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Welcome to the Bikeways Academy

Agenda

* Infroduction to the Countywide
Bikeways Network

« Countywide Bikeways Design
Expectations

 Infroduction to Welbsite
Resources and Design Principles

» Discussion and Next Steps
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About Alameda CTC

* Roles:
> Plan: Coordinate countywide transportation planning efforts
> Fund: Program local, regional, state and federal funding
> Deliver projects and programs including those approved by voters
with Measure B/BB sales tax and the Vehicle Registration Fee

« Governed by 22-memiber Commission of local jurisdiction
and transit agency representatives
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What is the Countywide Bikeways Network?

Countywide Bikeways Network
builds off priorities already
identified in the Countywide
Active Transportation Plan and
Countywide Transportation Plan
to form a cohesive network of
safe and comfortable bike
routes of countywide
imporiance.

Alameda Countywide #iah 4
Transportation Plan ;
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‘auwen  Countywide Bikeways Network A Network of

Ny Conceptual
Bc; rkeley The Countywide Bikeways Network will: Corridors
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A Network for All Ages and Abilities (AAA)

S 3

: Cargo and Families And Confident Riders!
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https://www.flickr.com/photos/sfbike/9546855693/in/album-72157634053848499/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/2.0/legalcode

A Network for All Ages and Abilities

Adopted Policy:
* Use NACTO methodology to

set AAA standard

« Require Complete Corridors peslsnine 1of

All Ages & Abilities

Contextual Guidance for

Approach to balance
competing needs
« Develop Design Expectations
« Support with Design
Resources

High-Comfort Bicycle Facilities

Images Source: NACTO
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Key Implementation Tasks for 2023

( DESIGN GUIDE ) + BIKEWAYS ACADEMY

Web Design Issue- Project Commission Technical

Guidance and specific Stories Workshop Training

Best Practice White Sessions
by Topic Papers
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Bikeways Academy: 2023 Sessions @

Spring: Design Fundamentals

Summer: Phasing and Implementation Panel

Fall: Commission Workshop

Winter: Phasing and Implementation Key Findings
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Countywide Bikeways Design Expectations
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All Ages and Separate Apply the Prioritize
Abilities Bikeways  Modes Safe System Transit
Approach

g

’rinue Through Use Dule
Intersections Materials

Be
Accessible
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New Design Resource Guide

» Application of AAA policy for
practice

 Direction and citation of
national guides

» Orients designers to available
resources with links to further
reading
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Federal Highway Administration
SEPARATED BIKE LANE
| PLANNING AND DESIGN GUIDE

Designing for
All Ages & Abilities
Contextual Guidance for

Don’t Give Up
at the Intersection
Declgning All Ages and Abiliise

SEPARATED BIKE IJ\NE

" PLANNING & DESIGN GUIDE 2015

Countywide Bikeways Network



@&) All Ages and Abilities Bikeways

Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways
Roadway Context

.......................... argetMax
i Motor Vehicle | Key Operational
ator Vehicla i Lanes : Considerations

All Ages & Abilities
Bicycle Facility

Target Motor
 Any of the following: high

Countywide Bikeways Facilities are Vel ot

Any :Any : motor vehicle congestion, or

expected fo incorporate All Ages

< 10 mph Less relevant No centerling, Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street

and Abilities design principles “Tomen 20002000 SN o |oevammoeean

£ 500-1500 ! g'the peak direction at peak hour

defined in the NACTO Contextual B W o ey
Guidance for Selecting All Ages and |
Abilities (AAA) Bikeways.

{Single lane
! pach direction :
—— Low curbside activity, or low

3.000- i each direction, : ) o Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph 000 forsinglelane Low curbside activity, or low Lane
_ i congestion pressure

; one-wa
reater than | Y

000

{=6,000 H : 5
Greater than Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht : per direction  :
| Greater than ! Protected Bicycle Lane,
{6,000 ::Any Aﬂy or Bicycle Path
High-speed limited access High pedestrian volurme Bike Path with Separate Walkway

roadways, natural corridors, | Any or Protected Bicycle Lane

or geographic edge conditions ¢
with limited conflicts i

Shared-Use Path or

ELU edestrian volume .
I wp Tian Ve Protected Bicycle Lane

Image source: NACTO
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Resources by Topic

What resource should | be looking at?

Design
Guidance
Bike Lane
Bike Lane
Bike Blvd
Other
Bikeways

Separated

>~ 5
O =
2 0
o O
> 0
0 »v

NACTO All Ages and Abilities Guide
FHWA Bikeway Selection Guide

FHWA Separated Bike Lane Guide

Mass DOT Separated Bike Lane Guide
NACTO Don’'t Give Up at the Intersection
Caltrans DIB 89

ANAN

<L

NACTO Urban Bikeway Guide

KKK
AKX
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NACTO AAA Contextual Guidance in Practice

KN All Speeds® (S <6,000 ADT R\ <2,000 ADT
& All Volumes @@ <25 MPH Gy <20 MPH

Separated Bike Lanes or

Shared Use Path Bike Boulevard

Ui "._'-‘jf:l.- l

‘ins

Buffered Bike Lanes

;. AT . b = o
Y P | ’&3 P

il _.. .
. B i
A ——

Ferry Point, Alameda Roosevelt Avenue & Channing Way, Berkeley

*While no maximum speed is outlined in
the AAA guidance, lowering speeds is a

fundamental Safe System approach.
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AAA Toolbox

Separated
Bikeways and
Shared Use
Paths

(S Al Speeds®
@@ All Volumes

*While no maximum speed is
outlined in the AAA guidance,
lowering speeds is a fundamental
Safe System approach.

i Context and Design Considerations

Physical separation provides the most
comfort in many contexts

Harrlson Street Oakland

Land use, bikeway network, and available
right of way should inform modal separation

W. Jack London Blvd, Livermore

Shared=use paths are distinct from wide

S|de\vmalks with Ieglblllty as blkeways

West Street Path at University Ave, Berkeley

Lowering speed and volume with separated
bikeways supports multi-modal safety

Bancroft Avenue, Berkeley




AAA Toolbox

Bike Lanes
and Buffered
Bike Lanes

(SN < 6,000 ADT
&y <25 MPH

i Context and Design Considerations

Consider Design & Visibility at High-
Frequency Driveways and Intersections

2nd Street, Fremont

Does not meet AAA expectations with high
vehicle'speeds, volumes, and conflicts

L
il . | | !

Blockages.common with active curb loading
doesihot meet AAA expectations

w3 iy .
‘1m‘_ e A SR e T
Salas i Ly .
= ol o oy R G D
nf i ooy p i A7 |
= Y A ! ;o
§
|
}
i
i | 13

Bancroft Avenue, San Leandro




i Context and Design Considerations

AAA Toolbox

Considerations between Parallel Routes Intersection design with strong traffic control
versus Main Street

Bicycle FEnmEEREREE S o ) A B - B
Boulevards/
Neighborhood g t2er o8 m;

f\ \ S Q,OOO ADT Upgrade-to dedicated'and protected facilities To be AAA, requires significantly low ADT and
if needed to mangge confllcts = speed

&y <20 MPH Jixw

Horton Street, Emeryville Roosevelt Ave & Channing Way, Berkeley

17



M West Street Road Diet Project

AAA TOO | bOX Vertical trafficiealming for spced-and Protected intersections at arterial bikeways

volume management

NHEE LG
Lanes

High-visibility crosswalks and median
refuges

Local
Application

Countywide Bikeways Network ] 8



Apply the Safe System Approach

Countywide Bikeways Facilities are

o o %,
expected to address the SAESET N %,

. . . . o Safe Road ) ?{.“
Countywide or local High-injury § Users Sz :
Networks. 5

' g \§ .
% S
%, &

R >
ESPONSIBILITY |5 SHAR®

Image source: FHWA
Sty
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g Guides, Standards, and Resources

Safe System
Approach

0 iy L)

s .
Death/Serious Injury Humans Humans Are

. -

is Unacceptable Make Mistakes Vulnerable

While no creshes are desirable, the People will ingvitably make mistakes People have limits for 1olerating crash
Safe Syatem approach prioritizes that can lesd 1o crashes, bat the forces before desth and senbous injury
crashes that resull in death and trans portation System can be designed  occurs; therefore, it is critical to
sErigus injuries, since no ane should and aperated to sccommodate human  design and operate a transpartation
experience ither when uting the mistakes and injury Wolerances and system that & human-centric and
transportation System. aveid death and Sesiows injunies. accomrnodates human vulnerabilities.

« FHWA Zero Deaths and Safe
System Resources

FHWA Primer on Safe
System Approach for
Pedestrian and Bicycle

LY 006 O

Responsibility Safety is Redundancy
is Shared Proactive is Crucial

All stakehalders [transportation Proactive tools should be usad 1o Reducing risks requires that all
Syslem users and managers, identify and miligate latent risks in parts of the ransportation System
vehiche marm [al:lurLrs o) must the tram&portation System, rather are strengthened, so that if one
ensure thal erashes don't lead to than waiting for crashes to oocur part fails, the other parts s4ll

fatal or serious injuries. and reacting afteswards. prolect people.

ITE Safe System Approach
Resources

Safety Benefits:

Bicycle Lane Additions can

Average risk of death for a pedestrian 90% reduce crashes up to:
at impact raises as speed increases L/
P pe 49%
for total crashes
on urban 4-lane undivided

collectors and local roads.®
"10% 30%
for total crashes on urban
2 divided
23mph 42mph 58 mph ane undivide

collectors and local roads.®

Image sources: FHWA




Design
Toolbox

Safe System
Approach

Safe System
Design

/. Safe roads: avoiding bicycle crashes

Lakeside Drive, Oakland North Fremont Street, Monterey Bancroft Avenue, Berkeley

What are the safety needs and design strategies on the corridor?

Separate usersin N Increase
Separate users in time ,
space attentiveness and

awareness



Safe roads: managing speed

Design
Toolbox

Safe System
Approach

West Street, Oakland Stanley Ave/Valley Ave/ Bernal Ave, Pleasanton

What speed management strategies are you considering?

Speed Limit and Residential and Corner Radius Lowers
Target Speed Setting Arterial Traffic Turn Speeds
Calming

Image sources: FHWA, City of Oakland 2 2




(28,. Separate Modes

i Wy T
ﬂﬂu ;:u!!

Countywide Bikeways
Faclilities are expected to
maximize separation between
all modes, to the extent
feasible, and reduce or avoid
conflict points.

\‘ag,'.Tk/////
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g Guides, Standards, and Resources

Separated
Bike Lanes

ExHiBIT 3L: VERTICAL OBJECTS IN THE STREET BUFFER ZONE (CONTINUED)

FHWA Separated Bike Lane
Planning and Design Guide
Mass DOT Separated Bike Lane
Guide

Caltrans DIB 89

NACTO Urban Bikeway Design 7 Preferred
Guide with Designing for Al Eg;fg?gl:;;:tmn
Ages and Abillities

continuous spacing

imnfimn} e i
1 r 1 r

A common “multiple threat” conflict, where reduced visibility for motor vehicles turning across multiple travel lanes increase bicyclists' risk at
crossings. The 4-to-3 lane conversion is a common technigue for managing motor vehicle traffic flow while reducing the multiple threat conflict,
though two-way left turn lanes introduce turn conflicts at mid-block locations (e.g. driveways).

Image sources: FHWA, NACTO, MassDOT 2 4




M Direction of Travel

One-Way Bike Travel?

’- “ : }!" ‘
¥ j
L 29 i
=t || R e B A el
" i o R Gl
’ \y 3 |
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Two-Way Bike Travel?

Design Toolbox

Separated
Bike Lanes

Harrison Street,aaklaha o ‘ ‘. Bancroft Avenue, Berkeley
[What direction of travel is best suited for your bikeway design? ]
K Most common \ / Intersections more sensitive \
* Provides access to both sides of * Provides access to one side of the
K D o the street street
eY eSlg n * Intuitive for those used to » Space efficient
Differences vehicular travel « Consider at edge conditions with
* Can work well with phased limited access (parks, waterways)
implementation or in contexts with high wrong

K Needs space for two buffers / k way riding /

25




Design Toolbox

Separated Bike
Lanes

Key Design
Differences

H Bikeway Height

Raised Separated Bikeway? In-Roadway Separated Bikeway?

A A A R b | (ot O
: 5 e A

Christie Avenue, Emeryville Shoreline Drive, Alameda

What bikeway height fits your project context and scope?

* Cost, drainage, feasibility * Lower cost, flexible design
considerations  Additional considerations for

* More separation from vehicles maintenance

Carefully consider design and legibility of loading zones and bikeway/
sidewalk delineation to ensure functionality + ADA



Bl Paths & Median Bikeways

Design Toolbox

Bicycle paths or shared-use paths are Median greenways can provide a trail
sometimes used too. Their design needs can experience, with important access and
. be very similar to raised separated bike lanes. |ntersect|on considerations
o e 4 e - ' i r
Separated Bike <2

Lanes

Buchanan St}’eet, Albany

Key Design

leferences Access to one or both sides of Double the conflicting turn
street movements
Shared or dedicated bikeway No direct access to street frontage
Separate sidewalk with building or Consider at generous right of way
loading access with landscape opportunity
Consider at transitional locations




Design Toolbox

Separated Bike

Lanes

Curb Use

M Key Design Differences

ADA parking and loading

Get people/goods to the
sidewalk

Wider buffer dimensions
Determining appropriate
materials

Or No Parking?
SR RE e R, ‘. pi. =i ST

|

Quality and width of buffer
important for separation from
moving traffic

More options for buffer style
and material




g Prioritize Transit

Countywide Bikeways Facilities are
expected to prioritize transit operations
and transit rider comfort along with
multimodal safety.

Use the Complete Corridors Approach
described in the Countywide
Transportation Plan (CTP) to balance
multimodal priorifies.

\‘":57." /////
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g Guides, Standards, and Resources
Transit

NACTO Transit Street Design
Guide

MassDOT Separated
Bikeway Design Guide

exist s: FLOATING BUS STOP (MID-BLOCK)

FHWA Separated Bike Lane
Guide

5.4.2 EXAMPLE CONFIGURATIONS

The fobowing exhibits present examples
of separated bike lane and bus stop
configurations. Each axhibit mcorporates
required and recommended design
alements described in Section 5.4.1, and
highlights unigue considarations of each
configuration.

Figure 16

MNOT TO SCALE

Image sources: MassDOT, NACTO, FHWA 3 O




Transit

Planning and
Coordination

g Bus Corridor Planning Considerations

San Péb(d A\I/-en s

Is

the bikeway corridor also transit corridor?

4

Coordinate with transit agency staff early and often
Corridor-specific needs and opportunities for transit
Routing considerations on very constrained corridors
Bus operations impacts for design options

Stop spacing, location, and opportunities for upgrades
Passenger access and experience

31



g Bus Design Considerations
Transit

Design

Telegraph Avenue, Oakland

[Does your separated bikeway corridor include bus stops?

8 Stop location, length, crosswalk clearance )
* Speed and proximity of adjacent traffic

* Bikeway separation and channelization

e Clear space for ADA and ramp deployment

" Stop amenities )

Image sources: Bike East Bay, MassDOT 3 2



o
& Be Accessible

Countywide Bikeways Facilities
are expected to use best
practices for accessibility and
universal design.

\\0:57." /////
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Accessibility

User Focus

Wheelchair/Mobility
Device User

User with Visual
Impairment

)

@
O% ® People biking and
walking

People needing more
time to cross

34



g Guides, Standards, and Resources

Accessibility

2010 ADA Standards (2010 Figure 4-3:
ADAS) dillerenes
between gutter
ISR o e
Public Right of Way s
Accessibility Guidelines
(PROWAG)
California Building Code (CBC) K0
e Figure 4-4: T T T T T T T T
Caltrans Design Information ﬁ;;fi‘;:’ﬂpe
Bulletin (DIB 82-06) between a
gutter and a
Caltrans Standard Plans (A88A, herlchaire
A88B, A90A, A90B) to flip over

Local Agency Standard Plans

Local ADA Coordinator/Group
FHWA Accessible Shared Streets

FHWA Designing Sidewalks and
Trails for Access

Source: FHWA Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access 3 5



Accessibility

Planning
Considerations

Telegraph Avenue, Oakland Liberty Street & Sundale Drive, Fremont

:What accessibility benefits and considerations apply to your corridor? ]

» Bikeway separation legibility and navigability
 Materials, color contrast

* Bikeway width

« Grade and cross slope for shared-use paths

« Safety co-benefit

K Loading and curb access

K Stakeholder coordination outreach (include local ADA coordinator)\

* Crosswalk configuration, crossing distance, upgrade opportunities

/

36



Accessibility

Curb Access

37
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r Continue Through Intersections

Countywide Bikeways Facilities

are expected to continue
protection through
intersections.

Countywide Bikeways Network
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g Guides, Standards, and Resources
Intersection

[
e s I g n Minor Street Crossing Diagram Posted Speed Limit and AADT

Vehicle AADT <9,000 Vehicle AADT 9,000-15,000 Vehicle AADT >15,000
Roodway Configuration <30 mph | 35 mph | =40 mph|<30 mph| 35 mph | 240 mph | <30 mph| 35 mph | 240 mph
- . 2 lanes o2 O @ (1] (1] 0] (1] 0] 0]
NACTO Don't Give Up at = T L I P R
7 909 © 7 9@ @7 9|7 9 (5]
. 0230 60 60 30 60 OO 60 80 O
3 lanes with raised median
the Intersection e[ s s as | s s as ] s s
7 9@ 097 %@ ©0 07 2@ © 2]
3 lanes w/o raised median 0230 80 00 330 €0 OO 6O OO ©
(1 lane in each direction with a 456 56/ 56456 56| 56/456| 56[5¢6
MassDOT Separated Koo e 7" 5l "5 “elr sle" el "el7 s el ‘e
0 00 0 80 OO0 e 0 e 80 e
o o . 4+ lanes with raised median 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Bikeway Design Guide @ Pl e
789789 8789080 80@s80O 80 80O
Ch 1- 4 d 6 4+ lanes w/o raised median EE(© . RO OO O C
. S 5 6 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Op ers an @ ormorelanes neoch diection) | 2 g g0, 89 80789086 50O@8G 86 5O
Given the set of conditions in a cell, 1 High-visibility ings, parking i I' on
. N . " ime lighting levels,
# Signifies that the countermeasure is a candidate . L
U S D OT & F H WA G U | d e fo r regiment of a marked uncontrlled crossing location. and crossing warning signs
@ Signifies that the countermeasure should always be 2 Raised crosswalk . .
. . considered, but not mandated or required, based upon 3 Advance Yield Here To (Stop Here For) Pedestrians sign
Improving Pedestrian Safe e g o e
crossing location. 4 In-Street Pedestrian Crossing sign
5 Curb extension
= O Sigifies that crosswalk visibility enhancements should )
at Uncontrolled Crossin oluys oo i connclon wi oiner nted & Pdestion efuge sond
countermeasures* 7 Rectangular Rapid-Flashing Beacon (RRFB)*™
o 8 Road Diet
. The ab f b fies that th I ) )
LOC O _I_l O ns isfu sem’:en&z nnum er signifies tha 'ehﬁ?un ermp.usu::ov P Hybrid Beacon (PHE)™
be idered ing engineering
e speed

Figure 22 o

Sources: MassDOT, NACTO, FHWA




Bl Intersection Design Principles

Design — Plan for Bicyclist
, A Bik
Toolbox Kl i N

Intersections

Relationship

Systemwide Design:
Slow Interactions
with Good Sightlines

Between
Visibility and
Turn Speed

Data-Driven Approach for Protected
Conflicting Turns

Motor Vehicles per Hour
Turning across Separated Bike Lane

Separated e
Bike Lane Two-way Street e —

Operation

Left Turn Left Turn
Right Turn across One across Two

Lane Lanes
=

Two-way 100 50

Right or Left
Turn

Sources: MassDOT, City of Fremont

EXHIBIT 6A: Considerations for Time-separated Bicycle Movements



Design
Toolbox

Intersections

= Clear Sight Distance
L)

I No Stopping/ No Standing d
1

f<o»)
- E3—
e - <o}
@ 2
& &
i0>)
Grand Street at Otis Drive, Alameda ' —

What are the key elements of a protected intersection?

* Slow interactions, good sightlines A
* Pedestrian refuges and raised corner islands
* Advance queue area for bikes

N Clear sight distance y

Image sources: NACTO Don’t Give Up at the Intersection




Design
Toolbox

Intersections

Bl Bike Boulevard Intersections

Table 1. Application of pedesfrian crash countermeasures by roadway feature.

Posted Speed Limit and AADT
Vehicle AADT <9,000 \iehicle AADT 9,000-15,000 Vehicle AADT =15,000
Roadway Configuration =30 mph | 35 mph | =40 mph | <30 mph| 35 mph | =40 mph| <30 mph | 35 mph | =40 mph
02 0 [} L] (1] @ 0 @ @
ﬁ';‘;ﬁ’ineuchdimmn 456 65& 656456 56 564656 56 56
) 7 9@ @ 7 e @7 9|7 2 (9]
0230 0 0 30 0 OO0 OO0 e e
3 lanes with roised median
{1 lane in each direction) § B G = &3 E = 8= E E
7 90 07 90 QO 07 90 © 19}
3 lanes w/o raised median 0230 0 OO 30 VO V0 OO OO0 ©
{1 lane in each direction with @ 4 5 & 5 & E 6(4 5 & 5 & 5 &|4 5 & 5 4|5 &
fwo-way left-urn lang) 7 97 9 07 90 © o7 9 (9] o
. 0 &0 0 0 e0 o0 0 00 e e
4+ lanes with I'tEII!Ed rne_dlup 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
2 or murs {miza n sooh dfention) 789789 8Q@789080 8QOBY 8O 80
4+ lanes wio roised median ¢ o0 o0 6o 6o oo er 6o o ©
. i 5 6 50 50 50 50 506 50 550 50
(2 or more lanca In sach fection) 78978¢9 80789080 800W8O 80 80

Given the set of conditions in a cell,

# Signifies that the countermeasure is o candidate
freatment at a marked unconfrolled crassing location.

@ Signifies that the countermeasure should always be
considered, but not mandated or required, based upon
engineering judgment ot o marked uncontrolled
crossing location.

O Signifies that crosswalk visibility enhoncements should
always oceur in conjuncion with other identified
countermeasures.*

The absence of a number signifies that the countermeasure
is generally not an appropriate treatment, but exceptions may
be considered following engineering jud, i

-l

1 High-visibility crosswalk markings, parking restrictions on
crosswalk opproach, adequate nighttime lighting levels,
and crossing warning signs

Roised crosswalk

Advance Yield Here To (Stop Here For) Pedestrians sign
and yield (stop) line

In-5treet Pedestrian Crossing sign

Curb extension

Pedestrian refuge island

Rectangular Ropid-Floshing Beacon (RRFE)**

Rood Diet

Pedestrion Hybrid Beacon (PHB)*

e~ W

How will you manage conflicts at intersections along the corridor?

J

(Traffic calming and conflict
management strategies at minor
_intersections

Source: USDOT & FHWA Guide for Improving Pedestrian Safety at Uncontrolled Crossing Locations

FHWA STEP Guide as a resource for\

evaluating uncontrolled crossing
treatment at arterial crossings

J
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Use Durable Materials

R

—_— “

Countywide Bikeways
Facilities are expected to
deploy durable materials
appropriate o the funding
source.

Lakeside Drive, Oakland

\‘0:57." /////
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Durable
Materials

MassDOT Separated Bikeway
Design Guide Chapter 2

FHWA Separated Bike Lane
Guide

Forthcoming White Paper

g Guides, Standards, and Resources

Planters

' Maintain

+ consistent
“— space

+ betwean

' planters

—

ExHiBIT 3L: VERTICAL OBJECTS IN THE STREET BUFFER ZONE (CONTINUED)

continuous|spacing

Portland, OR (Source: Oregon Transportation Research and Education Consortium)

Sources: FHWA, MassDOT

44



AAA Toolbox

Durable
Materials

Key Design
Differences

B Materials Considerations

Quick Build Elements?

B2

i o - N
Telegraph Avenue, Oakland

Hardscape Project? Or Hybrid?

R

Rosemead Boulevard, Temple City, CA

[What materials are appropriate for your project scope and funding?

« Potential for encroachment

* Ability to maintain and
follow up with permanent

* Relationship between
visibility and protection

* Pavement and gutter quali

N Y,

(.

Drainage and Roadway Design\

Quality and width of buffer
from moving traffic
Landscaping, street trees,
green infrastructure

J
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AAA Toolbox

Durable
Materials

Practical

Considerations

B Materials Considerations

Maintenance:'Landscaping

e

=y

Maintenance: Debris/Sweeping

Market Street, San Francisco

Material Life Cycle Costs

Shoreline Drive, Alameda

Vo m VB Tl e ad
L 8 e LTE_.—_I“.F,__ i

Fire Access & Clearances

Montgomery County, Maryland




Next Steps

* White Paper: Project Phasing & Implementation
» Bikeways Academy: Project Phasing Panel Discussion

( DESIGN GUIDE ) + BIKEWAYS ACADEMY

Web Design Issue- Project Commission Technical
Guidance and specific Stories Workshop Training
Best Practice White Sessions

i Papers
by Topic p 47



Discussion

What questions do you have about the Countywide Bikeways Network
Design Expectations?

“SPonsigiLTY 15

AII Ages and Address the Prioritize
Abilities Bikeways Modes HIN Transit

Con’nnue Through Us”e Dle
Accessible Intersections Materials



Visit the design resource:

alamedactc.org/countywide-bikeways-network
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Geogle Translate

About Us v Planning v Funding v Projects and Programs v Get Involved v News and Publications v

COUNTYWIDE

BIKEWAYS
DESIGN GUIDE

Planning > Active Transportation > Countywide Bikeways Design Guide
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Thank Youl!

Project Contacts
Colin Dentel-Post cbentel-Post@alamedactc.org

Chris G. Marks cMarks@alamedactc.org
Susie Hufstader sHufstader@FehrandPeers.com
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