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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background and plan purpose

Key findings

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 2012 as these two agencies merged to form
Alameda CTC| both 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.

3T T wElT ExUl U0wOOw?$RPUUDOT w" O

P2$YEOUEUDPOOWOI w/ OEOGUOwW/ OOPED

data, statistics, findings and other information about
the state of walking in Alameda County. Below are
some of the keyfindings:

3 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.

3 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.

3 The number of pedestrian commuters increased by
14% from 2000 to 20062008and the walk mode
share for commute trips rose from 3.2% to 3.6%.

3 From 2000to 2008, there was anannual average of
25 pedestrian fatalities in Alameda County and 710
pedestrians injured seriously.

J 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%).

3 Since 2006, fourcities have developed pedestrian
master plans (either stand-alone or combined with

ALAMEDA COUNTYWIDE PEDESTRIAN PLAN
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a bicycle plan). Another f our cities remain without
such aplan.

3 Local jurisdictions estimated the cost of their
capital pedestrian and bicycle project needs to be
$520 million; of this, $219 million, or more than

KYUGOwPEUwWI UOOwWUT T wEOUOUaAZ

3 371 1 wKN U U P &hBual mEimebddte 2xpenditure
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.

3 The major obstaclesto improving the walking
environment that were most commonly cited by
local-agency staff were inadequate funding ,
shortage or absence of trained staffand
implementation conflicts with other public
agencies.

3 Four policy areas have emerged or advanced in
recent yearsthat will likely contribute significantly
to improving the policy landscape for walking:
complete streets climate action, smart growth and
active transportation.

3 A number of policies and practices exist at all levels
of government that could be modified to better
integrate walking into the transportation system.

Plan vision and goals

The plan articulates a vision statement of what
walking in Alameda County could be like by 2040 ,
with the investments proposed in the plan :

Alameda County is a community that inspires
people of all ages and abilities to walk for
everyday transportation, recreation and
health. A system of safe, attractive and widely

accessible walking routes and districts is
created by interconnected pedestrian
networks, strong connections to transit and
pedestrian-friendly development patterns.

U wroeiditibn, the(plarEebtabbskeafi vE gdalEddtide the

actions and decisions of Alameda CTC in
implementing the plan and a set of more than 40
specific, detailed and implementable strategies

EI UPT Ol EwUOwWE U U E™Egethdy,ithe goalO E Oz U w

and strategiesgenerally define the roles and
responsibilities of Alameda CTC in implementing the
Pedestrian Plan. The five goals are:

- Infrastructure and design

Create and maintain a safe, convenient, well-designed
and inter-connected pedestrian system, with an
emphasis on routes that serve transit and other major
activity centers and destinations.

- Safety, education and enforcement

Improve pedestrian safety and security through
engineering, education and enforcement, with the aim
of reducing the number of pedestrian injuries and
fatalities, even as the number of people walking
increases.

® Encouragement

Support programs that encourage people to walk for
everyday transportation and health, including as a way
to replace car trips, with the aim of raising the number
and percentage of trips made by walking.

Planning
Integrate pedestrian needs into transportation
planning activities, and support local planning efforts to
encourage and increase walking.

° Funding and implementation

Maximize the capacity for implementation of
pedestrian projects, programs and plans.

Countywide priorities

The Countywide Pedestrian Plan establishes
countywide capital projects, programs and plans that
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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
EwOOUI wE OOUUUs§ad dhaapital UDOUD
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
PEOOOUCHUDE AVET UO?» wpEOOOUONH
concentrations of low-income populations and
inadequate access to transportation) and, (v) a
network of inter -jurisdictional trails.

Table E.1 | Priority programs

Encouragement and promotion
1. Countywide walking promotion
2. Individualized travel marketing

3. Programs in community-based transportation plans

Safety, education and enforcement
4. Safe routes to schools

5. Safe routes for seniors

6. Multi-modal traffic school

7. Countywide safety advertising campaign

Technical support and information sharing

8. Technical tools and assistance

9. Agency staff training and information sharing
10. Multi-agency project coordination

11. Collaborative research

Costs and revenue

The estimated cost to implement the Countywide
Pedestrian Plan is approximately $2.4 billion (see
Table E2). This includes the costs to construct and
maintain the pedestrian system, to implement the

| = -

[
Q-

pedestrian programs and also to develop and update

—_— —

theupedairi@g niaste pdiEodiral Egbrizias! IOEO U 6 w
Qext 28y baus xAlathédd) County futsdidtiehE @O D UD T Uw
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 plan| the funding gap| is
$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.

U BradlelER B Y@y sflcdsts and revenue, 2012-

2040
In millions; rounded to nearest $100,000

Costs* $2,397.8
Construction of capital projects $ 1,7185
Maintenance of capital projects $ 5981
Programs implementation $ 75.9
Local master plans $ 5.4

Revenue $ 4957

Funding gap (costs minus revenue) $ 1,902.1

* Includes some shared costs with the Countywide Bicycle
Plan (see “Costs and Revenue” chapter).

OUT OUTT wUT T wuUPaT woOi wbhlyp Uwx O
slightly larger than the 2006 Countywide Pedestrian
Plan vision system, the overall plan costs have more
than doubled and the funding gap hasincreased
substantially. However, because projected revenues
have also increased, mainly due to new funding
sources,the percent of cods covered by expected
revenue is about the same as in the 2006 planThe
main reasons for the large increasein costsare: 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.
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Next steps

Thi wx O BéxgSteps? WET E x 01 U @ fribrifyE U D
implementation actions that Alameda CTC will

undertake in the firstfivi wal EUUwWOI wOT t wH
2017). Theseactions will begin to make the plan a

reality in the near term and set the stage for

DOx Ol Ol OUPOT wUT {anddodd=térm Uw O
efforts. The actions, which are listed in Table E.3, fall

into three categories:funding ; technical tools and
assistance and countywide initiatives.

Table E.3 | Implementation actions

Funding

1. Implement the Countywide Pedestrian Plan by
continuing to dedicate funding and staff time to the
plan priorities, and integrating the priorities into the

agency’s activities

Fund and provide technical assistance for the
development and updating of local pedestrian master
plans

Coordinate transportation funding with land use
decisions that support and enhance walking

Conduct research on, and develop resources for, best
practices for funding sidewalk maintenance

Technical tools and assistance

Develop resources to support local jurisdictions in
adopting and implementing Complete Streets
policies

5.

Offer regular trainings and information-sharing
forums for local-agency staff on best practices in
pedestrian infrastructure and programs

Develop a local best practices resource and other
tools that encourage jurisdictions to use pedestrian-
friendly design standards

Offer technical assistance to local jurisdictions on
complex pedestrian design projects

Develop tools and provide technical assistance to
help local jurisdictions overcome CEQA-related
obstacles

Countywide initiatives

10. Develop and implement a strategy to address how
to improve and grow (as feasible) four near-term
priority countywide programs: Safe Routes to
Schools program, Countywide pedestrian safety
advertising campaign, Countywide Safe Routes for
Seniors program and Countywide walking
promotion program

11. Develop and adopt an internal Complete Streets

policy

E Lﬂzw Bétermine options for modifying the countywide
travel demand model to make it more sensitive to

O E O avidkin® @ d irplannttheibest feasible option

13. Determine options for revising the Congestion
Management Program to enhance pedestrian safety
E D U O and access, and implement the best feasible option

14. Work with the County Public Health Department to
consider pedestrian data and needs in the
development and implementation of health and
transportation programs

Monitor, evaluate and report on progress annually
on implementation of the Countywide Pedestrian
Plan

15.

16. Conduct research to inform future plan updates and

countywide pedestrian planning

Performance measures

Lastly, the Pedestrian Planestablisheseight
performance measures to be used to monitor progress
toward attaining the plan goals:

1. Number of completed countywide pedestrian
projects

Percentage of all trips and commute trips made by
walking

Number of pedestrian injuries and fatalities
Number of pedestrians counted in countywide
pedestrian counts

Number of local jurisdictions with up -to-date
pedestrian master plans

Dedicated countywide funds (amount or
percentage) for pedestrian projects and programs
Number of schoolswith Safe Routes to Schools
(SR2S) programs

Number of community members participating in
countywide promotional and/or educational
programs

Plan organization

The Countywide Pedestrian Plan consists of seven
chapters:
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Chapter 1: Introduction

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.

Chapter 2: Existing conditions

Describesthe 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.

Chapter 3: Evaluation of plans, policies and
practices

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 CTCOWE Uw U T T wx (

implementing agency. It also discusses practical
challenges encountered by agencies in implementing
their plans, policies and projects, and suggests ways to
overcome those challenges.

Chapter 4: Vision and goals

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 strategiesfor attaining that goal.

Chapter 5: Countywide priorities

Establishes the pedestrian capital projects, programs
EQEwx OEQUwWOI T El EwOOwWHPOxOI O1 O
chapter also defines the kinds of improvements in

each category that will be eligible for funding, and

establishes general priorities among them. The capital

x UONT EUUWOEOT wUx wEW?2YDUDPOO? w
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 tocommunities of concern.

Chapter 6: Costs and revenue

Estimates the cost to deliver the pedestrian projects,

programs and plans of countywide significance, and

the revenue expected to be available in Alameda
"OUOUawi OUWOT T UT wl il eawUwli U
horizon.

Chapter 7: Next steps

D E Oestries the implementation actions that Alameda

"3" whbDOOWUOET UUEOIT wbOwUT T wi
OPI T wpl Yt + 1 YA AWOOWET 1 DOwWUO
the near term and to set the stage for implementing the

x O E Oz U w@hdEobgxédm 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.

Plan development and adoption

The Alameda Countywide Pedestrian Plan was

developed by Alameda CTC in collaboration with

Ul YI UEOQWEEYDPUOUawi UOUxUOwWDOE
standing Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee

and an ad hoc technical committee convened forthis

project, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans Working

Group. The plan was also reviewed and commented

on by AlamedaCTCz Uw OEOI EEw" OUOUa w3
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
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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.



1 | INTRODUCTION

Why a Countywide Pedestrian Plan?

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 County walk than use any other
transportation mode .

Walking is defined broadly in this plan, to
encompass pedestrian mobility in all its aspects.
It includes travel on foot and with the assistance
of wheelchairs, canes, and other mobility
devices. Walking also includes local trips,
integration with transit, and physical activity.

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 road|
thereby improving air quality | and improving public
health, by reducing the rate of obesity, which is linked
to heart diseaseand diabetes.

Alameda County communities have many of the
EUUUPEUUI UwUT EVWEEOQWEUI EUI wE
including a temperate climate, mainly flat geography,

i T Pwl ExUwbOwl EET wEPUazUwWUDPEI
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

201 UPOUO? wlUT ECwIi OEavedlbngaux | ET U
EDUUEOE]l UwbPUwWUUEOUPUBwW! 1 EEUU
agencies serve communities countywide, walk access

ALAMEDA COUNTYWIDE PEDESTRIAN PLAN
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to transit can be examined and improved more
systematically at the county level.

Local pedestrian master plans, where they exist, are
essertial 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.

4

Plan development process

The Alameda County Transportation Improvement
Authority (A CTIA), one of the Alameda County
SUEOUxOUUEUDOOwW" 600PUUDPOOZ
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 toAlameda CTC.
Between spring 2010 and fall 2012 during which time
ACTIA and ACCMA merged to form Alameda CTC|
both plans were updated, facilitating close

coordi nation between the two updates.

31T 1T woOl Ul POT wOi w """, zUwWEODBE
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:

3 Updated data to reflect current conditions;

3 Reported on progress made since the first plan was
adopted;

3 Stronger coordination with the Countywide Bicycle
Plan;

3 Increased focus on the implementing agency| the
recently merged Alameda CTC| and the role it can
play in improving walkability in the county; and

3 Integration of new policy areas, such as complete
streets and climate protection policies.

The public was engaged in the planning
process through presentations at local
bicycle and pedestrian advisory committees,
and through a webpage that provided
updates, the draft plan documents and
opportunities to provide comments.

The primary groups that guided the development of

Ol PUwx OEQwPI Ul w OEOI EEw" 3" z UwU

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

w4 WEBPEdoD,by plameda ClER Y, OO EE W

ounty Technical Advisory Committee and the
Paratransit Advisory and Planning Committee.

The public was also engaged in the planning process
through presentations at locd bicycle and pedestrian
advisory committees in all parts of the county, and
through a web page that provided updates , the draft
plan documents and opportunities to provide
comments.

The Alameda CTC Board reviewed and adopted the
:C%prgngelf&destnan Plan .|n October 2012.
incorporating It by reference into the Countywide
Transportation Plan.
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Plan purpose

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 theseby:

3 Describing the existing pedestrian environment

J 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

3 Crafting a vision with specific goals to further
pedestrian imp rovements thr oughout the county

3 Identifying and prioritizing projects and prog rams
of countywide significance

J Estimating the cost of and revenue available to
deliver these efforts

3 Laying out a course of action to fund and
implement these countywide priorities over the
next four to five years, or until the pPOE Oz Uwdl B
anticipated update.

This plan update was written to elevate the
understanding and recognition of walking in
Alameda County and to guide the planning
and allocation of discretionary countywide
pedestrian funds.

Relationship to the Countywide Bicycle
Plan

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:

3 Collection of data on existing conditions (data was
collected simultaneously from the same sources,
when applicable)

Uus

3 Document organization (the plans contain parallel
chapters, which were written at the same time, and
have identical language and information where
applicable)

3 Evaluation of current policies and practices in
nonmotorized transportation

3 Development of parallel vision, goals and
strategiesas applicable

3 Categories of projects and areas considered to be of
?PEOUOUapPPEI wUDT OPiI PEEOEI »

3 Mapping (maps for the two plans were developed
by the same sub-consultant and reviewed
concurrently)

3 Estimation of costs (primarily for multi -use trails)
and projected revenue for implementation

3 Presentation of cost and revenue figures (n
addition to stand -alone figures, the totals are
shown for both plans, to allow a full picture of
nonmotorized transportation costs and funding
gaps)

J Project management (there was a single projet

manager for the two plans and the plans were

developed by the same team of consultants)

Document appearance (the two plans have the

same general graphic look)

How to use this plan

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 chaptersthat provide the detailed
information that forms the bas®D U wOi wUT 1T wx OE Oz
EOEOaUPUBw! I OOPWEUI WEUDI | wEI
remaining chapters:

- Existing conditions

Sds 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:

3 Who is walking in Alameda County? (examines
walking rates by key demographic character istics)
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3 How many people are walking? (looks at the
number of walking trips and pedestrian
commuters in the county)

3 Why are people walking? (explores the purposes of
trips made on foot)

3 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.

This 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.

® Evaluation of plans, policies and practices

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,

EQwOT T wxOEOzUwbOx Ol O OUDOT

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.

" Vision and goals

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 strategiesfor 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 agencyin 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.

° Countywide priorities

Establishes the pedestrian capital projects, programs
EQEwxOEOUWOI 1T El EwOOwUI B&ET wlOT T w
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

ETExUl Uwl UUEEODPUT 1 UWEW? YPUDOOW
facilities, irrespective of funding constraints, and a

UUEUI Ow? xUPOUDPUawlauUl 02 wlOwIi ©
limited funds for pedestrian improvements on those

areas and projects that are most impatant and

effective from a countywide perspective. There are

five categories of projects and areas considered to be

of countywide significance under the vision system:

WE 1. 1AOEss owansitD UwET Ex Ul Uwb Uw

Access within central business districts

Access to activity centers

Inter-jurisdictional trails

Access to “communities of concern” (those with
large concentrations of low-income populations
and inadequate access to transportation)

N

CRENW

This chapter will be of interest to local governments,
non-profit agencies and other advocates in
understanding the countywide pedestrian funding
priorities.
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+ Costs and revenue

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
1T 1T OU0U0wWUT UO Uyehr todidoh. Thes® E Oz Uwl W
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 Next steps

Describes the implementation actions that Alameda

"3" whpPOOWUOET UUEOT whbOwlOT 1 wi PUUOwWI DYT wal EVVOwWOI wOT 1T wxOEOz U
OPI 1T wopl Yt + 1 YNNAAWOOWET TimMOwUOWOEOT wOT T wx OEQWEwWUI EOPUA w

the near term and to set the stage for implementing the

x O E Oz U wGndEobgxédm 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. This chapter may

be used as a roadmap ofactions for making the plan a

reality.
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Introduction pedestrian advocates; andstatistics available as of late
2010(when this chapter was researcheal) from

This chapter sets the context for the rest of the regional, state and federal sources.The local

Countywide Pedestrian Plan by describing the current jurisdiction survey was administered to all 15

state of walking in Alameda County, and highlighting jurisdictions (the County and the 14 cities). It asked

changes since theoriginal Pedestrian Plan was about many aspects of existing conditions for walking

adopted, in 2006 The chapter tackles four questions (and bicycling), including local plans and policies,

that are central to understanding and planning for the infrastructure, programs, public involvement, funding

needs of pedestrians in the county: availability and need, and challenges and

o ) S ) | opportunities. Not all questions were answered by
3 761 OwWbUwWPEOODOI wb O exaife® | E(E uevel)jusdiétign? and jurisdictions responded in

walking rates by key demographic characteristics. varying levels of detail.
3 ?' OPwOEOawx1] Ox Ol lookslattheb EOQD O y 2
number of walking trips an d pedestrian The main non-local sources of statistics onwalking
commuters in the county. used for this plan were:
3 ?61T AawEUI wx1 Ox éplads thedrypes®di y »
places that people are walking to and from. 3 The 2000 Census and 20062008 American
3 2611 Ul wEUT wx1 Oanéyizes bunkesd O1|y »  Community Survey (ACS), for statistics on the
and rates of walking trips in specific areas of the number of people who walk to work. The ACS is
county, including transit and multi -use pathways. an annual survey, also administered by the U.S.
Census Bureau, thatreplé&E | EwUIl | w? OOO!I wl
In addition, the chapter includes sections on the census.This report uses ACS data for the
pedestrian safety; local pedestrian planning efforts, combined years 2006 2008 instead of for 2008
support programs and advocacy efforts; and progress alone; the three-year data is somewhat less upto-
on implementing the 2006 plan. date than the one-year data but is much more
accurate because it samples three times as many
The chapter incorporates data from several sources: households. The 2006 2008 ACS does not provide
the 2006plan; information gathered through a 2010 data for unincorporated Alameda County or for
survey of local jurisdictions ; interviews with local, jurisdictions with populations under 20,000 ; in

countywide and regional staff, transit agency staff and

ALAMEDA COUNTYWIDE PEDESTRIAN PLAN | 7
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Alameda County, the se include Albany, Emeryville
and Piedmont. Some ACS figures regarding
walking may not be statistically 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.

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.

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.

311 w"EOPI OUOPEwW' PT T PEaw/ E
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.

What is “mode share”?

The term “mode share” is used frequently in this
chapter. The term, also known as “mode split,”
refers to the percentage of trips or people using
a particular form of transportation, such as
walking, driving, transit or bicycling. A walk
mode share (or walk share) of 10%, for example,
means that 1 out of 10 trips is made on foot, or
that 1 out of every 10 people travel on foot.

Key findings

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:

Who is walking in Alameda County?

3 Women make just over half of all walking trips in
Alameda County (52%), very close to their
population share.

3 People under 39 and over 65 walk more than those
in middle -age (ages 4664).

3 Children (ages 5-17) are more than twice as likely
to walk as those aged 4049 (15.9% versus 6.8%);
also, children make between a quarter and athird
of all walking trips in the county.

3 Asincomes 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 n the highest income group (17.3%
versus 7.4%).

How many people are walking?

3 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.

3 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.

3 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. Thisfigure includes approximately 360,000
trips to AC Transit bus stops and almost 53,000 to
BART stations.

3 The number of pedestrian commuters increased by
14%from 2000 to 2006 2008and the walk mode
share for commute trips rose from 3.2% to 3.6%.
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Why are people walking?

3

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.

Of all tri ps made to school| pre-kindergarten
through college| 21% were made on foot.
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.

Where are people walking?

3

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%.

The North planning area also has the highest
percentage ofall trips that are made on foot (16%);
its share is almost three times higher than that of
the East planning area (6%)

Among the planning areas, as density and the
percentage of carfree households decreases, so
does the walking share of trips.

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.

The three BART stations with the greatest number
of people walking to them | Downtown Berkeley

EOEw. EOOE OE z Uwhul |Udretthe nfy whuN

ones in Alameda County that have no parking.

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.

Pedestrian safety

3

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.
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.

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.

3 TheNorth EOE WS EUUwx OEOO®@d wEUI E
EOUOUa z U wtataliids aht igj@iesOsu
roughly in balance with their UT EUT wOl w0l 1 wk
walktrips. 3T 1T w" 1 OUUEOwx OE6OD O1 wE
pedestrian collisions is higher than its share of the
EOUOUa z Uumhiedn® appddi@ s bue for
the South planning area.
3 The North planning area hasthe 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.
3 The jurisdiction with the fewest collisions per 100
pedestrian commuters is Berkeley; Hayward and
San Leandro have the most.
3 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%).
3 Almost 40% of pedestrian fatalities and injuries
occurred in the afternoon and evening, a period
covering only four hours (4 ¢8 pm).
3 In the collisions, drivers were found at fault more
than twice as often as pedestrians 60% to 29%).
J Pedestrians made up 24% of all traffic fatalities in
Alameda County; this is more than twice the
EOUOUaZzZUwWPEOOWOOET wUT EUI wh
Local planning, programs and advocacy
O 1w AlMaztieye(y 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.
3 The main local development in recent years in

pedestrian advocacy is the formation of Walk
Oakland, Bike Oakland.

Local funding, infrastructure and program needs

3 Local jurisdictions estimated the cost of their
capital pedestrian and bicycle project needs to be
$520 million; of this, $219 million, or more than
KYUGOwPEUwWI UOOwWUOT T wEOUOUaz Uu
3 The cost estimate for the jurisdictionU topupriority
pedestrian and bicycle projects for the next three
yearsis $136 million; the unfunded portion of these
costs is $68 million
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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.

The local jurisdictions indicated that their three
highest-priority pedestrian infrastructure needs are
ADA improvements; improving intersection safety;
and upgrading or maintaining sidewalks.

The jurisdictions indicated that their three highest -
priority pedestrian programmatic needs are
OEUEPODPOT wi UEOUwWI UOEUwI OU
updating a pedestrian master plan.

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.

Implementation of the 2006 plan

3 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 ae likely under -
reported, since many capital projects have a
pedestrian component.

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.

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 AD A transition plans.

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.

3

Who is walking in Alameda County?

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.

By gender

Women and men have similar walking rates, with

women making just over half of all walking trips (see

Table 2.1). Thissplit 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).
wx UONI EUUOQWEUI EUDPOI w?2UEIT | w
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Table 2.1 | Walk mode share by gender

Source: BATS2000

Share of all Walk trips as % of
walking trips all trips
Women 52% 10.6%
Men 48% 11.5%
By age group

Walking rates vary much more across age groups than
across gender (see Figures 2.1 and 2.2):

3 People under 39 and over 65 walk more than those
in middle -age (ages 4064).

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.
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)

3
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Walking, seniors and people with disabilities

Alameda County is experiencing a “grayby”
boom: its population of people 65 and older is
expected to soar by 170% between 2005 and
2030. This cohort will place severe demands on
the county’s health system and, given that more
than one in five seniors do not drive, also on
transit and paratransit services. There will also
be a demand for even better pedestrian
infrastructure, since seniors walk at higher rates
than most other adults. At the same time,
Alameda County has a large number of people
with disabilities (nearly half of whom lives in the
North planning area). Both of these populations,
seniors and people with disabilities, deserve
particular attention when it comes to improving
the walking environment.

As a form of both physical activity and
transportation, walking can help seniors and
people with disabilities maintain their
independence, social connections and physical
and mental health as they age. Walking can also
greatly enhance mobility by making transit a
more viable option.

Many of the facilities that help create a good
pedestrian environment are even more
important for those with impaired vision or
mobility than for able-bodied pedestrians. There
are obstacles that prevent many older people
and people with disabilities from walking:
missing sidewalks, short crossing times at traffic
lights, poor lighting, lack of resting places, fears

about personal security, and long distances to
destinations are some common ones. Actions to
overcome these obstacles include:

1 Engineering changes to streets and paths:
reducing the driving design speed; retiming
signals for slower walking speeds; pedestrian
islands and corner bulb-outs to shorten
crossing distances; curb ramps; smoother
sidewalks and trails that are also wide
enough for wheelchair users; better lighting;
and seating areas.

1 Regulatory sighage and enforcement of
traffic laws to make streets safer and traffic
less intimidating.

9 Education, especially about safety and the
feasibility of walking for transportation,
including to transit.

1 Encouragement through programs that
promote and support walking, such as social
walking groups and clubs.

The City of Berkeley, in particular, has been an
international pioneer in the field of
accommodating people with disabilities and in
disability rights. Berkeley was one of first cities
in the nation to make improvements to
sidewalks and crossings for people with
disabilities.

For further reading: “Promoting Active
Transportation for Older Adults” (Alameda CTC):
http://www.localcommunities.org/Ic/066/FSL
0-1318033880-526066.pdf
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Figure 2.1 | Walk mode share by age group
Source: BATS2000
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Figure 2.2 | Percentage of walk trips by age group
Source: BATS2000
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By income level 3 Asincomes go up, people make more trips per day
Walking rates vary even more across income levels while the percentage made by walking decreases
than across age groups or gender (see Figure 2,3he significantly.
left axis and dark blue bars indicate walk mode share; 3 As with the data on walking by age group, one
the right axis and light blue line and points indicate implication is the need to increase walking safety
trips for all modes per day): and convenience particularly for low -income
populations while focusing promotion and

3 People in the lowest income group make well over encouragement efforts primarily on higher -income

twice as many of their trips on foot as the highest populations.

income group (17.3% against 7.4%).
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Figure 2.3 | Walk mode share by income level

Source: BATS2000
Left axis and dark blue bars indicate walk mode share; right axis and light blue line and points indicate trips per day
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Walking and social equity

Low-income individuals are more likely to live in
neighborhoods where jobs, medical services,
grocery stores and other important everyday
destinations are scarcer. People in these
neighborhoods may be forced to travel
elsewhere for goods and services, but they may
not own cars, and their finances are more likely
to be stretched by the cost of transportation. At
the same time, these areas may face
disproportionate risks, real and perceived, from
traffic or crime; and, low-income individuals may
lack the time and money for activities that
promote a healthy lifestyle, such as taking part
in organized sports or joining a gym.

Walking can begin to address some of these
challenges, since it is an affordable
transportation option and improves health. To
encourage walking, communities must have safe
sidewalks, street crossings, multi-use pathways
and other pedestrian facilities and amenities,
especially with connections to transit. As local
governments try to design walkable
communities, they will need to ensure that low-
income populations also have access to choices
and opportunities for walking. The “Evaluation
of Plans, Policies and Practices” chapter
provides additional information on walking and

social equity, in relation to the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission’s “communities of
concern” and of community-based
transportation plans.

For further reading

1 “Life and Death from Unnatural Causes:
Health and Social Inequity in Alameda
County” (Alameda County Health
Department):http://www.acphd.org/media/s5
3628/unnatcs2008.pdf

1 “Active Living and Social Equity: Creating
Healthy Communities for All Residents”
(International City/County Management
Association):
http://bookstore.icma.org/freedocs/Active%
20Livingw20and%20Socials20Equity.pdf

How many people are walking?

Walking trips

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
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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

Figure 2.4 | Mode share for all trips
Source: BATS2000

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,®0, to a
total of 880,00 trips. This includes approximately
360,000 trips to AC Transit bus stops (according to the
ET 1 OE az U-sdang Yransit.R@er Survey) and
almost 53,000 to BART stations (2008 Station Profile
Study).
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Commuting to work

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 ofll
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
20062008, an increasdrom 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).

Table 2.2 | Journey-to-work mode share
Sources: 2000 U.S. Census and 2006-2008 ACS

Alameda Alameda

oy Sounty, ao06-os
Drive alone 66.4% 66.5% 67.8%
Carpool 13.8% 10.4% 10.4%
Transit 10.6% 11.2% 10.0%
Work at home 3.5% 5.0% 5.3%
Walk 3.2% 3.6% 3.6%
Bicycle 1.2% 1.5% 1.3%
Other 1.2% 1.8% 1.6%
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Pedestrian counts

Routine countywide pedestrian counts, which
are useful in gauging long-term changes in
walking rates, have begun to be conducted
regularly in Alameda County. MTC conducted
counts at twelve intersections throughout the
county in 2002 and 2003. In 2008 and 2009, UC
Berkeley’s Safe Transportation Research &
Education Center (SafeTREC) and Alameda CTC
collaborated on pedestrian and bicycle counts at
50 and 30 locations respectively. In 2010 and
2011, Alameda CTC and MTC counted
pedestrians at a combined 63 locations
throughout the county, some of which have
been counted in the past, providing an
opportunity to see longer-term trends. Between
2002 and 2011, pedestrian counts increased by
47% at six overlapping locations.

In the future, the annual count effort being done
at a larger number of locations will allow an even
more accurate assessment of countywide
trends in pedestrian levels. Continuous 24-hour
automated counts are also being conducted by
Alameda CTC and by the East Bay Regional Park
District along some sidewalks and multi-use
trails.

Why are people walking?

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.

Trips by purpose

, 3" Z UwE E U E providés iiormatignyon the
purpose of walk trips made by Alameda County

residents. The survey broke down all trips into those

those that start and end somewhere else; for example,
alunch-time errand froOwU0T | wOi | PE] wpEE
home-EEUI E2 Adw' OOI wEEUI EwUOUD
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

trip purpose (see Appendix A for more detailed
information).

Figure 2.5 | Walk trips by purpose
Source: BATS2000

Social/
recreation
23%

3 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.

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.

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):
B EridPehalr a4t (2194 of all trips to school were made
~on foot (see Figure 2.6) This finding emphasizes the
O Orleddl o Intpfave safety on routes to school. Lower
U wercerithbed forloié! trip pdrissed ebAd e for the
need for promotional efforts to encourage people to
walk to work and for errands.

shows walk trips in Alameda Cou nty broken down by
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3 Only 4% of work trips were made on foot (this
compares closely to the 3.26 of pedestrian
commuters reported by the 2000 Census).

3 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%).

Figure 2.6 | Walk mode share by trip purpose
Source: BATS2000
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20%
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’ 119 12% 12%
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10%
59 4%
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Work Shopping Social / recreational School Non-home based

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 53000 to BART
stations.

Walking to school

As explained in this section, school trips (pre-
kindergarten to college) are made on foot more
often than other kinds of trips. This masks to
some extent the fact that the percentage of

children walking to school has dropped
significantly in recent decades. Thirty years ago,
two thirds of children nationwide walked to
school; today, the rate is under 15%. Below is the

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

percentage of walk trips to school in each of the
four planning areas into which Alameda County

is divided (see page 19 for an explanation of the

planning areas):

result of the ongoing economic downturn. In 2009 and

I YYOwUT T wUI T BOOzUwlUPOWOEUT T UU
service cuts and fare increases. AC Transit raised fares
15t 25 cents in 2009 and in 2010 institutedtwo 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 cutbackscould also result in fewer daily
walk trips being made in Alameda County.

North planning area: 24%
Central planning area: 14%
South planning area: 23%
East planning area: 19%

= =4 —a -1

Walking to transit

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
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Table 2.3 | Transit service in Alameda County

Daily ridership
Stops or stations  (system-wide;

Operator Service area in Alameda county FY 2009-10)
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit Alameda County (with the exception of the Tri- 6,500 (both 236,000
District (AC Transit) Valley), western Contra Costa County and counties)
downtown San Francisco
Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) Tri-Valley and Fremont to the San Joaquin Valley 4 3,700
and San Jose
Amtrak/Capitol Corridor Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland, Hayward, Fremont 6 4,400
to Sacramento and San Jose
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Berkeley, Oakland, San Leandro, Hayward, Union 20 350,000
City, Fremont, Castro Valley, and
Dublin/Pleasanton to San Francisco and Contra
Costa and San Mateo counties
Dumbarton Express Union City, Fremont and Newark to San Mateo 4 873
County
Emery Go Round Emeryville 25 n/a
Livermore Amador Valley Transit Dublin, Pleasanton and Livermore 500 4,500
Authority (LAVTA; Wheels)
Union City Transit Union City 165 1,637
Water Emergency Transportation Alameda (city)/Oakland to San Francisco and 3 2,125

Authority
Francisco

Paratransit

Paratransit provides a transportation option to
people who, because of a disability or a disabling
health condition, are unable to ride transit or to
access a bus or train stop without the help of
someone else. The main provider in Alameda
County is East Bay Paratransit, a service
established jointly by AC Transit and BART to
meet requirements of the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA). It provides transportation
service in the North, Central and South planning
areas and serves the Dublin/Pleasanton BART
station in East County. The service transports
riders from their origin to their destination in
vans equipped with a wheelchair lift or in
sedans. In addition, LAVTA and Union City
Transit provide paratransit service within their
respective service areas, while most cities in the
county provide complementary, city-based
service.

South San Francisco; Harbor Bay to San

While essential for many, paratransit service is
very expensive: a study by San Francisco’s
program found that the average cost per
paratransit trip among 11 programs around the
country is almost $33. One way to reduce these
costs—while promoting physical activity—is to
provide training on using fixed route transit and
to remove physical barriers that prevent people
with disabilities from walking or rolling to
transit. This would encourage more people who
are able to use regular transit services.

For additional information:
www.accessalameda.org


http://www.accessalameda.org/

18 | Existing conditions ALAMEDA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Walking and health 1 Compact, mixed use neighborhoods that also
connect pedestrians to health-promoting
Decades of car-oriented development in the U.S. destinations such as parks, community

have caused Americans to replace daily active
transportation, such as walking and bicycling,
with driving. In combination with busy lifestyles,
finding time to re-incorporate physical activity
back into daily life is a major challenge. As a
result, physical activity is at an all-time low.

1 Pedestrian-oriented buiIdin;g'anc'i ‘sité.d.esign

1 Safe, convenient and attractive sidewalks,
paths, intersections and crosswalks

9 Multi-use trails to provide access to
destinations and opportunities for fun and
relaxation

1 Car-free zones, traffic calming in residential
neighborhoods and reductions in traffic
speeds

According to California Active Communities, “In
California, physical inactivity is by a large margin
the most prevalent chronic disease risk factor
with more than 50% of adults reporting a
sedentary lifestyle, contributing to an estimated
30,000 deaths each year.” According to the
Alameda County Public Health Department, over
half the county’s population (52%) is considered
overweight or obese, while 22% of children are
clinically obese. The California Center for Public
Health Advocacy estimates that the cost in
health care and lost productivity associated with Physical barriers and connectivity gaps
overweight, obesity and physical inactivity in
Alameda County in 2006 was $2.2 billion.

For further reading:“Walking and Cycling to
Health: A Comparative Analysis of City, State,
and International Data” (American Journal of
Public Health):
http://ajph.aphapublications.org/cgi/content/a
bstract/100/10/1986

WEDI i1 Ul OUwPEawlUOwWOOOOWEUWUT B
OOUI wxl OxO01 wPEOODPOT y2 w2001 wodi w
reasong including lack of facilities, concerns about
traffic safety and long distances| are at least in part
related to the existence of physicalbarriers or
connectivity gaps.

Social awareness and the will to make active
transportation more attractive and accessible to
Americans is growing, especially in the Bay Area.
This is resulting in the opportunity to build
environments that encourage people to be
active on a daily basis. Walking, as one of the
most accessible forms of physical activity,
promises multiple public health benefits.
Physical activity helps prevent or control chronic

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 | highways,
freeways, railroads and interchanges. Freeways are a

diseases such as high blood pressure, heart widespread problem for pedestrians, often creating an
disease, stroke, diabetes and certain cancers; impassable barrier stretching several miles or more,
helps maintain a healthy weight; and improves with limited crossings that are most commonly built
mood, lowers stress level and reduces primarily with aut omobiles in mind. Most freeway
depression. The study referenced at the end of interchanges do not include safe and convenient
this text box found that states and cities with pedestrian facilities, and retrofitting them to be more
higher rates of walking and cycling had a higher accessible is very costy.
percentage of adults who achieved
recommended levels of physical activity and a North planning area
lower percentage of obese or diabetic adults. 3 Interstates 80, 580880and 980

J State Routes 24 and 13
Strategies to improve walkability and health 3 Railroad tracks in Alameda, Albany, Berkeley,
include creating: Emeryville and Oakland

3 Freeway and railroad crossings (Albany specified
the Gilman Street interchange)
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Central planning area

3 Interstates 580 and 880

J Railroad tracks

J San Leandro specified the F880 interchanges at
Davis Street, Marina Boulevard and Washington
Avenue; and the Union Pacific Railroad Oakland
Subdivision underpasses on Washington Avenue
and San Leandro Boulevard

South planning area

J Interstates 880 and State Route 84
3 Union Pacific railroad tracks
J Various creeks and canals

East planning Area
3 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:

North planning area

3 San FrancisceOakland Bay Bridge
3 Lake Merritt channel (Oakland)
3 Oakland Estuary waterfront (Oakland/Alam eda)

South planning area

J Bay Trail gap between south Fremont Boulevard
and Dixon Landing Road (Fremont)
3 A number of trail segments along creeks and canals

East planning Area

3 Along the Iron Horse Trail crossing Santa Rita
Road, the intersection of Stanley Boulevard at
Valley and Bernal avenues (Pleasanton)

3 Arroyo Mocho Creek at Stoneridge Drive
(Pleasanton)

3 Intersection of the Alamo Canal and Tassajara
Creek trails and 1-580 (Dublin)

Where are people walking?

This section looks at the number of pedestrians and
walk trips by specific areas of the county, including

Uil T wEOUOUazUwi OUUwx OEOODOT wE

and its 19 BART stations.

Alameda County planning areas

For planning purposes, the Alameda County
Transportation Commission divides the county
into four planning areas, as follows (in
parentheses is their approximate population):

1 North County (600,000): Alameda (city),
Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland and
Piedmont

1 Central County (350,000): Hayward and San
Leandro, and surrounding unincorporated
areas of the county

1 South County (390,000): Fremont, Newark
and Union City

i East County (170,000): Dublin, Livermore
and Pleasanton, and surrounding
unincorporated areas

For more information on differences among the
planning areas, see “Walking and the built
environment” sidebar below.

By planning area

Figure 2.7 shows the percentage of walk trips that
were made in each planning area. For comparison

x UUx OUT UOwUT | weEi EVUOWEOUOWUT O
UT EUT wOil wUOT 1 wEOUOUazUwxOxUOE

3 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 the UC Berkeley campus area.

3 The Central planning area, and especially the South
and East planning areas, all have lower shares of

U711 weOUOUazUwWPEOODPOT wUUDBxUu

population. This can also be explained by aspects
of the built environment, whi ch in these areas is
typically more car -oriented.
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Figure 2.7 | Share of county population and walking trips by planning area
Sources: 2000 Census, BATS2000
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Another way of looking at the data is what percentage 3 The North planning area has by far the highest
of people are walking in each planning area, as seen in percentage of people taking their trips on foot
Figure 2.8 below. (16%); its share is almost three times higher than

that of the East planning area (6%).

Figure 2.8 | Walk mode share by planning area
Source: BATS2000
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Walking and the built environment

There are many factors that affect how often
and how much people walk, from their age,
income and health condition to hills and the
weather. In addition, many aspects of the built
environment have a strong effect on people’s
decision to walk. The following characteristics of
the built environment are associated with higher
walking rates:

1 Higher-density neighborhoods, making for
shorter distances between destinations

1 Neighborhoods that integrate different
activities (homes, jobs, shops and parks, for
example)

1 A grid street system, short blocks and
narrower streets, with lower-speed traffic

1 Buildings close to each other, with
interesting facades and with entrances close
to the street

1 Fewer car-oriented features such as surface
parking lots and drive-throughs

1 Pedestrian facilities such as sidewalks, multi-
use trails, stairways, striped crosswalks and
street trees

1 Elements that increase perceptions of safety
such as pedestrian-level lighting and
entrances and windows facing the street

The aspects listed above help explain much of
the current difference in the walking rates of
the four county planning areas. For example, the
North planning area, which has the highest share
of walking trips, contains many dense, compact
areas with gridded streets and local shopping
districts. The Central planning area includes two
pedestrian-scaled downtown districts and some
neighborhoods that, in their urban fabric,
resemble those in the North area; however,
these are surrounded by neighborhoods
characterized by long street blocks, cul-de-sacs
and segregated land uses, and separated by
wide, higher-speed arterials.

The South planning area has a number of small,
walkable districts at the sites of the original
communities in the area but development
patterns elsewhere are oriented toward the

automobile; however, Fremont and Union City in
particular are striving to create transit- and
pedestrian-oriented communities. Lastly, the
East planning area is the least dense; while it has
two significant downtowns and Dublin is building
higher density housing near transit stations, the
area is primarily characterized by low-density,
car-oriented development patterns.

Figure 2.9 on the following page illustrates, very
generally, the walkability of different parts of
Alameda County, as generated in 2010. It is
based on a methodology developed by Walk
Score (www.walkscore.com) that allocates
points based on the distance of an address to
nine types of everyday destinations such as
grocery stores, restaurants and schools and also
on the intersection density and average block
length of walking routes to those destinations
(the score, however, does not consider a route’s
hilliness). As shown in Figure 2.9, the most
walkable areas in Alameda County are the
central parts of the North planning area; the
downtowns of San Leandro, Hayward, Fremont,
Dublin, Pleasanton and Livermore; and several
other nodes and activity centers throughout the
county.

For further reading:“The Built Environment and
Walking” (The Heart Foundation):
http://www.heartfoundation.org.au/SiteCollecti
onDocuments/Built_environment_position_stat
ement_FINAL_LR%20fors2oweb.pdf


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
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Figure 2.9 | “Walk Score” map of Alameda County
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Density, car-lessness and income 3
Figures 2.10, 2.11 and 2.1Relp explain the differences

in walk mode share among the four planning areas. 3
They show the relationship between walk ing rates

(shown on the left axis) and, respectively, density 3

(measured in dwelling units per acre), car-free
households and median income (on the right axis).

Figure 2.10 | Walk mode share and density by planning area

Sources: BATS2000, Association of Bay Area Governments
Left axis indicates walk mode share; right axis indicates density

As density decreases, so does the walking share of
trips.

As the percentage of carfree households decreases,
so does the walking share of trips.

As the median income increases, the walking share
of trips decreases.
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Figure 2.11 | Walk mode share and car-free households by planning area
Sources: BATS2000, Association of Bay Area Governments
Left axis indicates walk mode share; right axis indicates percentage of car-free households
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Figure 2.12 | Walk mode share and median income by planning area

Sources: BATS2000, Association of Bay Area Governments

Left axis indicates walk mode share; right axis indicates median income

18%

$90,000

16% -

$81,857
=t - $80,000

$74,777

14% -

$70,000

12% -
§54,433

$60,000

10% -
8% -

$50,000
$40,000

6% -
4% -
2% -
0% |

North Central

mm Walk mode share

- $30,000
- $20,000
- $10,000
- SO

South East

Median income

Priority Development Areas

If this section has shown where Alameda County
residents are walking now, where will they be
walking in the future? One answer is the
county’s Priority Development Areas (PDAs).
PDAs are sites approved by the Association of
Bay Area Governments (ABAG) within existing
communities that are appropriate for infill
development, with the objective of creating
more housing near transit, jobs, shopping and
services. PDAs have been designated by local
governments and are eligible to receive extra
regional and state funding for planning and
capital projects. If successful, PDAs could
accommodate half of the Bay Area’s projected
housing growth through the year 2040. PDA'’s,
and their potential impact on walking, are
discussed in greater detail in the “Evaluation of
Plans, Policies and Practices” chapter.

By jurisdiction

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 2.13below

shows the walk mode share in each jurisdiction, with a
comparison of 2000 and 20062008 data(see Appendix
D for more detailed information ; 2006 2008 datais 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% ircrease in walking to work.

3 Of the 11 jurisdictions for which comparisons can
be made between 2000 and 20062008, 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%).

3 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%).

3 Two jurisdictions saw a decrease in their walk
share: Fremont (-0.1%) and Livermore (-0.1%)

3 Hayward had a reported sharp decrease in their
walk share (-1.2%). However, the figure appears to
be incorrect. The 20062008 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.
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Figure 2.13 | Commute-to-work walk mode share
Sources: 2000 Census and 2006-2008 ACS
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Figure 2.14 | Daily walk trips to BART stations (and percent change from 1998-2008)
Source: BART’s 2008 Station Profile Study (and 1998 Study for percent change); includes both home-based and non-home-

based trips

12th Street/Oakland City Center
Downtown Berkeley

19th Street/Oakland

Lake Merritt

3,740 (77%)

1,010 (65%)
10,050 (29%)
8,550 (60%)

Ashby 2,540 (45%)
MacArthur 2,090 (66%)
Rockridge 1,970 (47%)
Fruitvale 1,750(82%)
North Berkeley 1,620 (42%)
San Leandro 1,510(61%)
Fremont ,600 (134%)
Bay Fair 1,180 (66%)
Hayward 1,050 (64%)
West Oakland 980 (109%)
Dublin/Pleasanton 850 (286%)
Coliseum/Oakland Airport 800 (74%)
Union City 670 (43%)
South Hayward 470 (27%
Castro Valley | 420(91%
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000
3 The top nine stations with the most walk access 3 The top seven stations with the highest share of
trips are all in the North planning area. walk access trips in 2008 are all in the North
3 The three stations in the downtowns of Oakland planning area.
and Berkeley plus Lake Merritt have, by far, the 3 In 2008, five stations out of all 19 the three in
most walk access trips; combined, they represent downtown Oakland and Berkeley, plus Lake
56% of all walk access trips to Alameda County Merritt and Ashby | had walk access shares higher
BART stations (33,350 daily trips). than 50% and equal to or higher than for the BART
3 The three stations with the greatest number of system as a whole; seven stations had walk access
people walking to BA RT| 12" Street/Oakland City shares of 20% or lower.
Center, Downtown Berkeley and 19t 3 Interms of percentage points, the greatest increases
Street/Oakland| are the only ones in Alameda in walk access share from 1998 to 2008 were at the
County that have no parking. 12 Street/Oakland City Center station (up by 22
percentage points), followed by the 19t
Figure 2.15 belowlooks at the BART walk access data Street/Oakland and Downtown Berkeley stations
in a different way. The bars show the walk mode share (12 percentage points); the lowest were at South
of all trips (home-based and norrhome-based)to each Hayward (0 points), Union City (3 points) and
station. Overall, the walk shareto BART stations in Coliseum/Oakland Airport (4 points). In the
Alameda County increased by 8percentage points| remaining 13 stations, the increase was between 5
from 35% to 439 between 1998 and 2008; this is and 10 percentage pants.
higher than for the BART system as a whole, where 3 In relative terms, the most dramatic increase in
the walk share increased by 6percentage points. Every walk access share was at the Dublin/Pleasanton
station in the county saw an increase in walk share, station, where it more than doubled, from 5% to
except for South Hayward, which remained the same. 11%.
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Figure 2.15 | Walk access share to BART stations
Sources: BART’s 1998 and 2008 Station Profile Study; includes both home-based and non-home-based trips
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Duration of walking trips Table 2.4 | Duration of walking trips

Walking trips ten d to be relatively short, in terms of Source: BATS2000

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

underscores the importance of creating communities . Approximate Percent
. ) Minutes distance of trips

that reduce the distance that people must travel. This

can done most effectively through denser, more oto10 Up to 0.5 miles 40%

compact development patterns and by integrating 10.1t0 20 0.5 to 1 miles 33%

land uses. More than 20 More than 1 mile 27%

3 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 ahalf-
mile or less.
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Almost three -quarters of walk trips (73%) are 20
minutes (1 mile) or less.

Only 27% of walk trips are over 20 minutes (1
mile).

Major multi-use paths

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
significant| in terms of length and connections across
city and county borders| arethe East Bay Greenway,
the Iron Horse Trail and the San Francisco Bay Tral
(see Table 2.5).

East Bay Greenway

This greenway was originally envisioned by Urban
Ecology| a Bay Area non-profit that advocates for
neighborhood revitalization and regional
sustainability | as a multi-use path underneath

I 13z U0uwi Ol YEUI E wddudhgas$tFoo 12U 1 w
miles from 18th Avenue in Oakland to the Hayward
BART station. However, a larger vision emerged from
Ul 1l w$EUOwW! Eawlli 1 DOOEOwW/ EUO
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 U nion 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
sectons 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.

Iron Horse Trail

The existing multi -use path extends between the ciies
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

U U

U #

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 AppendixH
for more detailed mileage information).

San Francisco Bay Trail

This 500-mile trail system, when complete, will ring
San Francisco and San Pablo bays. The system
includes 119 miles along the Alameda County

Ui Ouil 6PpOI WwEOEWEOOUT I Uwt KwOPOI U

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.

O0O0POI w

Table 2.5 | Mileage of major trails

Source: Urban Ecology, East Bay Regional Park District,
Sat jaudB ¢® Bay Trail B G)eotFiguted niay né thasch
those in the “Costs and Revenue” chapter, since they were
calculated using different data sets

Proposed
Existing  (unbuilt) Total
Trail mileage  mileage  mileage
East Bay Greenway 1.8 34.8 36.6
Iron Horse Trail 5.8 19.7 25.5
San Francisco Bay Trail 121.8 61.4 183.2
Total 129.4 115.9 245.3

Below are other trails of countywide significance, as
defined in the 2006 Pedestrian Plan, including their
location and development status:

3 Coyote Hills to Ardenwood (EBRPD; Fremont;
proposed)

Ardenwood to Quarry Lakes (EBRPD; Fremont;
proposed)

Tassajara Creek (EBRPD; East planning aregartly

completed)
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3 Shadow Cliffs to Morgan Territory (EBRPD;
between Stanley Rd [Iron Horse Trail] and Las
Positas College only; East planning area;
proposed).

3 Shadow Cliffs to Iron Horse (EBRPD; East planning
area;partly completed )

3 Ohlone Greenway Trail (Alb any and Berkeley;
complete, but needs upgrades)

3 Jack London/Arroyo Mocho Trail (Livermore to
Pleasanton; partly complete)

3 Emeryville Greenway (Berkeley to Emeryville;
partly complete)

Pedestrian safety

Because they do not travelwithi 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.

Collision numbers versus rates

When considering pedestrian collisions (or
fatalities), it is important to remember that
absolute numbers do not tell the whole story. If
over time more people walked while the number
of collisions remained the same, then the rate of
collisions (as measured per pedestrian or per
walk trip) would decrease.

To illustrate, consider two intersections, each
with one pedestrian collision. If intersection A
has 60 people crossing while intersection B has
only 20 people crossing, the rate of collisions
per pedestrian would be much higher at
intersection B.

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
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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 2004t 2008.The data comes from the

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 repaoted
in official crash reports 1.

Fatalities and injuries

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?.16;
appendices| and Jprovide more detailed
information).

1 ?PPolice Reporting of Pedestrians and Bicyclists Treated in

D EuiCHibdpiallEhEgency Rooms? uiTrgmsportation Research

Record, Volume 1635).
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Table 2.6 | Pedestrians killed or injured, 2000-
2008
Source: SWRTS

Annual average
Pedestrians killed 25
Pedestrians injured 710
Pedestrians killed or injured 735

3 The annual number of pedestrians killed or injured
saw a sizable increase in 20002002, from 748 to
875. This was followed by an even more substantial
decrease in 20022007, from 875 to 636.

3 The number of pedestrian fatalities each year was
relatively stable between 2000 and D05, 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).

3 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 becauséigh 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 2.16 | Pedestrian fatalities and injuries, 2000-2008

Source: SWITRS
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Collision hotspots

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 2004 2008that
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, theseintersections are on thoroughfares with
many pedestrians and major bus transit routes.
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Table 2.7 | Intersections with 9 or more
pedestrian collisions, 2004-2008
Source; SWITRS

Intersection Jurisdiction Collisions
40th St & Telegraph Ave Oakland 14
Estudillo Ave & East 14th St San Leandro 12
14th St & Broadway Oakland 10
51st St & Shattuck Ave Oakland 10
Fairmont Dr & East 14th St San Leandro 10
Juana Ave & East 14th St San Leandro 10
Telegraph Ave & Durant Ave Berkeley 9
Foothill Blvd & Grove Way Hayward 9
MacArthur Blvd & Fruitvale Ave Oakland 9
International Blvd & High St Oakland 9
Bancroft Ave & Church St Oakland 9
Blossom Way & East 14th St San Leandro 9

Table 2.8 below lists the roadway corridors that
experienced 40 or more collisions in 2004 2008. 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

14h), MacArthur Boulevard, Ba ncroft Avenue,

Hesperian Boulevard and State Route 238.

Table 2.8 | Pedestrian collisions by primary road,

2004-2008
Source; SWITRS

Road Jurisdiction(s) Collisions
International Oakland 144
Boulevard
State Route 185 (East  San Leandro, 82
14" Street) Hayward, uninc.
Alameda County
Foothill Boulevard Oakland 81
Interstate 880 (at Oakland, San 73
interchanges) Leandro, Hayward,
Fremont
MacArthur Boulevard  Oakland, San 70
Leandro
Telegraph Avenue Berkeley, Oakland 70
Martin Luther King Jr.  Berkeley, Oakland 53
Way
Hesperian Blvd. San Leandro, 52
Hayward, uninc.
Alameda County
Bancroft Avenue Oakland, San 51
Leandro
San Pablo Avenue Albany, Berkeley, 51
Emeryville, Oakland
Shattuck Avenue Berkeley, Oakland 49
Fremont Boulevard Fremont 42
State Route 238 Fremont, Hayward, 40

Union City
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Figure 2.17 | Map of pedestrian collisions, 2004-2008
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Collisions by planning area

Figure 2.18 belowUT ObUwl EET wx OEOOD O

Uil wEOUOUazUwxl E1 UCUDEOWEO
against its share of walk trips from 2000 (see Appendix
Jfor data for each local jurisdiction).

3 TheNorth x OEOODP OT wE®I EZ IUIwWwE EW
pedestrian collisions (64%) is roughly in balance

with its share of the EOU O U a z U w(e3Ie) The U U
same is true for the East planning area (6% versus

7%)

31T w'l OUUEOwx OE OO @1 wwEIOHE
pedestrian collisions (22%) is higher than its share

of the E O U O Walkzrigau(17%).

The South planning area has alower 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

x OEOODPOT wEUI Ez U uysed Figlré 209dnduE O O
w/APRENgixJ (eminute: tips [grRsgsepnt only a minority
D O & Uips @ hai¢ i dataabout ganuiersythany w

about other travelers).

3 The North planning area hasthe highest share of

M U a zPe€dgptrian collisions (64%) but the secondfewest
collisions per 100 pedestrian commuters (2.62)

P x U Seen this way, the North area is safer for
pedestrians than it appears based solely on
absolute numbers, at least as far as traffic

D0 @ PNAHIONG.

3 The Central planning area has the most collisions

per 100 pedestrian commuters (5.30)

The jurisdictions with the lowest rates of collisions

per 100 pedestrian commutersare Berkeley (1.16),

Piedmont (1.77)and Union City (1.95).

The jurisdictions with the most collisions per 100

pedestrian commuters are Hayward (10.29) and

San Leandro (7.44).

3

3

Figure 2.18 | Share of pedestrian collisions (2004-2008) and walk trips by planning area

Sources: SWITRS, BATS2000
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Figure 2.19 | Share of pedestrian fatalities and injuries per 100 pedestrian commuters, 2004-2008

Sources: SWITRS; 2000 Census, 2006-2008 ACS
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Collisions by age group
Table 2.9 below shows the number of pedestrians who

were killed or injured in Alameda County in 2004 ¢
2008 in each of several age groups.

3 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.

3 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%).

Table 2.9 | Pedestrian fatalities and injuries by age
group, 2004-2008
Source: SWITRS

Pedestrians As percent of

Age group killed or injured total

Children (0-17) 957 26.6%
0—4 115 3.2%
5-13 475 13.2%
14-17 367 10.2%
Adults (18-64) 2,258 62.8%
Seniors (65+) 382 10.6%

Total 3,597 100%

Collisions by time of day

Time of day provide s another lens through which to
view pedestrian collisions (see Table 2.10)

3 In 2004 2008,almost 40% of pedestrian fatalities
and injuries from collisions occurred in the
afternoon and evening, a period covering only four
hours (4% 8 pm).

3 One-quarter of pedestrian fatalities and injuries
occurred in the mid -day hours (10 amt 3 pm).

3 The morning and night each experienced 18% of
fatalities and injuries.

Table 2.10 | Pedestrian fatalities and injuries by
time of day, 2004-2008
Source: SWITRS

As

Pedestrians percent
Time of day killed or injured  of total
Morning (6—10 am) 638 18%
Mid-day (10 am-3 pm) 899 25%
Afternoon/eve (4-8 pm) 1,412 39%
Night (8 pm-6 am) 647 18%
Total 3,596 100%
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Collisions by party at fault
Table 2.11below breaks down driver ¢ pedestrian

collisions in Alameda County by party at fault and
violation of the Vehicle Code.

Table 2.11 | Code violations in vehicle—pedestrian
collisions, 2004-2008
Source: SWITRS

Driver at fault 60%
Pedestrian right-of-way* 40%
Unsafe speed 6%
Improper turning 5%
Unsafe starting or backing 4%
Driving under the influence 2%
Improper passing 1%
Other 1%
Pedestrian at fault 290%
Pedestrian violation 27%
Auto right-of-way** 2%
Other/unknown/not stated 1%

* Driver failing to stop for or yield to a pedestrian, for
example in a crosswalk.
** Pedestrian failing to stop for or yield to a driver, for
example at a driver’s green light.

3 The driver was found at fault more than twice as
often as the pedestrian ©0% compared to 29%).
3 By far the most common code infraction was

EUPYI UUzwYDOOEUDOOwdvbyuUT 1 wx

such as failing to stop for a pedestrian walking in a
crosswalk. This accounted for 4 in 10 violations.

Pedestrians’ share of fatalities

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.

3 From 20002008 pedestrians made up 24% of all
traffic fatalities in Alameda County; this is more

OT EQwUPPET wlOI 1 wgOU ®MA% Uwb E C

3 From 2000 2004, thepedestrian share of fatalities
fluctuated between 20% and 28%but in 20044 2007,
it declined steadily from 28% to 17%.

3 In 2008, the pedestrian share of fatalities more than
doubled from 17% the year before to 39%.

Figure 2.20 | Pedestrians as percentage of all traffic fatalities, 2000-2008

Source: SWITRS
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Personal security and crime

In the discussion of traffic collisions, it is easy to
overlook another important component of
safety: the effect on walking of real or perceived
threats to personal security. Crime is a powerful
deterrent against walking, particularly at night,
in isolated areas, in areas with high crime rates,
and among certain groups of people including
women, seniors and people with disabilities.

Like concerns about traffic safety, crime
concerns can lead to a vicious cycle of fewer
people on the street making people feel less
safe and resulting in even fewer people walking.
Making design and maintenance improvements
—including pedestrian-level lighting, landscaping
that is low to the ground, walkways near other
activities and a well-maintained environment—
can go a long way toward alleviating fears and
crime levels. It is also important for public
agencies and the general public to collaborate
with law enforcement officials to prevent crime,
and to ease concerns and fears when crime
rates do not reflect perceptions of safety.

Data on crime against pedestrians is difficult to
obtain and compile. Such statistics are collected
by nearly 20 individual police departments in
Alameda County and there is no reporting
standard or central repository for this
information.

Local planning, programs and advocacy

Local plans

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

that all Alameda County jurisdictions have adopted a
EUUUI OU0wx1 E1l UUUPEOQOwx OEOQWE a
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

ul X r\‘—"Ied%siri%h sé*e%

pedestrian/bicycle plans and two were in the process

of developing a plan as of June 2012 (see Appendix M,
EOQEW3EEO! wt 8t wbOwUT T w?$VYEOUEUD
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local pedestrian plans).

3 Three cities that were in the process of developing
stand-alone pedestrian plans| Alameda, Berkeley
and Fremont| completed and adopted them.

3 Additionally, Pleasanton and Albany began and
have completed pedestrian/bicycle plans.

3 Newark has a combined pedestrian/bicycle plan
underway.

3 Four cities| Piedmont, Hayward, Dublin and
Livermore | remain without a pedestrian or
pedestrian/bicycle plan.

J In addition, all jurisdictions have adopted ADA
transition plans; these are plans describing any
structural or physical changes needed to make a
xUEOPEwI OUPUazUwxUOT UEOQUWEOE

J Related to local planning, the following
jurisdictions and agencies have standing pedestrian
or pedestrian/bicycle advisory committees:
Berkeley, Emeryville, Fremont and Oakland.

Local support programs

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 fromthe local jurisdictions).
Programs that were started after the 2006 Pedestrian
| OEOWPEUWEEOXxUl EwBUI wOEUOI EwWEU

Safety
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Piedmont, Barkel(@/,,(new and San Leandro (new)

e(ljuga of ya%p%agn(? %Igr#egau w
County, Berkeley (new), Dublin, Fremont and San
Leandro
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Law enforcement

J Pedestrian/bicycle traffic safety officers: Alameda
County

3 Pedestrian/bicycle enforcement activities: Eleven
jurisdictions: Alameda County, Albany, Berkeley,
Dublin, Emeryville (new), Fremont, Hayward,
Livermore, Oakland, Pleasanton and San Leandro
@Ol PABwW3T 1 Ul WEEUDYDUDI Uwh
in which a plain -clothes police officer crosses the
street and another officer gives warnings or tickets

to drivers who fail to yield.

Education

3 Inform motorists on pedestrian/bicycle laws:
Albany, Berkeley, Dublin (new) and San Leandro

3 Traffic curriculum: Albany (new), Berkeley (new),
Fremont, Dublin (new) and San Leandro

Promotion/encouragement

3 Walks and tours: Albany, Berkeley, Fremont,
Hayward, Oakland, Piedmo nt (new) and
Pleasanton

3 Walking maps: Berkeley, Emeryville and Oakland

Safe Routes to School

3 Every local jurisdiction except Emeryville and
Piedmont participate in the countywide Safe
Routes to School SR23 program through the SR2S
Partnership (described below).

Traffic calming

3 Sixjurisdictions ( Alameda, Berkeley, Emeryville,
Newark, Pleasanton and San Leandro) have a
substantial traffic -calming program, with a
dedicated funding source.

3 Five jurisdictions (Alameda County, Albany,
Fremont, Livermore and Oakland) have a traffic -
calming program but with no dedicated funding
source.

3 Four jurisdictions (Dublin, Hayward, Piedmont
and Union City) do not have a traffic -calming
program.

Multi-jurisdictional support programs

In addition to the local programs, there are two
support programs of note that serve the entire county
or multiple cities:

J 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. Itis led by Alta Planning and
TransForm, with funding from Alameda CTC and
MTC.

3 Tri-City Senior Walk Clubs, providing social and
recreational opportunities for seniors in Fremont,
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multiple week curriculum that encourages walking
and promotes its health benefits, teaches awareness
of pedestrian safety and persona security, and
trains participants to identify and advocate for
pedestrian impr ovements in their neighborhoods).

Advocacy efforts

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
EUw? x1 ET U Uiurg Epéoiaiattention a@d)
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 Oaklavia
(http://oaklavia.org ), the closure to car traffic of

several blocks in downtown Oakland for strolling,

bicycling and other recreational activities. The event
PEUwWUT T wi PUUOwWI REOx Ol wOIl wE w?
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efforts active in the county, include:

3 Walkable Neighborhoods for Seniors (sponsored
by United Seniors of Oakland and Alameda
County; www.usoac.org/wn4s/index.htm )

3 Pedestrian Friendly Alameda (active in the city of
Alameda; www.ped friendly.org )

3 Albany Strollers and Rollers (focused on improving
walking and biking in Albany
(sites.google.com/site/albanystrollersandrollers)

3 Berkeley Path Wanderers Association

Berkeley Walk and Roll

3 Berkeley Center for Independent Living

G


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/
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Local funding, infrastructure and program
needs

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 foreseeablefunding need for pedestrian
(and bicycle) projects. Appendix N provides their
responses. The table includes the oststo 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 costsof
OT7T 1 wR U U btappinkty) peOddttian and bicycle
projects for the next three years (approximately $136
million for 14 jurisdictions), and the unfunded portion
of these costs ($68 mlion for 13 jurisdictions).

Finally, the table in Appendix N provides the

N U U b U E pverap® dhfubl airienance 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 selectfrom a list their highest -
priority or most pressing pedestrian infrastructure
needs. Table 2.12 below lists the answers provided by
the jurisdictions.

Table 2.12 | Local jurisdictions’ infrastructure
needs

Number of

Need responses
ADA improvements, including curb ramps 14
Improving intersection safety for

. o 11
pedestrians or bicyclists
Upgrading/maintaining sidewalks 10
Filling in gaps in the sidewalk network 9
Improving pedestrian/bicycle access to
schools 9
Improving pedestrian/bicycle access to 6
transit
Building Class | multi-use pathways 5

Improving pedestrian/bicycle access in and
around commercial areas

The local agency questionnairealso askedlocal
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 fo areas of
Alameda County propose 45 pedestrian and/or bicycle

projectscpUT T wOT 1 w?$ YEOQOUEUDPOOWOI w/ O
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CBTPs).Appendix O lists these projects including cost
estimates and their relative priority.
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Table 2.13 | Local jurisdictions’ programmatic improvements in an area of countywide

needs significance, since these areas are so broad.

3 One jurisdiction, Oakland, reported a majority of
the projects (22 out of 37).

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

Obtaining grant funding for projects 13 Alameda (city), 2; Liver more, 5; Oakland, 22;

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

Number of
Need responses

Creati fi tes to school pl . . . .

reating safe routes to schootplans 2 3 21 projects were located in public-transit areas of
Developing or updating a pedestrian master countywide significance, that is, within a half mile
plan 8

of rail stations, ferry terminals or major bus routes.
Launching a safe routes to school program 5 3 15 projects were in or near activity centers of
countywide significance (areas within downtowns
and major commercial districts, and near shopping
centers, postsecondary educational institutions,
Creating local pedestrian/bicycle maps 3 hospitals and medical centers, major public venues,
government buildings and regiona | parks).

Adding or increasing pedestrian/bicycle
staff 4

Implementing a complete streets policy 2
J 11 projects were inter-jurisdictional trails of
Pedestrian/bicycle training for agency staff 2 countywide significance. These included 6 Bay
Assembling a pedestrian/bicycle advisory Trail projects (which completed approximately 9
committee 1 miles of trails) and 4 Iron Horse Trail projects.
. . . J Projects can be located in more than one of area of
Developing a traffic calming program 0 . o
countywide significance.
Support programs
Implementation of the 2006 plan 3 Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S) Alameda County
Partnership.
The 2006 Countywide Pedestrian Plan laid out 3 Tri-City Senior Walk Clubs.
priorities, goals and near-term next steps for 3 For both programs, see the earlier section on multi -
implementing the plan. Although progress on jurisdictional support programs for details.

implementation is sometimes difficult to track, much

[ EUWED | OWEEEOOx0DUT T EwUDOE| whl L mEOY QUAL SalePHEN Y506 plan

pedestrian plan was adopted.

The 2006 Pedestrian Plan identified eight priority

) o implementation activities for the five years following
Three.areas of cou_ntyW|d(_a s|gn_|f|cance were adoption of the plan, or the 2006-2010 period. These
established for capital projects in the 2006 plan: access SO ROWUOT xUs whpi Ul wxUPOEUDOA W
to major transit, access to major activity centers, and ACTIA (now Alameda CTC), although it was expected

inter -jurisdictional trails. In 2010, local jurisdictions that several would require partnering with local

were polled on pedestrian improvements that had jurisdictions and other agencies. Below is a summary

been built during the prewous five fiscal years _ of the progress that has been made on the eight
(2005/06 to 2009/10) in these areas of countywide priority activities.

significance. Varying levels of responses were
received, making this list of projects more than likely 1. Prioritize funding investments of countywide
incomplete (see Appendix P for a detailed list of significance

implemented projects):

Capital projects

3 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.

3 Became a partner in the national Active
Transportation legislative effort to bring a dditional

3 Although only six (out of fifteen) jurisdictions
reported on implemented projects, it is likely that
all jurisdictions made at least some capital
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3. Support programs shown to be effective

3

4. Strengthen the link between walking and public
transit

3

5. Raise awareness of the nexus between walking
and public health

3

. Elevate importance of pedestrian planning

funding for pedestrian, bicycle and access to transit
improvements.

Worked with MTC to implement their Routine
Accommodation policy within the county.

Funded three local pedestrian master plans with
bicycle/pedestrian funding from Measure B.
Initiated this update to the Countywide Pedestrian
Plan.

Incorporated the priorities from the 2006 plan into
the updates to the 2008 Countywide Transportation
Plan and the 2009 Regional Transportation Plan.

Funded the establishment and continued operation
of the countywide Safe Routes to Schools program,
begun in 2007.

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.

CoOUPOUI UwUOUOWEOOUEDPOEUI wpk 4§
agencies, which includes participating on project
Technical Advisory Committees as requested.
Funded multiple transit access projects with
countywide discretionary bicycle/pedestrian
funding, such as streets@pe improvements near
BART stations, pedestrian wayfinding sighage near
rail stops and the proposed East Bay Greenway.

Continued to collaborate with the public health
department on grants, planning efforts and
information -sharing.

Funded the completion of segments of the Bay
Trail, along with feasibility studies on two
segments of the Iron Horse Tralil.

Funded two efforts to implement the East Bay
Greenway: a feasibility study of the Union Pacific
Railroad right -of-way as a future trail, and the
environmental review and implementation strategy
for the first phase of the Greenway.

6. Create an ongoing pedestrian technical advisory
committee

3 Launched the Pedestrian Bicycle Working Group in
2007,which continues to meet 2-4 times per year.

7. Invest in education and training

3 Organized a half-day Bicycle and Pedestrian
Conference (2009).

3 Began hosting the monthly webinars of the
Association of Bicycle and Pedestrian Professionals
(2008to present).

3 Updated the Toolkit for Improving Walkability in
Alameda County (2009).

8. Develop technical tools

3 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.
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Challenges encountered implementing the priorities identified in the 2006

In the 2010 local agency questionnaire (to whichall 15 Countywide Pedestrian Plan. The most commonly
jurisdictions responded), local jurisdictions were cited implementation challenges by far were

asked to identify challenges they have encountered in insufficient funding and staff time and right -of-way

constraints (see Figure 2.21 below).

Figure 2.21 | Implementation challenges encountered by local jurisdictions

Lack of funding
Lack of staff time

Right-of-way/legal challenges

Implementation has taken longer than BMajor Obstacle
anticipated but is moving forward B Minor Obstacle
Lack of local jurisdiction support for B Mot an Obstacle

projects/no longer a high prionity
Unclear on what the Countywide Plan
pricrities are

Other

3 Perhaps not surprisingly, every jurisdiction (except
Dublin) cited inadequate funding for projects as a
major challenge.

3 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.

3 Significant right -of-way challenges were reported
by San Leandro, Fremont, Pleasanton and Dublin.

J Additionally, Oakland suggested the need for
better coordination with resurfacing projects;
Pleasantor|{ which is dealing with projects
adjacent to waterways| mentioned lack of
interagency coordination as a significant challenge;
and San Leandro, Hayward and Newark cited lack
of community or jurisdictional support as minor
challenges.






3 | EVALUATION OF PLANS,
POLICIES AND PRACTICES

Introduction

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 areas| including
complete streets, climate action, smart growth and
active transportation | are 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 efforts 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 ctallenges 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 2006
when the first Coun tywide Pedestrian Plan was
adopted| special attention is paid to relevant policy

areas that have emerged or advanced in importance in
the past six years.

A number of emerging policy areas—
including complete streets, climate action,
smart growth and active transportation—are
giving further policy support to walking.

Ultimately, the Countywide Pedestrian Plan will be
adopted by Alameda CTC and implemented in
collaboration with jurisdictions and other public
agencies, nonprofits 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

ET1 OEaAazZUwWDOXxEEUWOOWPEOODOI
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 n this chapter were
evaluated and those that are implementable in the
near future were developed into specific
recommendations and implementable actions in the
x OFE Ot Stepsy WET Ex 01 UG
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California Complete Streets Act of 2008

Emergmg pOIICy areas In future years, all jurisdictions will have to

The policy context surrounding nonmotorized incorporate complete streets into their planning.

transportation has changed substantially in the few Assembly Bill 1358, the California Complete Streets
years since 2006. This section reviews four policy areas EUWOIl wl YYWOwUIl gUubUI Uw? Ul EVUwUI
that have emerged or advanced in importance in or county, upon any substantive revision of the

recent years: (i) complete streets; (i) climate action; circulation element of the general plan, modify the

(iii) smart growth, including Priority Devel opment circulation element to plan for a balanced, multimodal

Areas (PDAs) and Growth Opportunity Areas transportation network that meets the needs of all

(GOAs); and (iv) active transportation. These efforts users [including] motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists,

are still new enough that they are either still in the children, persons with disa bilities, seniors, movers of
developmental stages or have just begun being commercial goods, and users of public o o
implemented, making it difficult to evaluate their UUEOUxOQUUEUDPOOS6G?> w3T PUwxUOYDUD
impact on the ground. However, as explained below, effect on January 1, 2011. The law also directs the
they all will likely contribute significantly to &O0YI UOOUzZUw. I I PEI wOl w/ OEOCOPOI w
improving the policy landscape for walking in coming its guidelines for the developm ent of circulation

years. Emerging state and regional policies provide elements so as to assist cities and counties in meeting

OxxOUUUOGPUPT UwOOwi POEwWPE a Ul Heabeveyreadiementd| | wedUOUaz Vuw
requirements to reduce traffic congestion while
making progress on walking improvements to create a
transportation system that serves all modes.

“Complete streets” describes roadways that
are planned, designed, operated and
maintained for safe and convenient access
by all users and in ways that are appropriate
Complete streets to the function and context of the facility.

P O0O0x Ol Ul wuUul 1 UU? wel UEUDE] UudhQdg bR Fefekhlittd 5 iddtiFiid nlv generation
planned, designed, operated and maintained for safe of circulation elements and a surge in complete streets

and convenient access by all userg including policies and ordinances around the state as general
pedestrians, bicyclists and transit riders| and in ways plans are updated over time, beginning in early 2011.

that are appropriate to the function and contextofthe | Framont is the only local jurisdiction  in Alameda

|l EEPOPUaOwWw?10UUDPOlI WEEEOOOO Hc%rquaﬁg\guplalﬁewws c&ﬁéﬂdn%lé‘hjr:elqgr{%é x Uw

that has similar meaning, but has been replaced by the the act took effect. In addition , the general plans of
term complete streets in most contexts. It is the some of the other jurisdictions already address
practice of considering the needs of pedestrians and complete streets, directly or indir ectly, and may be
bicyclists habitually in the planning, design, funding compliant with the new law. MTC has recently

and construction of transportation projects. 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.

TTT
m

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 MTC Complete Streets Policy
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 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

PPDUT wUl 1 POOEOwWi UOEUW?UTI EOOWEODOD
accommodation of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as

El UEUPEI EwPOw" EQOUUEOQUW#1 xUUaw#
in the full project cost. The policy requires project -

sponsoring agencieg including Alameda CTC and
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local jurisdictions | to submit a completed checklist
evaluating pedestrian (and bicycle) facility needs as
part of the planning and design of each transportation

3 Conduct field reviews to confirm that pedestrian
accommodations were constructed as indicated in
the project checklists.

project submitted for funding to MTC.

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

EOOx OQawbpbUT wlOT 1 streets Gandrat plam E O O x
requirement by October 2014, to be eligible for funds.

Alameda CTC Complete Streets Policy
(Owl YYt Ow OEOI EEw" 3" WwEEOXxUI E
Accommodation policy (Resolution 3765; see below)

- when it.adopted the previous Countywide Bicycle . .. . .
o G o S B RS iy 11 e 0w
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earliest conception or design phase so that any
pedestrian or bicycle consideration can be included in

JTEN o oA Aot oA BN ~ 1 . Management Prog(r)am(gCMPL Alameda CTC currently . .
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PN ey a1 considers pedestrians whervit develops a. -
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) . . transportation project that could impact walking
pedestrians, and to inform the public on how well . .

e A A A A A A s e s A s . . . k-~ pegatively. However .t his.approach may not be
xUONI EUUWEEEOOOOEEUI wbEOODODI 0 U

decisions are not contingent on how the checklists are
completed.

, 3" z0wx OO0OPEaAawWEOUOwWUI gUPUI U
agencies (CMAs), such as Alameda CTC, to forward

all submitted project checklists to their bicycle and
pedestrian advisory committees (BPACS) for review.
There are several ways in which Alameda CTC could
consider improving its compliance with this

requirement, as listed below.

o MTC complete streets policy and checklist:
www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/routine_ac
commodations.htm

Suggestions

3 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.

Investigate feasibility of tracking checklists and
projects on line to streamline time and efficiency.

consistent f%r aIPJpIrOjléc?s!EAdé?tilon%Jlly, even
recommended accommodations may not appear in a
final project for several reasons, including limited

& B9 BUPBEBUEES 1Y 858y w

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 passthrough 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

Caltrans’ Complete Streets Policy

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

DUUOwWEOEwW, 3" zUwlOI pPOwUI gUDUI O
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DD-64-R1, entitled Complete Streetd Integrating the
Transportation System, significantly strengthened the

x OOPEawEIl a 0O0E wN Udriged9dE OOUDE
pedestrians and bicyclists. Among the responsibilities
that Caltrans assigned to itself under the revised

directive are:

J Ensure pedestrian, bicycle and transit interests are
appropriately represented on interdisciplinary
planning and project delivery development teams.

3 Ensure pedestrian, bicycle and transit user needs
are addressed and deficiencies identified during
system and corridor planning, project initiation,
scoping, and programming.

3 Ensure incorporation of pedestrian, bicycle and
transit travel elements in all plans and studies.

3 Promote land uses that encourage pedestrian,
bicycle and transit travel.

3 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
xUPOUPUPI UwbOwUT 1T WEUI ES w" E
documents| for example, its Highway Design

Manual| did not universally coincide with the

EIl xEUUOI OUzZUWEOGOXxOI1 Ul wulUI

In part to address these issues, Caltrans adpted 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 consideations 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.

o Deputy Directive 64-R1:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hqg/tpp/offices/ocp/complete_street
s_files/dd_64 _rl_signed.pdf

o Caltrans’ Complete Streets Implementation Action
Plan:
U b dtip:Hwywdot.ca.gov/ha/tpp/offices/ocp/complete_street
s_files/ICompleteStreets_IP03-10-10.pdf

Suggestions
3 Educate local jurisdictions on the relevance of

CaltraODUz w" OOx Ol Ul w2U0UIT 1 OUw( Ox Ol

Plan to local streets and roads, and on its
relationship to the Highway Design Manual
(discussed in a later section).

3 Alameda CTC could work with local jurisdictions
to develop a list of Caltrans highway overcrossings,
undercrossings and at-grade crossings that might
benefit from improvements for pedestrians. This
could help Caltrans identify opportunities to
accommodate nonmotorized transportation.

Climate action

The past five years has seen an expansion of legisitive
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

UOEUT zUw&' &wil OPUUD OEndibBouuNNY w

percent below 1990 levels by 2050. Meanwhile, Senate
5 U BIE3B Ragsediingda B ¢08) s efigsEn the

nation that will attempt to control GHG emissions by

directly linking land use to transportation. The law

OUlWLPBBBEERUT | autesBoardgARB)toD Uwl i U

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 past five years has seen an expansion of
legislative and planning efforts in California
to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases in
order to mitigate climate change.

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
California| including the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG)| have 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
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miles traveled. In the Bay Area, this strategy is called

O T w?)OQB®OT w" 6601 EUPOOwW2 U0U
to take several years before AB 32 and SB 375 begin to
rEOUT OUOw OEOI EEw" OUOUaz Uw(
use patterns. The main way in which these laws are
expected to support walking is through
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Transportation Plan (RTP), a 28year planning

Table 3.1 | N

document. As a part of the broader SCS, the RTP (and
E Uthefeforé theuGolihtyviidé Trandporkatod Pldh w
CWTP) were designed to meet the GHG emission

later in this chapter.

U P pVehsitg épetteiBay Area’s SCS:

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 honmotorized
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 typesof projects.


http://www.onebayarea.org/

































































































































































































