 

bicycling and other recreational activities. The event 

ÞÈÚɯÛÏÌɯÍÐÙÚÛɯÌßÈÔ×ÓÌɯÖÍɯÈɯɁÊÐÊÓÖÝÐÈɂɯÖÙɯɁ2ÜÕËÈàɯ

2ÛÙÌÌÛÚɂɯÌÝÌÕÛɯÐÕɯ ÓÈÔÌËÈɯ"ÖÜÕÛàȭ Other advocacy 

efforts active in the county, include:  

Ɉ Walkable Neighborhoods for Seniors (sponsored 

by United Seniors of Oakland and Alameda 

County; www.usoac.org/wn4s/index.htm ) 

Ɉ Pedestrian Friendly Alameda (active in the city of 

Alameda; www.ped friendly.org ) 

Ɉ Albany Strollers and Rollers (focused on improving 

walking and biking in Albany  

(sites.google.com/site/albanystrollersandrollers) 

Ɉ Berkeley Path Wanderers Association 

Ɉ Berkeley Walk and Roll  

Ɉ Berkeley Center for Independent Living  

http://www.transformca.org/sr2s
http://www.walkoaklandbikeoakland.org/
http://oaklavia.org/
http://www.usoac.org/wn4s/index.htm
http://www.pedfriendly.org/
http://sites.google.com/site/albanystrollersandrollers/


As described in the next section on implementation of 

the 2006 Pedestrian Plan, almost every local 

jurisdiction cites lack of funding as a major barri er to 

making pedestrian improvements. In that context, 

funding needs for pedestrian projects is an important 

existing condition that can help determine the 

countywide funding and program priorities.  

 

As part of developing this update to the Countywide 

Pedestrian Plan, local jurisdictions were asked to 

estimate their foreseeable funding need for pedestrian  

(and bicycle) projects. Appendix N provides their 

responses. The table includes the costs to complete all 

the capital pedestrian and bicycle projects planned in 

the local jurisdiction s. Excluding two jurisdictions 

which did not know or report a cost , this figure is 

roughly $520 million; of this, $219 million, or more 

than 40%, was reported by the largest city in the 

county, Oakland.  The table also includes the costs of 

ÛÏÌɯÑÜÙÐÚËÐÊÛÐÖÕÚɀ top priority pedestrian and bicycle 

projects for the next three years (approximately $136 

million for 14 jurisdictions), and the unfunded portion 

of these costs ($68 million for 13 jurisdictions).  

Finally, the table in Appendix N  provides the 

ÑÜÙÐÚËÐÊÛÐÖÕÚɀɯÈverage annual maintenance expenditure 

for sidewalk repairs, curb ramps and other pedestrian 

and bicycle facilities ($6.7 million for 14 jurisdictions) 

and the annual funding gap  for maintenance ($17.2 

million for 13 jurisdictions). That the maintenance 

funding gap is much greater than annual expenditures 

likely indicates substantial deferred maintenance of 

facilities due to insufficient funds.  

In addition, t he local agency questionnaire also asked 

local jurisdictions to select from a list their highest -

priority or most pressing pedestrian infrastructure 

needs. Table 2.12 below lists the answers provided by 

the jurisdictions.  

 

The local agency questionnaire also asked local 

jurisdictions to choose their highest-priority or most 

pressing pedestrian programmatic  needs. Table 2.13 

below lists the answers provided by the jurisdictions.  

Lastly, the five community -based transportation plans 

(CBTPs) that have been completed for areas of 

Alameda County propose 45 pedestrian and/or bicycle 

projects ȹÚÌÌɯÛÏÌɯɁ$ÝÈÓÜÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ/ÓÈÕÚȮɯ/ÖÓÐÊÐÌÚɯÈÕËɯ

/ÙÈÊÛÐÊÌÚɂɯÊÏÈ×ÛÌÙɯÍÖÙɯÔÖÙÌɯÐÕÍÖÙÔÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ

CBTPs). Appendix O lists these projects, including cost 

estimates and their relative priority.  



 

The 2006 Countywide Pedestrian Plan laid out 

priorities, goals and near-term next steps for 

implementing the plan. Although progress on 

implementation is sometimes difficult to track, much 

ÏÈÚɯÉÌÌÕɯÈÊÊÖÔ×ÓÐÚÏÌËɯÚÐÕÊÌɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯÍÐÙÚÛɯ

pedestrian plan was adopted. 

Three areas of countywide significance were 

established for capital projects in the 2006 plan: access 

to major transit, access to major activity centers, and 

inter -jurisdictional trails. In 2010, local jurisdictions 

were polled on pedestrian improvements that had 

been built during the previous five fiscal years 

(2005/06 to 2009/10) in these areas of countywide 

significance. Varying levels of responses were 

received, making this list of projects more than likely 

incomplete (see Appendix P for a detailed list of 

implemented projects): 

Ɉ Although only six (out of fifteen) jurisdictions 

reported on implemented projects, it is likely that 

all jurisdictions made at least some capital 

improvements in an area of countywide 

significance, since these areas are so broad. 

Ɉ One jurisdiction, Oakland, reported a majority of 

the projects (22 out of 37). 

Ɉ The break-down by city and number projects is: 

Alameda (city), 2; Liver more, 5; Oakland, 22; 

Pleasanton, 2; San Leandro, 4; and Union City, 2. 

Ɉ 21 projects were located in public-transit areas of 

countywide significance, that is, within a half mile 

of rail stations, ferry terminals or major bus routes.  

Ɉ 15 projects were in or near activity centers of 

countywide significance (areas within downtowns 

and major commercial districts, and near shopping 

centers, post-secondary educational institutions, 

hospitals and medical centers, major public venues, 

government buildings and regiona l parks). 

Ɉ 11 projects were inter-jurisdictional trails of 

countywide significance. These included 6 Bay 

Trail projects (which completed approximately 9 

miles of trails) and 4 Iron Horse Trail projects.  

Ɉ Projects can be located in more than one of area of 

countywide significance.  

Ɉ Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S) Alameda County 

Partnership. 

Ɉ Tri -City Senior Walk Clubs . 

Ɉ For both programs, see the earlier section on multi -

jurisdictional support programs for details . 

The 2006 Pedestrian Plan identified eight priority 

implementation activities for the five years following 

adoption of the plan, or the 2006-2010 period. These 

ɁÕÌßÛɯÚÛÌ×ÚɂɯÞÌÙÌɯ×ÙÐÔÈÙÐÓàɯÛÏÌɯÙÌÚ×ÖÕÚÐÉÐÓÐÛàɯÖÍɯ

ACTIA (now Alameda CTC), although it was  expected 

that several would require partnering with local 

jurisdictions and other agencies. Below is a summary 

of the progress that has been made on the eight 

priority activities.  

Ɉ Incorporated the priorities from the 2006 plan into 

the criteria for countywide discretionary pedestrian 

and bicycle funding, so as to focus the countywide 

funds on the plan priorities.  

Ɉ Became a partner in the national Active 

Transportation legislative effort to bring a dditional 



funding for pedestrian, bicycle and access to transit 

improvements.  

Ɉ Worked with MTC to implement their Routine 

Accommodation policy within the county.  

Ɉ Funded three local pedestrian master plans with 

bicycle/pedestrian funding from Measure B.  

Ɉ Initiated this update to the Countywide Pedestrian 

Plan. 

Ɉ Incorporated the priorities from the 2006 plan into 

the updates to the 2008 Countywide Transportation 

Plan and the 2009 Regional Transportation Plan.  

Ɉ Funded the establishment and continued operation 

of the countywide Safe Routes to Schools program, 

begun in 2007. 

Ɉ Funded the expansion of TravelChoice, an 

individualized marketing program, into Berkeley; 

and also the development of the next iteration of 

the program, called TravelChoice New Residents, 

which is aimed at new housing developments.  

Ɉ CoÕÛÐÕÜÌÚɯÛÖɯÊÖÖÙËÐÕÈÛÌɯÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯÛÙÈÕÚÐÛɯ

agencies, which includes participating on project 

Technical Advisory Committees as requested. 

Ɉ Funded multiple transit access projects with 

countywide discretionary bicycle/pedestrian 

funding, such as streetscape improvements near 

BART stations, pedestrian wayfinding signage near 

rail stops and the proposed East Bay Greenway. 

Ɉ Continued to collaborate with the public health 

department on grants, planning efforts and 

information -sharing. 

Ɉ Funded the completion of segments of the Bay 

Trail, along with feasibility studies on two 

segments of the Iron Horse Trail. 

Ɉ Funded two efforts to implement the East Bay 

Greenway: a feasibility study of the Union Pac ific 

Railroad right -of-way as a future trail, and the 

environmental review and implementation strategy 

for the first phase of the Greenway. 

Ɉ Launched the Pedestrian Bicycle Working Group in 

2007, which continues to meet 2-4 times per year. 

Ɉ Organized a half-day Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Conference (2009). 

Ɉ Began hosting the monthly webinars of the 

Association of Bicycle and Pedestrian Professionals 

(2008 to present). 

Ɉ Updated the Toolkit for Improving Walkability in 

Alameda County (2009). 

Ɉ Held information -sharing sessions at the 

Pedestrian Bicycle Working Group meetings on a 

variety of technical topics. No specific tools have 

been developed to date. 



In the 2010 local agency questionnaire (to which all 15 

jurisdictions responded), local jurisdictions were 

asked to identify challenges they have encountered in 

implementing the priorities identified in the 2006 

Countywide Pedestrian Plan. The most commonly 

cited implementation challenges by far were 

insufficient funding and staff time and right -of-way 

constraints (see Figure 2.21 below). 

 
 

Ɉ Perhaps not surprisingly, every jurisdiction (except 

Dublin) cited inadequate funding for projects as a 

major challenge. 

Ɉ Also not surprisingly, given budget cuts at the local 

level, the following five jurisdictions identified 

inadequate staff time, and lack of staff resources in 

general, as major obstacles to implementation: 

Oakland, San Leandro, Hayward, Newark and 

Pleasanton. 

Ɉ Significant right -of-way challenges were reported 

by San Leandro, Fremont, Pleasanton and Dublin. 

Ɉ Additionally, Oakland suggested the need for 

better coordination with resurfacing projects; 

Pleasantonɭwhich is dealing with projects 

adjacent to waterwaysɭmentioned lack of 

interagency coordination as a significant challenge; 

and San Leandro, Hayward and Newark cited lack 

of community or jurisdictional support as minor 

challenges. 





Over the past decade, transportation policy in 

Alameda County has become more supportive of 

walking. All jurisdictions in the county, as well as 

transportation agencies at the county, regional, state 

and federal levels, now have plans or policies that 

promote nonmotorized transportation. At the same 

time, a number of emerging policy areasɭincluding 

complete streets, climate action, smart growth and 

active transportationɭare giving further policy 

support to walking.  

The purpose of this chapter is to review the key plans, 

policies and practices at the local, county, regional, 

state and federal levels that affect walking in Alameda  

County. The review covers the most relevant planning 

documents, policy eff orts and agency practices, as well 

as institutional issues identified by the local 

jurisdictions. This chapter summarizes the plans, 

policies and practices, and evaluates them with an eye 

toward how they promote or hinder walking. It 

discusses practical challenges encountered by agencies 

in implementing their plans, policies and projects, and 

suggests ways to overcome those challenges. Because 

the policy context surrounding nonmotorized 

transportation has changed substantially since 2006ɭ

when the first Coun tywide Pedestrian Plan was 

adoptedɭspecial attention is paid to relevant policy 

areas that have emerged or advanced in importance in 

the past six years. 

 

Ultimately, the Countywide Pedestrian Plan will be 

adopted by Alameda CTC and implemented in 

collaboration with jurisdictions and other public 

agencies, non-profits and advocacy groups in the 

county. Now that Alameda CTC has merged the 

transportation planning, coordination, technical 

assistance and funding functions of the CMA and 

ACTIA, there are opportunities to maximize the 

ÈÎÌÕÊàɀÚɯÐÔ×ÈÊÛɯÖÕɯÞÈÓÒÐÕÎȭɯ%ÖÙɯÛÏÐÚɯÙÌÈÚÖÕȮɯÛÏÌɯ

suggestions in this chapter focus on how Alameda 

CTC can promote nonmotorized transportation and 

assist other agencies to do the same; emphasis is 

placed on assisting local jurisdictions, which are 

responsible for implementing most pedestrian capital 

projects. The suggestions in this chapter were 

evaluated and those that are implementable in the 

near future were developed into specific 

recommendations and implementable actions in the 

×ÓÈÕɀÚɯɁNext StepsɂɯÊÏÈ×ÛÌÙȭ 



The policy context surrounding nonmotorized 

transportation has changed substantially in the few 

years since 2006. This section reviews four policy areas 

that have emerged or advanced in importance in 

recent years: (i) complete streets; (ii) climate action; 

(iii) smart growth, including Priority Devel opment 

Areas (PDAs) and Growth Opportunity Areas 

(GOAs); and (iv) active transportation. These efforts 

are still new enough that they are either still in the 

developmental stages or have just begun being 

implemented, making it difficult to evaluate their 

impact on the ground. However, as explained below, 

they all will likely contribute significantly to 

improving the policy landscape for walking in coming 

years. Emerging state and regional policies provide 

Ö××ÖÙÛÜÕÐÛÐÌÚɯÛÖɯÍÐÕËɯÞÈàÚɯÛÖɯÉÈÓÈÕÊÌɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯ

requirements to reduce traffic congestion while 

making progress on walking improvements to create a 

transportation system that serves all modes. 

Ɂ"ÖÔ×ÓÌÛÌɯÚÛÙÌÌÛÚɂɯËÌÚÊÙÐÉÌÚɯÙÖÈËÞÈàÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÈÙÌɯ

planned, designed, operated and maintained for safe 

and convenient access by all usersɭincluding 

pedestrians, bicyclists and transit ridersɭand in ways 

that are appropriate to the function and context of the 

ÍÈÊÐÓÐÛàȭɯɁ1ÖÜÛÐÕÌɯÈÊÊÖÔÔÖËÈÛÐÖÕɂɯÐÚɯÈɯÙÌÓÈÛÌËɯÊÖÕÊÌ×Ûɯ

that has similar meaning, but has been replaced by the 

term complete streets in most contexts. It is the 

practice of considering the needs of pedestrians and 

bicyclists habitually in the planning, design, funding 

and construction of transportation projects.  

According to the National Complete Str eets Coalition 

(www.completestreets.org), more than 200 cities, 

counties, states and federal agencies have adopted 

complete streets policies, almost all of them in the past 

five years. Because these policies are so recent, it is 

difficult to assess their impact or effectiveness. None 

of the 15 local jurisdictions in Alameda County have 

stand-alone policies on complete streets, though 

several mention the concept in their local pedestrian 

and/or bicycle master plans, or general plans. 

In future years, all jurisdictions will have to 

incorporate complete streets into their planning. 

Assembly Bill 1358, the California Complete Streets 

 ÊÛɯÖÍɯƖƔƔƜȮɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌÚɯɁÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÓÌÎÐÚÓÈÛÐÝÌɯÉÖËàɯÖÍɯÈɯÊÐÛàɯ

or county, upon any substantive  revision of the 

circulation element of the general plan, modify the 

circulation element to plan for a balanced, multimodal 

transportation network that meets the needs of all 

users [including] motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, 

children, persons with disa bilities, seniors, movers of 

commercial goods, and users of public 

ÛÙÈÕÚ×ÖÙÛÈÛÐÖÕȱȭɂɯ3ÏÐÚɯ×ÙÖÝÐÚÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÓÈÞɯÞÌÕÛɯÐÕÛÖɯ

effect on January 1, 2011. The law also directs the 

&ÖÝÌÙÕÖÙɀÚɯ.ÍÍÐÊÌɯÖÍɯ/ÓÈÕÕÐÕÎɯÈÕËɯ1ÌÚÌÈÙÊÏɯÛÖɯÈÔÌÕËɯ

its guidelines for the developm ent of circulation 

elements so as to assist cities and counties in meeting 

the above requirement. 

 

AB 1358 can be expected to result in a new generation 

of circulation elements and a surge in complete streets 

policies and ordinances around the state as general 

plans are updated over time, beginning in early 2011. 

Fremont is the only local jurisdiction in Alameda 

County to have updated its circulation element since 

the act took effect. In addition , the general plans of 

some of the other jurisdictions already address 

complete streets, directly or indir ectly, and may be 

compliant with the new law. MTC has recently 

established a deadline for all local jurisdictions in the 

Bay Area to be compliant with the state Complete 

Streets Act by late 2014, in order to be eligible for MTC 

funding.  

In 2006, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

(MTC) adopted Resolution Number 3765, now 

referred to as the MTC Complete Streets Policy, 

outlining a policy that projects funded all or in part 

ÞÐÛÏɯÙÌÎÐÖÕÈÓɯÍÜÕËÚɯɁÚÏÈÓÓɯÊÖÕÚÐËÌÙɯÛÏÌɯ

accommodation of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as 

ËÌÚÊÙÐÉÌËɯÐÕɯ"ÈÓÛÙÈÕÚɯ#Ì×ÜÛàɯ#ÐÙÌÊÛÐÝÌɯƚƘɂɯȹÚÌÌɯÉÌÓÖÞȺɯ

in the full project cost. The policy requires project -

sponsoring agenciesɭincluding Alameda CTC and 



local jurisdictions ɭto submit a completed checklist 

evaluating pedestrian (and bicycle) facility needs as 

part of the planning and design of each transportation 

project submitted for funding to MTC.  

 

3ÏÌɯÊÏÌÊÒÓÐÚÛɯɁÐÚɯÐÕÛÌÕËÌËɯÍÖÙɯÜÚÌɯÖÕɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛÚɯÈÛɯÛÏÌÐÙɯ

earliest conception or design phase so that any 

pedestrian or bicycle consideration can be included in 

ÛÏÌɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛɯÉÜËÎÌÛȭɂɯ3ÏÌɯÊÏÌÊÒÓÐÚÛɯÈÓÚÖɯÚÌÙÝÌÚɯÛÖɯÉÙÐÕÎɯ

ÛÏÌɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛɯËÌÚÐÎÕÌÙɀÚɯÈÛÛÌÕÛÐÖÕɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÕÌÌËÚɯÖÍɯ

pedestrians, and to inform the public on how well 

×ÙÖÑÌÊÛÚɯÈÊÊÖÔÔÖËÈÛÌɯÞÈÓÒÐÕÎȭɯ,3"ɀÚɯÍÜÕËÐÕÎɯ

decisions are not contingent on how the checklists are 

completed. 

,3"ɀÚɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯÈÓÚÖɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌÚɯÊÖÕÎÌÚÛÐÖÕɯÔÈÕÈÎÌÔÌÕÛɯ

agencies (CMAs), such as Alameda CTC, to forward 

all submitted project checklists to their bicycle and 

pedestrian advisory committees (BPACs) for revi ew. 

There are several ways in which Alameda CTC could 

consider improving its compliance with this 

requirement, as listed below. 

¤

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

commodations.htm 

 

Ɉ Encourage local agencies to submit completed 

checklists as much in advance of project decisions 

as possible; submitting checklists to the BPACs 

with ample time t o allow for more thorough review 

and comment, and for project sponsors to respond 

adequately. 

Ɉ Investigate feasibility of tracking checklists and 

projects on line to streamline time and efficiency.  

Ɉ Conduct field reviews to confirm that pedestrian 

accommodations were constructed as indicated in 

the project checklists. 

In May 2012, MTC established the OneBayArea Grant 

(OBAG) with Resolution Number 4035, which 

includes a requirement that all local jurisdictions 

adopt a complete streets policy resolution by January 

31, 2013, or have a general plan that complies with the 

state Complete Streets Act of 2008, in order to receive 

state and federal funds in the next funding cycle. For 

future funding cycles, local jurisdictions must also 

ÊÖÔ×ÓàɯÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯÚÛÈÛÌɀÚɯÊÖÔ×ÓÌÛÌ streets general plan 

requirement by October 2014, to be eligible for funds. 

(ÕɯƖƔƔƚȮɯ ÓÈÔÌËÈɯ"3"ɯÈËÖ×ÛÌËɯ,3"ɀÚɯ1ÖÜÛÐÕÌɯ

Accommodation policy (Resolution 3765; see below) 

when it adopted the previous Countywide Bicycle 

Plan, which incorporated the resolution. The policy 

ÞÈÚɯÈÓÚÖɯÈËÖ×ÛÌËɯÐÕÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÈÎÌÕÊàɀÚɯ"ÖÕÎÌÚÛÐÖÕɯ

Management Program (CMP). Alameda CTC currently 

considers pedestrians when it develops a 

transportation project that could impact walking 

negatively. However, t his approach may not be 

consistent for all projects. Additionally, even 

recommended accommodations may not appear in a 

final project for several reasons, including limited 

funding and conflicts with the facility design 

standards of Caltrans or local agencies. 

Alameda CTC intends to pursue the adoption of a 

comprehensive internal agency complete streets 

policy, which would integrate the idea of complete 

streets into agency practices. In early 2012, Alameda 

CTC updated all of its agreements with local agencies 

for their local sales tax pass-through and vehicle 

registration fee funding, and included a requirement 

for local jurisdictions to adopt a complete streets 

policy by June 30, 2013. The agency is working to 

support local jurisdictions in their development  and 

implementation of complete streets policies that meet 

ÐÛÚȮɯÈÕËɯ,3"ɀÚɯÕÌÞȮɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌÔÌÕÛÚȭ 

In 2001, the California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans) adopted Deputy Directive 64 (DD -64), 

Accommodating Nonmotorized T ravel, which 

established a routine accommodation policy for the 

department. A revised directive adopted in 2008 as 

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/routine_accommodations.htm
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/routine_accommodations.htm


DD-64-R1, entitled Complete StreetsɭIntegrating the 

Transportation System, significantly strengthened the 

×ÖÓÐÊàɯÉÌàÖÕËɯÑÜÚÛɯɁÊÖÕÚÐËÌÙÐÕÎɂɯÛÏe needs of 

pedestrians and bicyclists. Among the responsibilities 

that Caltrans assigned to itself under the revised 

directive are: 

Ɉ Ensure pedestrian, bicycle and transit interests are 

appropriately represented on interdisciplinary 

planning and project delivery development teams.  

Ɉ Ensure pedestrian, bicycle and transit user needs 

are addressed and deficiencies identified during 

system and corridor planning, project initiation, 

scoping, and programming.  

Ɉ Ensure incorporation of pedestrian, bicycle and 

transit travel elements in all plans and studies.  

Ɉ Promote land uses that encourage pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit travel.  

Ɉ Research, develop, and implement multimodal 

performance measures. 

After adoption of this policy, it was noted that more 

guidance was needed on which roadway projects to 

review for impacts on bicyclists and pedestrians, how 

to review them, at what stage of project development 

and, most importantly, how to provide for bicyclists 

and pedestrians, especially if local or countywide 

plans do not identify nonmotorized transportation 

×ÙÐÖÙÐÛÐÌÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÈÙÌÈȭɯ"ÈÓÛÙÈÕÚɀɯËÌÚÐÎÕɯÎÜÐËÈÕÊÌɯ

documentsɭfor example, its Highway Design 

Manualɭdid not universally coincide with the 

ËÌ×ÈÙÛÔÌÕÛɀÚɯÊÖÔ×ÓÌÛÌɯÚÛÙÌÌÛÚɯ×ÖÓÐÊàȭ 

In part to address these issues, Caltrans adopted the 

Complete Streets Implementation Action Plan in 2010. 

The plan sets forth actions under seven categories to 

be completed by various Caltrans districts and 

divisions within certain timelines to institutionalize 

complete streets concepts and considerations within 

the department. The action categories include 

updating departmental plans, policies and manuals; 

raising awareness; increasing opportunities for 

training; conducting research projects; and actions 

related to funding and project selection. As one of its 

implementation actions, Caltrans up dated the 

Highway Design Manual  in large part to incorporate 

multi -modal design standards. 

¤

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/complete_street

s_files/dd_64_r1_signed.pdf 

¤

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/complete_street

s_files/CompleteStreets_IP03-10-10.pdf 

 

Ɉ Educate local jurisdictions on the relevance of 

CaltraÕÚɀɯ"ÖÔ×ÓÌÛÌɯ2ÛÙÌÌÛÚɯ(Ô×ÓÌÔÌÕÛÈÛÐÖÕɯ ÊÛÐÖÕɯ

Plan to local streets and roads, and on its 

relationship to the Highway Design Manual 

(discussed in a later section). 

Ɉ Alameda CTC could work with local jurisdictions 

to develop a list of Caltrans highway overcross ings, 

undercrossings and at-grade crossings that might 

benefit from improvements for pedestrians. This 

could help Caltrans identify opportunities to 

accommodate nonmotorized transportation.  

The past five years has seen an expansion of legislative 

and planning efforts in California to reduce emissions 

of greenhouse gases (GHGs) in order to mitigate 

climate change. Assembly Bill 32, the California Global 

Warming Solutions Act of 2006, aims to reduce the 

ÚÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ&'&ɯÌÔÐÚÚÐÖÕÚɯÛÖɯƕƝƝƔɯÓÌÝÌÓÚɯÉàɯƖ020 and to 80 

percent below 1990 levels by 2050. Meanwhile, Senate 

Bill 375, passed into law in 2008, is the first in the 

nation that will attempt to control GHG emissions by 

directly linking land use to transportation. The law 

ÙÌØÜÐÙÌËɯÛÏÌɯÚÛÈÛÌɀÚɯ ÐÙɯ1ÌÚources Board (ARB) to 

develop regional targets for reductions in GHG 

emissions from passenger vehicles for 2020 and 2035 

as a way of supporting the targets in AB32. 

 

The GHG emission reduction targets adopted in 2010 

by ARB for the Bay Area are 7% per capita by 2020 and 

15% per capita for 2035, relative to 2005 levels. Each of 

the 18 metropolitan planning organizations in 

Californiaɭincluding the Metropolitan Transportation 

Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area 

Governments (ABAG)ɭhave prepared a sustainable 

communities strategy (SCS) for meeting the emission 

reduction targets in it s region through transportation 

and land use actions that reduce the number of vehicle 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/complete_streets_files/dd_64_r1_signed.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/complete_streets_files/dd_64_r1_signed.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/complete_streets_files/CompleteStreets_IP03-10-10.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/complete_streets_files/CompleteStreets_IP03-10-10.pdf


miles traveled. In the Bay Area, this strategy is called 

ÛÏÌɯɁ)ÖÉÚ-'ÖÜÚÐÕÎɯ"ÖÕÕÌÊÛÐÖÕɯ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎàȭɂɯ(ÛɯÐÚɯÌß×ÌÊÛÌËɯ

to take several years before AB 32 and SB 375 begin to 

trÈÕÚÍÖÙÔɯ ÓÈÔÌËÈɯ"ÖÜÕÛàɀÚɯÛÙÈÕÚ×ÖÙÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÙɯÓÈÕËɯ

use patterns. The main way in which these laws are 

expected to support walking is through 

ÐÔ×ÓÌÔÌÕÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ!Èàɯ ÙÌÈɀÚɯÓÖÕÎ-term Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP), a 28-year planning 

document. As a part of the broader SCS, the RTP (and 

therefore the Countywide Transportation Plan, 

CWTP) were designed to meet the GHG emission 

reduction targets. The RTP and CWTP are discussed 

later in this chapter.  

¤

http://www.onebayarea.org

 

At the local level, every jurisdiction in Alameda  

County has adopted or is in the process of adopting a 

climate action plan or similar document (see Table 

3.1). Also, many jurisdictions have established a 

climate action program to implement their plan. All of 

the plans that are available in final or draft form 

propose pedestrian facilities and programs among 

their strategies to meet their climate action goals. Due 

to the recent adoption of the plans (the first one was 

adopted in February 2008), it is too early to evaluate 

their impact or effectiveness to date. The extent to 

which local climate action plans will  result in the 

implementation of pedestrian projects depends on 

many factors, including funding availability, political 

will and the GHG reduction potential of nonmotorized 

transportation projects compared to that of other 

projects. A major potential roadb lock is the need for 

additional research on the GHG reduction benefits of 

walking, including cost -benefit analyses, the relative 

cost-effectiveness of different nonmotorized 

transportation strategies, and comparisons of such 

strategies against other types of projects. 

http://www.onebayarea.org/

































































































































