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Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) Meeting Agenda Thursday,
April 30, 2026, 5:30 PM

Alameda CTC's Advisory Committees and the Independent Watchdog Committee will meet at
Alameda CTC's offices, 1111 Broadway, Suite 800, Oakland, CA 94607. The live stream of each
Alameda CTC Commission and Standing Committee meeting is available for public viewing at
www.alamedactc.org/all-meetings by clicking on View Event next to the meeting in the list of
Upcoming Events.

Members of the public may submit public comments that are addressed to the Commission or
Committee members on topics germane to the jurisdiction of the Alameda CTC in person by
attending the meeting in Alameda CTC's offices. Alameda CTC conducts orderly meetings to
fulfill its mandate. Discriminatory statements or conduct that would potentially violate the
federal Civil Rights Act of 1964 and/or the California Fair Employment and Housing Act,
California Penal Code sections 403 or 415 is per se disruptive to a meeting and will not be
tolerated. Please see Alameda CTC's Meeting Code of Conduct for more information.

Additionally, comments may be submitted by email sent to the Clerk of the Commission at
clerk@alamedactc.org, including the words "Public Comment" and the meeting to which it
pertains in the email's subject line. Public comments received by 5:00 p.m. the day before the
scheduled meeting will be distributed to Commissioners or Committee members before the
meeting and posted on the Alameda CTC website; comments submitted after that time will be
distributed to Commissioners or Committee members and posted as soon as possible.

As a convenience, members of the public may also make comments remotely during the meeting
by accessing the Zoom link listed below, using the "Raise Hand" feature on their phone, tablet
or other device during the relevant agenda item, and waiting to be recognized by the Chair. If
calling into the meeting from a telephone, you can press the star key (¥*) and then the number 9
(*9) to raise/lower your hand. Comments made in person or via Zoom will generally be limited
to three minutes in length, or as specified by the Chair. Alameda CTC cannot guarantee that the
public's access to Zoom via phone or other device will be uninterrupted, and technical
difficulties may occur from time to time. Unless required by the Brown Act, the meeting will
continue despite technical difficulties for participants using the Zoom option.

Chair: Kristi Marleau Staff Liaison: Colin Dentel-Post
Vice Chair: Matt Turner Aleida Andrino-Chavez
Clerk: Angie Ayers

Location Information:

Alameda County Transportation Commission
Mary V. King Conference Room

1111 Broadway, Suite 800


https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/Alameda-CTC-Public-Meeting-Code-of-Conduct-for-Website-FINAL_V2_1-17-24.pdf
mailto:clerk@alamedactc.org

Oakland, CA 94607

Zoom Link:
https://uso6web.zoom.us/j/83823331010?pwd=QzRQSU43dUJJREt4bVdRQVc3Qo1ldzog

Dial-in Information: 1 (669) 900 6833
Webinar ID: 838 2333 1010
Passcode: 232121


https://us06web.zoom.us/j/83823331010?pwd=QzRQSU43dUJJREt4bVdRQVc3Q01ldz09

Meeting Agenda

Call to Order
Roll Call
Public Comment

Consent Calendar

4.1 Approve the February 19, 2026 Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)
Meeting Minutes

Information
4.1_BPAC_Minutes_20260219.pdf

Regular Matters

5.1 Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3 FY 2026-27 Project Review and

Active Transportation Program (ATP) Cycle 8 Complete Streets Checklist Review
Information

5.1 BPAC_TDA_ Article_3_Project_Review_20260430.pdf

5.1A_ BPAC_TDA_Dublin_Presentations_20260430.pdf

5.1B_ BPAC_ATP_Hayward_1880_AStreet_Interchange Presentation_20260430.pd
5.1C_BPAC_TDA_Hayward_Quick_Build_Presentation_BikePed_20260430.pdf
5.1D_BPAC_TDA_ Livermore_EastAve_ATP_ Presentation_20260430.pdf

5.1E_ BPAC_ATP_Newark_SR2S_Presentation_20260430.pdf

5.2 East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project — Hayward Segment: Project Update and
ATP Cycle 8 Complete Streets Checklist Review
Information

5.2_ BPAC_April-26_ BPAC_ EBGWMM-Hayward Project_ Staff
Report_20260430.pdf

5.2_ BPAC_EBGWMM-Hayward-Project_ Presentation_20260430.pdf

5.3 Central County Community Connections Plan
Information

5.3_BPAC_4CP_Plan_Update_20260430.pdf
5.3_BPAC_4CP_Update_Presentation_20260430.pdf

Organizational Meeting

6.1 Approve the Election of the BPAC Chair and Vice Chair for FY 2026-27
Action

6.2 Approve the FY 2026-27 BPAC Calendar
Action

6.2_BPAC_Calendar_FY26-27_20260430.pdf

Committee Member Reports


https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4060726/4.1_BPAC_Minutes_20260219.pdf
https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4062598/5.1_BPAC_TDA_Article_3_Project_Review_20260430.pdf
https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4069905/5.1A_BPAC_TDA_Dublin_Presentations_20260430.pdf
https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4069906/5.1B_BPAC_ATP_Hayward_I880_AStreet_Interchange_Presentation_20260430.pdf
https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4069907/5.1C_BPAC_TDA_Hayward_Quick_Build_Presentation_BikePed_20260430.pdf
https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4069908/5.1D_BPAC_TDA_Livermore_EastAve_ATP_Presentation_20260430.pdf
https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4069909/5.1E_BPAC_ATP_Newark_SR2S_Presentation_20260430.pdf
https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4060728/5.2_BPAC_April-26_BPAC_EBGWMM-Hayward_Project_Staff_Report_20260430.pdf
https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4060728/5.2_BPAC_April-26_BPAC_EBGWMM-Hayward_Project_Staff_Report_20260430.pdf
https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4069916/5.2_BPAC_EBGWMM-Hayward-Project_Presentation_20260430.pdf
https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4066123/5.3_BPAC_4CP_Plan_Update_20260430.pdf
https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4069917/5.3_BPAC_4CP_Update_Presentation_20260430.pdf
https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4060732/6.2_BPAC_Calendar_FY26-27_20260430.pdf

7.1 BPAC Member Reports
Information

7.2 BPAC Member Roster
Information
7.2_BPAC_Member_Roster_20260430.pdf

8. Staff Reports
9. Adjournment

Next Meeting:
TBD

Notes:

+ All items on the agenda are subject to action and/or change by the Commission/Committee.

s To comment on an item not on the agenda, submit a speaker card to the Clerk or follow remote
instructions listed in the agenda preamble.

* Meeting agendas and staff reports are available on the website calendar.

+ Alameda CTC is located near 12th St. Oakland City Center BART station and AC Transit bus lines.
Directions and parking information are available online.

* For language assistance, please call (510) 208-7475. We request at least five working days' notice to
accommodate your request.

o Para obtener asistencia de idioma, comuniquese al (510) 208-7475. Para hacer
lugar a su pedido, solicitamos que nos avise con una anticipacién minima de cinco

dias habiles.
o WHEFME), BEHE (510) 208-7475. BRI AN TIERH LT, CMER L
FES

o Para sa tulong sa wika, tumawag sa (510) 208-7475. Mag-abiso nang limang araw
na may pasok o mas maaga para mapagbigyan ang inyong kahilingan.
o DE& dwgc hd tro ngdn ngit, vui long goi (510) 208-7475. Chiing tdi yéu cau quy vi
thong bao it nhit nam ngay lam viéc d€ c6 thé dap trng dwoc yéu cau cia quy vi.
* Call (510) 208-7450 (Voice) or 1(800) 855-7100 (TTY) five days in advance of the meeting to request a
sign-language interpreter.
* Call (510) 208-7400 48 hours in advance to request other accommodations or assistance at this meeting.


https://alamedactc.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4066135/7.2_BPAC_Member_Roster_20260430.pdf
https://www.alamedactc.org/all-meetings
https://www.alamedactc.org/about-us/contact-us/
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1. Call to Order

2. Roll Call
A roll call was conducted, and all members were present except for Ben Schweng and
Kendra Toy. BPAC members welcomed a new member, Jianhan Wang, appointed by the
Alameda County Board of Supervisors, District 2.

3. Public Comment
There were no public comments.

4. Consent Calendar
4.1. Approve the October 31, 2025 Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Committee (BPAC) Meeting Minutes

Matt Turner made a motion to approve the Consent Calendar. Jason Purdy
seconded the motion. The motion passed with the following vote:

Yes: Gould, Greenberg, Johansen, Marleau, Purdy, Seavers, Turner, Wang
No: None

Abstain: None

Absent:  Schweng, Toy

5. Regular Matters
5.1. Vision 980 Study Update
Becky Frank and Hunter Oatman-Stanford from Caltrans provided an update on the
Vision 980 Study. This item was for information only.

5.2. San Pablo Avenue Multimodal Corridor Program Update
Matt Bomberg and Emma Burkhardt provided an update on the San Pablo Avenue
Multimodal Corridor Program. This item was for information only.

5.3. 2026 Countywide Active Transportation Plan Update
Aleida Andrino-Chavez gave an update on the Countywide Active Transportation
Plan. This item was for information only.

6. Committee Member Reports
6.1. BPAC Member Reports
There was one member's report. Matt Turner reported that he is participating in a
community group opposing the initiative to permit trucks on I-580.



6.2. BPAC Roster
This item was included for informational purposes.

6.3. Fiscal Year 2025-2026 BPAC Meeting Calendar
This item was included for informational purposes.

7. Staff Reports
There were no staff reports.

8. Adjournment
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DATE: April 23, 2026

TO: Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee

FROM: Colin Dentel-Post, Principal Planner
Aleida Andrino-Chavez, Associate Transportation Planner

SUBJECT: Transportation Development Act Article 3 FY 2026-27 Project Review
and Active Transportation Program Cycle 8 Complete Streets
Checklist Review

Recommendation

It is recommended that the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) review select
projects applying for Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3 FY 2026-27 funds
and the Complete Streets Checklists of select projects applying for Active Transportation
Program (ATP) Cycle 8 grants. This item is for information only.

Summary

Per Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) requirements, all projects that are
located within the public right of way and are requesting over $250,000 in discretionary
funding from MTC (e.g. from One Bay Area Grant program, TDA Article 3, ATP, etc.) or MTC
endorsement for a grant managed by another agency, such as the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) or a Countywide Transportation Agency, are subject to the
Complete Streets Checklist Policy and must be reviewed by a local or countywide BPAC. In
Alameda County, the Countywide BPAC is responsible for reviewing and providing input on
these projects if they are sponsored by Alameda CTC or by a jurisdiction without a local
BPAC.

In Alameda County, four jurisdictions do not have local BPACs and therefore rely on the
Countywide BPAC for this review. These are: Dublin, Hayward, Livermore, and Newark.

For TDA Article 3 FY 2026—27 funding, three jurisdictions—Dublin, Hayward, and
Livermore—are proposing one project each for a total of three projects. For ATP Cycle 8,
Hayward, Livermore, and Newark are submitting one project each. Livermore’s requests from
both sources are for the same project. Explanations of each funding source followed by
summaries of each project are provided in this memorandum. Staff from the sponsoring



jurisdictions will be available to present their projects and respond to questions at the BPAC
meeting.

Background

TDA Article 3 FY 2026-27 Funding

TDA Article 3 is a funding source administered by MTC and made available to local agencies
for use on bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects annually. Allocations are distributed
by formula based on jurisdiction population, and jurisdictions may either expend funds or
roll them over for use in future years.

The estimated total TDA Article 3 Pedestrian and Bicycle Program allocation for FY 2026—27
across all jurisdictions in Alameda County is $3,160,840. Accounting for rollover, loaned, and
expired funds from previous years, the total currently available is $5,592,898. Attachment A
provides a summary of the total funding available and balances by jurisdiction.

For the FY 2026—27 cycle, the Cities of Dublin, Hayward, and Livermore have requested
Countywide BPAC review of their proposed projects.

Active Transportation Program (ATP) Cycle 8

The ATP is a competitive funding program with statewide and regional programs. The
statewide program is administered by Caltrans and the regional one by MTC. In addition to
the statewide application, applicants applying for regional ATP funds must include answers to
supplemental questions, including a Complete Streets Checklist reviewed by a local BPAC.
Cycle 8 is expected to include about $574 million made of federal, State SB1, and State
Highway Account (SHA) funding and the programming includes fiscal years 2027-28 through
2030-31. The ATP applications for both statewide and regional programs are due

June 22, 2026.

For their ATP Cycle 8 applications, the Cities of Hayward and Newark have requested the
Countywide BPAC review of Complete Streets Checklists. The City of Livermore is applying
for both this source of funds and TDA Article 3 funds for the same project and is submitting
one checklist for both sources of funding.

City of Dublin: 2026 Pedestrian and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Improvements
Project
The City of Dublin is requesting the use of its TDA Article 3 allocation in the amount of

$227,170 to support implementation of the 2026 Pedestrian and ADA Improvements Project,
which will be constructed in coordination with the City’s 2026 Street Resurfacing Plan.

Project improvements include construction or upgrade of approximately 106 ADA-compliant
curb ramps as well as curb extensions at intersections along key school routes, including:

e Brighton Drive and Mansfield Drive near Dublin High School,



e Brighton Drive and Tamarack Drive near Dublin High School, and
e Penn Drive and King Way near Wells Middle School.

These locations were identified based on the City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, Safe Routes
to School (SR2S) site assessment recommendations, field assessments, and coordination with
planned pavement improvements to maximize the effectiveness of available funding. These
improvements are being implemented in advance of future street resurfacing to address
existing accessibility deficiencies, meet ADA requirements associated with pavement
treatments, and avoid the need for future reconstruction.

The total project budget is $2.1 million, and the City of Dublin is requesting the use of
$227,170 in available TDA funds towards the implementation of this project. Construction is
anticipated to occur between June and October 2026.

City of Hayward: I-880/A Street Interchange Improvements Project

The City of Hayward is seeking ATP Cycle 8 funding for the construction phase of the I-880/A
Street Interchange Improvements Project being delivered in partnership with Caltrans and
Alameda CTC. This interchange is a component of the larger I-880 Interchange
Improvements (Winton Avenue/A Street) Project led by Alameda CTC, which will enhance
bicycle and pedestrian safety at both the I-880/A Street and I-880/Winton Avenue
interchanges. The larger project is currently in the Project Approval and Environmental
Document (PA&ED) phase, expected to be completed in 2027. Final design to develop
construction-ready plans for the I-880/A Street interchange location is fully funded.

Existing conditions in the project area include curb-adjacent narrow sidewalks, no shoulders,
wide freeway off-ramps, and limited multimodal facilities, resulting in lack of safety and
conflicts among vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians, as well as operational issues from long
left-turn queues on A Street. Proposed improvements include ramp reconfigurations, bridge
modifications, two 12-foot shared-use paths through the undercrossing, and a Class IV
separated bikeway along A Street to the east and west of the interchange.

The project sponsors conducted stakeholder and public outreach to solicit input on the
project in 2019, including a public open house and meetings with key stakeholder groups near
the project area. Stakeholder meetings were held with local agencies and emergency services,
the bicycle and pedestrian community, and the Chamber of Commerce and local business
community. Additional outreach was conducted in 2022, including mailed notices and an
online public meeting, to share the draft environmental document.

The City is applying for approximately $21.7 million in ATP Cycle 8 funding to fully fund the
construction phase of the I-880/A Street Interchange Improvements Project. Construction is
anticipated to begin in 2030.


https://www.alamedactc.org/programs-projects/highway-improvement/i-880-winton-a
https://www.alamedactc.org/programs-projects/highway-improvement/i-880-winton-a

City of Hayward: Quick-Build Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Project

The City of Hayward’s Quick-Build Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Project is intended to reduce
traffic-related injuries and encourage active transportation throughout the City of Hayward.
The project includes the design and implementation of safety countermeasures at ten high-
priority locations, as well as maintenance or replacement of existing quick-build safety
features.

The project locations are identified in the City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, with a
focus on the highest-ranked locations in the City’s Local Road Safety Plan. Improvements
include new or replacement signage and pavement striping, minor concrete elements, and
installation of rectangular rapid flashing beacons at select crossings.

The total project cost is $600,000, and the City is requesting TDA Article 3 funds to fully
support the construction phase. Project implementation is anticipated by December 2027.

City Livermore: East Avenue Corridor Active Transportation Plan Implementation Project

The East Avenue Corridor Active Transportation Plan Implementation Project includes
roadway improvements in the vicinity of East Avenue as recommended by the City’s Active
Transportation Plan and the East Avenue Corridor Study. The project will improve safety,
accessibility, and mobility for pedestrians and cyclists of all ages and abilities.

The project includes the following:

e Modifying elements from the Tactical East Avenue Study implementation, which
includes bulb-outs and median refuge islands.

e Adding bulb-outs to three additional intersections on East Avenue.

e Developing a bicycle boulevard through the neighborhood north of East Avenue as
recommended in the City’s ATP; and

e Curb ramps upgrade

The total project cost is $3.45 million. The City is applying for $2.7 million from the ATP
Cycle 8 grant program and requesting $372,723 in TDA Article 3 funds. The funding plan for
the remainder of the project cost includes sources such as the SB1 Gas Tax, Measure BB
Bicycle/Pedestrian program, Measure BB Local Streets and Roads program.

The project is currently entering final design, which is expected to be completed by the end of
2026, with construction anticipated to begin in summer 2027.

City Newark: Safe Routes to Schools Improvements Project

Newark’s SR2S Improvements Project stems from its 2017 Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plan,
which identified potential SR2S projects at each school and its surroundings. These projects
have been combined into a single project for application to the ATP Cycle 8 program. The
project aims to improve conditions for cyclists and pedestrians around the ten schools located

10


https://www.hayward-ca.gov/your-government/departments/transportation-division/local-road-safety-plan
https://www.livermoreca.gov/departments/community-development/engineering/captial-improvement-plan-projects/trail-bike-and-miscellaneous-street-projects/east-avenue-corridor-atp-implementation/-fsiteid-1#!/

in the City, especially for locations adjacent to arterials or where the route to school is located
along multilane roadways.

Proposed improvements include implementation of Class III bike boulevards along lower
traffic volume residential streets, enhanced pedestrian crossings, and safety improvements at
intersections. The City has submitted a memorandum to the BPAC, included as Attachment
G, which provides more information about the project.

The City is requesting $4.0 million in ATP Cycle 8 funds to support its annual SR2S program
for the implementation of safety improvements around schools. The Project Improvement
Plans, Fact Sheet and Map, and Complete Streets Checklist are included as Attachments H, I,
and J, respectively.

Fiscal Impact: There is no fiscal impact. This is an information item only.

Attachments:

A. Fiscal Year 2026-27 TDA Article 3 Funding Estimate for Alameda County

Dublin: 2026 Pedestrian and ADA Improvements Project Complete Streets Checklist
Hayward: I-880/A Street Interchange Improvements Complete Streets Checklist
Hayward: I-880/A Street Interchange Improvements Concepts

Hayward: Quick-Build Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Project Complete Streets
Checklist

Livermore: East Avenue Corridor ATP Implementation Complete Streets Checklist
Newark: SR2S Improvements Project Memo

Newark: SR2S Improvements Project Plans

Newark: SR2S Improvements Project Fact Sheet and Location Map

Newark: SR2S Improvements Project Complete Streets Checklist

SR
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Exhibit A
FY 2026-2027 TDA Article 3 Funding for Alameda County
(Preliminary Estimate)
EY 26.27 Roll Over Loan Balances Expired TOTAL
Agency Population * PA Population % Population % share of funds (FY 25-26) 6/30/25 FY 26-27**

County 147,646 15.00% $474,126 [EB 474,126 $ 148,020 $ - $ - $ 622,146
Alameda 79,020 $140,150| $ 140,150 $ - $ - $ - $ 140,150
Albany 20,578 $36,497( $ 36,497 $ 95,181 $ - $ - $ 131,678
Berkeley 128,348 $227,638| $ 227,638 $ 447,450 $ - $ - $ 675,088
Emeryville 13,471 $23,892| $ 23,892 $ 92,977 $ - $ - $ 116,869
Oakland 426,457 $756,364| $ 756,364 $ - $ - $ - $ 756,364
Piedmont 10,806 $19,166| $ 19,166 $ 132,580 $ - $ - $ 151,746

PA1 678,680 44.80% 38.08% $1,203,707
Hayward 162,359 $287,960| $ 287,960 $ 532,798 $ - $ - $ 820,758
San Leandro 87,813 $155,745| $ 155,745 $ 48,841 $ - $ - $ 204,586

PA2 250,172 16.51% 14.04% $443,705
Fremont 232,619 $412,573| $ 412,573 $ 128,553 $ - $ - $ 541,126
Newark 48,886 $86,704| $ 86,704 $ 26,151 $ (258,094) $ - $ (145,239)
Union City 66,657 $118,223| $ 118,223 $ 37,252 $ - $ - $ 155,475

PA3 348,162 22.98% 19.54% $617,500
Dublin 74,691 $132,472| $ 132,472 $ 94,698 $ - $ - $ 227,170
Livermore 85,899 $152,351| $ 152,351 $ 220,372 $ - $ - $ 372,723
Pleasanton 77,232 $136,979| $ 136,979 $ 358,967 $ - $ 68,218 $ 564,164

PA4 237,822 15.70% 13.34% $421,801
1,662,482 1,514,836  100.00% 100.00% $ (258,094) $ 5,334,804
$ 3,160,840 $ 2,363,840 $ 68,218|$ 5,592,898 |

*Population estimates from Dept. of Finance (1/1/25)

**FY 26-27 Fund Estimate less a 10% buffer from revenue estimates ($) (Buffer) $196,933
(Column J) $5,789,830

NOTE: Allocated funds expiring on 6/30/2026 are assumed to be spent by the end of the fiscal year unless we are notified otherwise.

MM 3/5/2026

TDA ARTICLE 3 DISTRIBUTION ESTIMATE-FY 2627 xIsx 12
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement
or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff
implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: Pedestrian and ADA Improvements for the Annual Street Resurfacing Project CIP No. ST0117

Project Area/Location(s): ¢y ramp upgrades along Brighton Drive, Castilian Road, Penn Drive,
Amador Valley Boulevard, Hacienda Drive, Gleason Drive, and within

Attach map if available.  residential neighborhoods near York Drive, Silvergate Drive, and Newcastle
Lane. See Attachment.

Page 1 of7




PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The project consists of the reconstruction and upgrade of existing curb ramps, sidewalks, and related concrete infrastructure to bring facilities into compliance with current ADA standards. Improvements include
installation of ADA compliant curb ramps, detectable warning surfaces, and associated concrete and drainage work at intersections along corridors including Brighton Drive, Castilian Road, Penn Drive, Amador Valley
Boulevard, Hacienda Drive, Gleason Drive, and within residential neighborhoods near York Drive, Silvergate Drive, and Newcastle Lane (Attachment 2).

This project is part of a phased pavement preservation program, where ADA improvements are constructed in advance of planned roadway maintenance treatments, including future cape seal applications, to ensure
compliance with accessibility requirements and avoid rework during subsequent pavement rehabilitation. Project is in PE-Design stage.

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name &

Contact Email:

Contact Phone:

Title: . TORT . .

Project Manager (Consutany | S@1-Midididdi@dublin.ca.gov|925-833-6630

Agency:

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO DReql}ire_d Description
escription

1. Bicycle,
Pedestrian and

Does Project implement relevant
Plans, or other locally adopted

Please provide
detail on Plan

The project will
upgrade curb

Transit recommendations? recommendations ramos at various
Planning affecting Project I E[) in th
Plan examples include: area, if any, with 8.(;3 .Ignst.l fn d?
e City/County General + Area Plan adoption ry icenfinied in
Plai/ls date. ADA Transition
Plan to meet
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit current PROWAG
Plan If Project is tandards. Th
e Community-Based inconsistent with | Standards. 1ne
Transportation Plan adopted Plans, Seope algo :
portatiol please provide includes installing
. /S*tDtA T{:nsm"l;lplan explanation. curb extensions
° ation Access rlan at select locations
e Short-Range Transit Plan based on SR2S
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety and Bike/Ped
Plan Plan
recommendations
2. Active . Does the project area contain Y | [ ifozfsp’rg?esgibe The curb ramps
EZ?;ZI;‘I’(”MIO“ segments of the regional Active adheres to the and pedestrian

Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

improvements that
will be constructed
with the project
will comply to
PROWAG and
ADA standards.

Page 2 of 7
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

2. Active

Transportation
Network (Cont.)

3. Safety and

A. Is the Project on a known High

Please summarize

Brighton Dr, Amador
Valley Blvd and Penn Dr

Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety . .
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and ﬂrig}']'d\?vZﬁgeG%gﬁeD:: (;'n
high incidence of describe Project’s | Fredericksen Elementary
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety rsfhopll' Theds% routﬁs alre

1t : 2 eavily use Y SCNOO
crashes within the project area? measures. The_ children. SR2S and ADA
Bay Area Vision | transition plan
Zero System may | assessments
be a resource. recommend curb ramp
upgrades and curb
extensions to shorten the
crossing distance and
improve the visibility of
pedestrians.
. Does the project seek to improve Kl | [ Despnbe how The upgraded
i ] i project seeks to curb ramp, curb
bicyclist and/or pedestrian provide low-stress L
conditions? If the project includes fransportation ext§QS|ons apq
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic facilities or additional striping
Stress (LTS), or similar user reduce a facility’s | " hancements
experience analyses conducted? LTS. will reduce
crossing distance
and improve
visibility at the
crosswalk.
4. Transi.t . . Are? ?h.ere existing public ‘Fransit 1 | k] LisF Frgnsit No transit
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop, facilities are
project area? station, or route) ff q
and all affected affecte
agencies.
. Have all potqntially affected [] | ] | Please atta}ch No transit
transit agencies had the confirmation it
. : : . ) .. | facilities are
opportunity to review this project? email from transit affected

operator(s) to
email.

Page 3 of 7
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. Is there a MTC Mobility Hub [] | K] | Ifyes, please
within the project area? describe outreach

to mobility

providers, and

Project’s Hub-

supportive

elements.

5. Design Does the project meet professional Please provide The pedestrian focused
design standards or guidelines E [] | Class designation improvements at all the
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite g{gﬁ‘gﬁ’giggsn?gfgvi;he
pedestrian facilities? design standards | e city of Dublin Bicycle

used. and Pedestrian
Engineering and Design
Guide, PROWAG as well
as ADA Standards.

6. Equit Will Project improve active Please list EPC(s) .

Ay transportation in an Equity Priority L] E affected. gobIT.PC sin
Community? ubiin
7. BPAC Review | Has alocal (city or county) Bicycle | K Please provide N/A

and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

Page 4 of 7
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Statement of Exception

YES

Provide
Documentation or
Explanation

Documentation
Explanation

. The affected roadway is legally
prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

If yes, please cite
language and agency
citing prohibited use.

The costs of providing Complete
Streets improvements are
excessively disproportionate to the
need or probable use (defined as
more than 20 percent for
Complete Streets elements of the
total project cost).

If claimed, the agency
must include
proportionate
alternatives and still
provide safe
accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.

. There is a documented Alternative

Plan to implement Complete
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

Describe Alternative
Plan/Project

Conditions exist in which policy
requirements may not be able to
be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

Describe condition(s)
that prohibit
implementation of CS
policy requirements

Page 5 of 7
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:
All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines
All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.

18



Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Ruadwav CBntext
Target Max. All Ages & Abilities
| Target Motor Mntur Vehicle : Knyr Operational Bi l
| Motor Vehicle cycle Facility
Vehicle Speed*: Vol (aDT) | i Lanes El‘:u':nrlsl:'.Iavrath:lns
: Any of the following: high
: curbside activity, frequent buses,
Ay e : motor vehicle congestion, or
i : turning conflicts*
< 10 mph : Less relevant | No centerline, : Pedestrlans share the roadway | Shared Street
| iorsinglelane :
| 520 mph 5 1,000-2,000 : one- \.an : < 50 motor vehicles per hour in Al Boulevard
i< 500-1.500 : ! the peak direction at peak hour Eycia
1<1500-
ABO0 : :Singlelane
i<3,000- { each direction, :
| < 25 mph i 6,000 forsinglelane : Low curbside activity, or low
e 2 :congestion pressure
Greater than | ORE-way
i 6,000
Multmle Lanes
Any { per direction
Stngle lane :
; : pach direction :
< 6.000 .-—- Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : CONgestion pressure
26 mpht i perdirection
Greater than Any Protected Bicycle Lane,
or Bicycle Path

6,000 pAny

High-speed limited access

| roadways, natural corridors,

| or geographic edge conditions
with limited conflicts

 Any

Design Guidance

High pedestrian volume

Low pedestrian volume

Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

Page 7 of 7
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5.1C

Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement
or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff
implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title:A Street Interchange |mprovements

Project Area/Location(s): |_ggn/a Street interchange in Hayward, extending to Garden

Attach map if available. Avenue to the west and Happyland Avenue to the east

Page 1 of 7
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name &

Contact Email:

Contact Phone:

Title:
Byron Tang byron.tang@hayward-ca.gov|510-583-4784
Agency:
City of Hayward
Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO DReqqlre_d Description
escription
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant k] [] | Please provide This project is a
Pedestrian and | Plans, or other locally adopted detail on Plan named project in the
Transit recommendations? recommendations | Alameda County
Planning affecting Project | Transportation
Plan examples include: area, if any, with | Commission
e City/County General + Area Plan adoption (Alameda CTC)
date. Countywide
Plans .
. . . Transportation Plan
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit o (2020)
Plan If Projectis  |n_ggninton
e Community-Based 1ncon51ste{1t With | Avenune/A Street
Transportation Plan a(liopted P a%s, Interchange
e ADA Transition Plan gx%ﬁféx © Modernization™ (Proj
e Station Access Plan ' e?é'le%t izsglgc:"s
e Short-Range Transit Plan iF():Ie#tified in the
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety Alameda CTC
Plan Community Based
Transportation Plan
(2020).
2. %ctive Does the project area contain k1| O ifo}\;ssf)’r?)?esgtribe ltDroj?CZ:thi”t C(;\nStr(ljJCt
ransportation . . wo 12 foot share
Network segments of the regional Active adheres to the use pedestrian and

Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

bicycle paths. In
addition, project will
construct Class IV
bicycle facilities
directly connecting
to the interchange.

Page 2 of 7
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
2. Active
Transportation
Network (Cont.)
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known High k] | [] | Please summarize Project is

Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety  |;qantified on a
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and - - -
hioh inci . ., | Tier 1 High Injury
igh incidence of describe Project’s Network t
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety etwork segmen
crashes within the project area? measures. The from the City of
Bay Area Vision |Hayward Local
Zero System may Road Safety Plan.
be a resource.
. Does the project seek to improve K1 | [ | Describe how Project replaces
i ] i project seeks to existing sidewalk
bicyclist and/or pedestrian provide low-stress |throughthe
conditions? If the project includes transportation undercrossing with a
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic facilities or 12 foot shared use
Stress (LTS), or similar user reduce a facility’s | Pedestrian and bicycle
experience analyses conducted? Y'S | path on both sides of
’ LTS. the road. Project
provides Class IV
bicycle facilities
directly connecting to
the interchange where
no bicycle facilities
currently exist.
4. Transi.t . . Are ?h.ere existing public ‘Fransit X1 | [] LisF Frgnsit AC Transit Line
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop,

project area?

station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.

93 goes through
Project area. Four
bus stops within
500 feet of project
limits.

. Have all potentially affected

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

Please attach
confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

Previous public outreach
held on June 19, 2019
included AC Transit
participation to provide
comments on the Project

Page 3 of 7
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. Is there a MTC Mobility Hub If ves. please
within the project area? X1 L deZcribIe): outreach Not completed

to mobility
providers, and
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.

5. Design Dogs the project meet professional Please pr(')Vide' Class 1 Shared Use
design standards or guidelines E [ | Class designation |path for undercrossing.
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite |Class IV bicycle
pedestrian facilities? design standards | facilities connecting to

used. inter.change. Highway
Design Manual
(Caltrans)

6. Equit Will Project improve active Please list EPC(s)

Ay transportation in an Equity Priority ﬁ [] | affected. EPC Census

Community?

Tracts: 436200,
436900

7. BPAC Review

Has a local (city or county) Bicycle
and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

Please provide
meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

This will be
reviewed in an
upcoming
Alameda County
BPAC meeting

Page 4 of 7
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES | Documentation or Explanation
Explanation

. The affected roadway is legally
prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

If yes, please cite
language and agency
citing prohibited use.

The costs of providing Complete
Streets improvements are
excessively disproportionate to the
need or probable use (defined as
more than 20 percent for
Complete Streets elements of the
total project cost).

If claimed, the agency
must include
proportionate
alternatives and still
provide safe
accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.

. There is a documented Alternative

Plan to implement Complete
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

Describe Alternative
Plan/Project

Conditions exist in which policy
requirements may not be able to
be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

Describe condition(s)
that prohibit
implementation of CS
policy requirements

Page 5 of 7
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:
All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines
All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Ruadwav CBntext
Target Max. All Ages & Abilities
| Target Motor Mntur Vehicle : Knyr Operational Bi l
| Motor Vehicle cycle Facility
Vehicle Speed*: Vol (aDT) | i Lanes El‘:u':nrlsl:'.Iavrath:lns
: Any of the following: high
: curbside activity, frequent buses,
Ay e : motor vehicle congestion, or
i : turning conflicts*
< 10 mph : Less relevant | No centerline, : Pedestrlans share the roadway | Shared Street
| iorsinglelane :
| 520 mph 5 1,000-2,000 : one- \.an : < 50 motor vehicles per hour in Al Boulevard
i< 500-1.500 : ! the peak direction at peak hour Eycia
1<1500-
ABO0 : :Singlelane
i<3,000- { each direction, :
| < 25 mph i 6,000 forsinglelane : Low curbside activity, or low
e 2 :congestion pressure
Greater than | ORE-way
i 6,000
Multmle Lanes
Any { per direction
Stngle lane :
; : pach direction :
< 6.000 .-—- Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : CONgestion pressure
26 mpht i perdirection
Greater than Any Protected Bicycle Lane,
or Bicycle Path

6,000 pAny

High-speed limited access

| roadways, natural corridors,

| or geographic edge conditions
with limited conflicts

 Any

Design Guidance

High pedestrian volume

Low pedestrian volume

Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

Page 7 of 7
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5.1D
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5.1E

Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement
or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff
implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: 0y, jick-Build Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Elements

Project Area/Location(s): Gty of Hayward - numerous locations

Attach map if available.

Page 1 of7

30



PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

This project includes the design and construction of safety countermeasures at high priority locations citywide. It also supports the maintenance and replacement of
existing quick-build safety features like flexible delineators and pavement markings, to ensure their continued effectiveness. Improvements will be installed at locations
identified in the City’s Local Road Safety Plan and Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. Work consists primarily of signage and striping work, minor concrete elements, and
rectangular rapid flashing beacons installed at select locations. This project aims to reduce traffic-related injuries and encourage the use of active transportation. TDA
Article 3 Funds will be used for construction phase, including labor and materials.

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name &

Contact Email:

Contact Phone:

Title:
Lucas Woodward, Senior Transportation Engineer IucaSWOOdward@hayward-Cagov (51 O) 583-4783
Agency:
City of Hayward
Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO DReqqlre_d Description
escription
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant X] | [] |Please provide Local Road
Pedestrian and | Plans, or other locally adopted detail on Plan Safety Plan.
Transit recommendations? recommendations
Planning affecting Project Bicycle and
Plan examples include: area, if any, with Pedestrian
e City/County General + Area I;lan adoption Master Plan.
Plans ate.
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit
Plan If Project is
e Community-Based inconsistent with
Transportation Plan a(lieoaf)sfdrl())ljirzis;
o ADA Transition Plan ng pla nsti on.
e Station Access Plan
e Short-Range Transit Plan
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety
Plan
2. Acti . . If yes, describe Project provides
ctive ) Does the project area contain X | O how aroiect physical separation of
Transportation | ooments of the regional Active pro] '
Network g g adheres to the bicycle and car lanes

Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

at key locations on D
Street and Winton
Avenue. Project allows
for ongoing
maintenance of
vertical separation
elements at protected
bikeways.

Page 2 of 7
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO D R Description
escription
2. Active E;c(;]:gttrgr? \:le?‘ﬁZe islands
Transportation on Gading Rd, and other
Network (Cont.) bracticos atother
locations.
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known High X] [] | Please summarize |Project includes
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety | pasic signage and
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and striping
high incidence of describe Project’s improvements at
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety | of th
crashes within the project area? measures. The several of the
Bay Area Vision hlghest-llnjury.
Zero System may mtersgchons in
be a resource. the City, as
identified int he
Local Road
Safety Plan.
B. Does the project seek to improve K| O Despnbe how Project allows for
o . project seeks to ongoing
bicyclist and/or pedestrian provide low-stress | maintenance of
coqdltlons? If the project includes transportation vertical separation
a bikeway, was a _Leyel of Traffic facilities or that reduces the
Stress (LTS), or similar user reduce a facility’s |LTS for bike
experience analyses conducted? LTS. facilities. Project
provides enhanced
crossings for
pedestrians, which
may include RRFBs
or painted
bulb-outs.
4. Transit A. Are there existing public transit K] [] | List transit Project area is
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop, broad, including
project area? station, or route) | geveral locations
and al} affected in the City of
agencies. Hayward. BART
and AC Transit
both operate
service here.
B. Have all potentially affected K] ] Please attach Email confirmation

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

included for the
only transit-related
design change.

Page 3 of 7
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. Is‘th‘ere a MTC Mobility Hub [] | K | Ifyes, please
within the project area? describe outreach
to mobility
providers, and
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.
5. Desion Does the project meet professional Please provide
& design standards or guidelines ﬁ [] | Class designation 5 S:;%eet (;Ot Obe
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite Crl)g Y,
pedestrian facilities? design standards ass
used.
6. Equity Will Project improve active Please list EPC(S) | Hayward has several
transportation in an Equity Priority |ﬁ [] | affected. EPCs. This is a citywide

Community?

project and there is
considerable overlap
between the quick-build
locatioins - the top-rated
intersections in the Local
Road Safety Plan - and
the City's EPCs. Gading
Rd, which will receive
pedestrian refuge
islands, is also an EPC.

7. BPAC Review

Has a local (city or county) Bicycle
and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

Please provide
meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

To be reviewed at
4/20 Alameda
County BPAC
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES | Documentation or Explanation
Explanation

. The affected roadway is legally
prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

If yes, please cite
language and agency
citing prohibited use.

The costs of providing Complete
Streets improvements are
excessively disproportionate to the
need or probable use (defined as
more than 20 percent for
Complete Streets elements of the
total project cost).

If claimed, the agency
must include
proportionate
alternatives and still
provide safe
accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.

. There is a documented Alternative

Plan to implement Complete
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

Describe Alternative
Plan/Project

Conditions exist in which policy
requirements may not be able to
be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

Describe condition(s)
that prohibit
implementation of CS
policy requirements

Page 5 of 7
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:
All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines
All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Ruadwav CBntext
Target Max. All Ages & Abilities
| Target Motor Mntur Vehicle : Knyr Operational Bi l
| Motor Vehicle cycle Facility
Vehicle Speed*: Vol (aDT) | i Lanes El‘:u':nrlsl:'.Iavrath:lns
: Any of the following: high
: curbside activity, frequent buses,
Ay e : motor vehicle congestion, or
i : turning conflicts*
< 10 mph : Less relevant | No centerline, : Pedestrlans share the roadway | Shared Street
| iorsinglelane :
| 520 mph 5 1,000-2,000 : one- \.an : < 50 motor vehicles per hour in Al Boulevard
i< 500-1.500 : ! the peak direction at peak hour Eycia
1<1500-
ABO0 : :Singlelane
i<3,000- { each direction, :
| < 25 mph i 6,000 forsinglelane : Low curbside activity, or low
e 2 :congestion pressure
Greater than | ORE-way
i 6,000
Multmle Lanes
Any { per direction
Stngle lane :
; : pach direction :
< 6.000 .-—- Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : CONgestion pressure
26 mpht i perdirection
Greater than Any Protected Bicycle Lane,
or Bicycle Path

6,000 pAny

High-speed limited access

| roadways, natural corridors,

| or geographic edge conditions
with limited conflicts

 Any

Design Guidance

High pedestrian volume

Low pedestrian volume

Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

Page 7 of 7

36



From: Crystal Wang

To: Lucas Woodward

Cc: Colin Patterson

Subject: RE: D/Winton Bus Islands

Date: Tuesday, February 4, 2025 1:50:16 PM
Attachments: image001.png

CAUTION:This is an external email. Do not click on links or open attachments unless
you know the content is safe.

Hi Lucas,

Thank you for sending these details and the heads up about the boarding islands! This draft
design works for us, no additional comments.

Thanks!

Crystal Wang

Transportation Planner

AC Transit

510-332-6221

From: Lucas Woodward

Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2025 10:02 AM

To: Crystal Wang

Cc: Colin Patterson

Subject: [EXTERNAL] D/Winton Bus Islands

Hi Crystal,

We’re hoping to add some boarding islands to the D Street- Winton Avenue corridor when we
repave those streets this summer. | wanted to run our draft design by you for any suggestions
or requests.

I think the most important element is the cross section at the bottom. | provided additional
dimensions to help our inspectors monitor the work. | have defined the curb on the bike lane
side as 6” with no more than a 1.5% cross slope on the island. This is to accommodate
potential roadway crowning —a 6” curb on both sides might resultin a cross slope greater than
1.5%, so the idea is to build the bus curb as high as possible (up to 6”) without exceeding a
-1.5% cross slope. | think it’s likely this will end up with a bus curb around 4.5” but it will
depend on the site survey. If the bike lane curb exceeds 6” we would need a railing, which we
would like to avoid.

In every case, these would be far-side stops with more than 10 feet from the crosswalk for
visibility.

Happy to discuss more — let me know! Thanks

Lucas Woodward, P.E.

Senior Transportation Engineer

City of Hayward

510-583-4783
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5.1F

Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement
or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff
implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: 7ot Avenue ATP Implementation Project TB202222

Project Area/Location(s): g0t intersections along East Avenue and streets through the
neighborhoods north of East Avenue between School Street and

Attach map if available. /5500 Road (see project map).
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includes:

2. adding bulb outs to three additi

Currently at 65% PS&E.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

This project will implement roadway improvements in the vicinity of East Avenue as recommended by the City's Active Transportation Plan and the East Avenue Corridor Study, enhancing safety, accessibility, and mobility for all ages and abiliies. This project

1. modifying elements from the Tactical East Avenue Study (bulb outs and medians),
ional intersections, and

3. developing a bicycle boulevard through the neighborhood north of East Avenue (reference projects BB24, BB26, BB37 in the Livermore Active Transportation Plan)

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Title:

Contact Name &

Bob Vinn, Project Manager

Contact Email:

bgvinn@livermoreca.gov

Contact Phone:

925.580.8287

Agency:

City of Livermore

Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

1. Bicycle,

Does Project implement relevant

Please provide

The project

Pedestrian and | Plans, or other locally adopted detail on Plan directly
Transit recommendations? recommendations implements the
Planning affecting Project City of
Plan examples include: area, if any, with Livermore's
e City/County General + Area g;?: adoption Active
Plans ' Transportation
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit o Plan, installing
Plan IfProjectis | Bjke Boulevards
e Community-Based inconsistent with | 4 &y
Transportation Plan adopted Plans, Extensions.
e ADA Transition Plan please pr'0V1de
i explanation.
e Station Access Plan
e Short-Range Transit Plan
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety
Plan
2. Active Does the project area contain [x] | [OJ | Ifyes, describe mmrﬁ{:c;e"%ﬁz?&fc
Transportation | eoments of the regional Active how project AT Network with
Network adheres to the proposed curb

Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

extensions and portions
of bike boulevards. Bike
Boulevards were
designed with NACTO
guidelines. By going
through residential local
streets, motor vehicle
volume has been met.

Page 2 of 7
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
. The current speed limit is 25
2. Active mph. By adding curb extensions
. at key intersections through the
Transportatlon proposed bike boulevards, the
Network (Cont ) target motor vehicle speed of 20

mph would hopefully to be met,
as required by NACTO.

3. Safety and

A. Is the Project on a known High

Please summarize

11 Bike and Pedestrian

Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety | accidents have
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and occurred from the years
: < : SR 2020-24 within the
high incidence of describe Project’s broposed project
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety locations based on
crashes within the project area? measures. The analysis from Livermore
Bay Area Vision | Vision Zero Action Plan.
Zero System may Curb extensions will
£L10 SYSIEM enhance pedestrians
be a resource. safety. Bike boulevards
will provide a LTS1 bike
route for bicyclists in the
vicinity of East Avenue.
. . Describe how Proposed bike
. Does the project seek to improve K| O project seeks to boulevards will go
bicyclist and/or pedestrian provide low-stress | through local streets
conditions? If the project includes transportation that are currently LTS
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic facilities or 1/2 per Livermore
Stress (LTS), or similar user o | ATP. The project wil
. ’ reduce a facility’s | further improve LTS
experience analyses conducted? LTS. by adding bike
boulevard design
features. Also, the
proposed bike
boulevards will help
bicyclists to avoid the
LTS 4 section of East
Avenue.
4. Transit . Are ?h.ere existing public ‘Fransit X1 | [] LisF Frgnsit LAVTA, Routes
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop,

project area?

station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.

14, 20x, 30r

. Have all potentially affected

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

Please attach
confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

See attached.

Page 3 of 7
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
within the project area? describe outreach
to mobility
providers, and
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.

5. Design Does the project meet professional ﬁ Please provide The project includes
design standards or guidelines [ | Class designation Class 3E Bike
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite | g, jevards. which
pedestrian facilities? design standards : -

q will be designed
used. based on NACTO
design standards.

6. Equit Will Project improve active Please list EPC(S) | The citv's 2025-2029

Ay transportation in an Equity Priority |ﬁ [] | affected. © S

Community?

Consolidated Plan
identifies eight low to
moderate income
census tract block
groups. The project is
adjacent to one of the
eight identified areas.

7. BPAC Review

Has a local (city or county) Bicycle
and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

Please provide
meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

ACTC BPAC
Meeting is
scheduled on
April 30, 2026 to
review this
checklist.

Page 4 of 7
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES | Documentation or Explanation
Explanation

. The affected roadway is legally
prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

If yes, please cite
language and agency
citing prohibited use.

The costs of providing Complete
Streets improvements are
excessively disproportionate to the
need or probable use (defined as
more than 20 percent for
Complete Streets elements of the
total project cost).

If claimed, the agency
must include
proportionate
alternatives and still
provide safe
accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.

. There is a documented Alternative

Plan to implement Complete
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

Describe Alternative
Plan/Project

Conditions exist in which policy
requirements may not be able to
be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

Describe condition(s)
that prohibit
implementation of CS
policy requirements

Page 5 of 7
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:
All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines
All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Rnadwav CBnte:t
Ta,gat Max. All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor anr Vehicle : Knyr Operational Bi l
{ Motor Vehicle cycle Facility
Vehicle Speed*: Vol (aDT) | i Lanes : Considerations
: Any of the following: high
| : curbside activity, frequent buses,
Any oy : motor vehicle congestion, or
i : turning conflicts®
. <10 mph : Less relevant No caritarliog Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
torsingle lane
=20 mph < 1000-2,000; nrne—uan - < 50 motor vehicles perhourin | o Rocterard
i< 500-1.500 i the peak direction at peak hour Loz
<1500 Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
53.000 :Slnglelane Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane :
i<3,000- i each direction, Buffered or Protected Bicycle
= 25mph i 6,000 forsinglelane : Low curbside activity, or low Lane :
———————— Bne-way s congestion pressure -
Greater than
i 6,000
Multmle Lanes
ANy { per direction
Smgle lane :
; : gach direction :
<6.000 .-—- Low curbside activity, or low
| Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : COngestion pressure
26 mph' i perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,
: 6,000 bt A.ny or Bicycle Path
H|gh_5peed limited access : ; High padestrian valume Bike Path with Separate Walkway
roadways, natural corridors, | | i or Protected Bicycle Lane
| or geographic edge conditions | e ) Shared-Use Path or
with limited conflicts i T pedestrian volume

Protected Bicycle Lane

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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From: Bob Vinn

To: Farnoush Levers; Xiaojia (Joanna) Liu; Leah Schlageter
Subject: Fw: East Avenue ATP Improvements Briefing with LAVTA
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2026 3:33:57 PM

FYI

From: Cyrus Sheik <csheik@lavta.org>

Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2025 8:28 AM

To: Alyson Goulden <agoulden@hmhca.com>

Cc: Bob Vinn <bgvinn@livermoreca.gov>

Subject: RE: East Avenue ATP Improvements Briefing with LAVTA

Exercise Caution: This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from

untrusted sources.
Hi Alyson,
Likewise, and thank you for taking the time to explain the project and its proposed designs to

us.

We'll be in touch with further feedback, as applicable.

Thanks again,
Cyrus
LAVTA (Wheels)

From: Alyson Goulden <agoulden@hmhca.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2025 16:20

To: Cyrus Sheik <csheik@lavta.org>

Cc: Bob Vinn <bgvinn@livermoreca.gov>

Subject: East Avenue ATP Improvements Briefing with LAVTA

You don't often get email from agoulden@hmhca.com. Learn why this is important

Hi Cyrus,

It was great to meet with you today, thank you for your input. Attached is today’s
presentation. Please reach out if you have any questions or additional feedback once
you review with folks on your side. Looking forward to coordinating with you on this
project.

Best,

Alyson Goulden
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Design Specialist

d. (669) 295-2345 | agoulden@hmhca.com
0. (408) 487-2200 x.2345

1570 Oakland Road | San Jose | CA | 95131
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NEWARK

DATE April 21, 2026
TO Alameda CTC Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)
FROM Jerrald Yang, Associate Civil Engineer, City of Newark

SUBJECT Review the Complete Streets Checklist for City of Newark’s Safe Routes To Schools (SR2S)

Improvements Project

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the BPAC receive an update and review the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC) Complete Streets Checklist for the City of Newark Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S) Improvements Project.

The City of Newark is applying for the Active Transportation Program Cycle 8 for funding in its proposed SR2S
Improvements Project. One of the requirements for the regional component of the application (which is
administered by MTC) is that the project’s Complete Streets Checklist must be reviewed and approved by a
local or countywide BPAC. The City of Newark does not have a local BPAC and therefore, requests the
Countywide BPAC review of its proposed project and Complete Streets Checklist.

BACKGROUND

Project Need and Benefits

The City of Newark has 10 public schools. The high school and middle school are located adjacent to multilane
arterials, while the elementary schools are all located in residential neighborhoods. The City’s 2017 Pedestrian
& Bicycle Master Plan identified potential SR2S projects at each school and its surroundings to improve

pedestrian and cyclists safety conditions in the school areas. These projects have been combined into a single

project to apply for funding from the ATP Cycle 8 grant.

While many of the elementary schools are in residential neighborhoods, some of them still front multilane
streets, or students and their families must use at least one arterial for their trip to school. The aim of this
suite of projects is to improve the routes that students take from their home to their school. The SR2S Project
scope includes the school zones and surrounding areas, and each project includes both pedestrian and bicycle
facilities that will improve safety for students and residents alike. Proposed improvements include
implementation of new Class Ill Bicycle Boulevards on lower volume residential streets and enhancing
crossings and intersections.
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Newark Memorandum

Since the adoption of the 2017 Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plan, the City has been consistently improving its
roadways and infrastructure around schools. For example, Thornton and Spruce completed its quick build curb
extensions with paint and flexible posts near Schilling Elementary School. Cherry Street completed its Class IV
separated bikeways project from Central Ave. to Stevenson Blvd., which is adjacent to Newark Memorial High
School. Large and small projects have been completed to date, and the City is looking for other potential
improvements to make.

In addition to the projects shown in the 2017 Plan, new improvements have been added that respond to
changes in traffic conditions, behaviors, and funding. These new improvements are currently scoped in School
Safety Assessments which are part of the Alameda CTC’s SR2S program and are conducted in partnership with
the Newark Unified School District.

Project Funding

The City of Newark has a list of annual programs to help support the SR2S Project. These funds come from
local funds aimed at improving citywide infrastructure facilities through the Highway Users Tax Account.

The total project cost is approximately $5.0M and the City has about $1.0M available in its annual programs to
fund the project. There is a funding request of $4.0M, but the requested amount may be decreased if enough
project locations are included in the City’s annual programs.

SR2S Project Funding
Project Name Est. Cost Local
SR2S Project S5.0M S1.0M

At the upcoming April 30" meeting, City of Newark staff will provide a presentation of the project including its
scope, purpose and need, benefits, and design considerations.
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GENERAL NOTES:

1. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INSPECT THE PROJECT SITES PRIOR TO SUBMITTING A BID IN ORDER TO OBSERVE AND . .
DETERMINE THE EXISTING JOB SITE CONDITIONS. LEGEND ABBREVIATIONS

2. IN ACCORDANCE WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES, CONTRACTOR SHALL ASSUME SOLE AND HOUSE ADDRESS CR CURB RAMP
COMPLETE RESPONSIBILITY FOR JOB SITE CONDITIONS DURING THE COURSE OF CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT. 6519
THESE PLANS DO NOT INCLUDE COMPONENTS NECESSARY FOR CONSTRUCTION SAFETY. IT IS THE CONTRACTOR'S () EXISTING
RESPONSILITY TO PROVIDE FOR CONSTRUCTION SAFETY. IT IS THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO PROVIDE FOR
THE SAFETY OF ALL PERSONS AND PROPERTY DURING THE COURSE OF THE PROJECT. THIS REQUIREMENTS SHALL (N) NEW

APPLY CONTINUOUSLY AND NOT LIMITED TO NORMAL WORKING HOURS.
INSTALL (N) BICYCLE LANE SYMBOL

3. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF THE STATE CONSTRUCTION SAFETY ORDERS ’ <TYP : ) TYPICAL

AND CAL/OSHA. THIS REQUIREMENT SHALL APPLY CONTINUOUSLY AND NOT BE LIMITED TO NORMAL WORKING HOURS.
XWW  INSTALL 12" WHITE CROSSWALK
4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY ALL AFFECTED TRANSPORTATION COMPANIES AND EMERGENCY SERVICE PROVIDERS ——  INSTALL NEW R26B SIGN (LINEAR FEET) - PER MUTCD
OF THE PROJECT AND THE PROJECT SCHEDULE. SEE SECTION 10-1.01 "ORDER OF WORK" OF THE SPECIFICATIONS FOR
DETAILS. XWY  INSTALL 12" YELLOW CROSSWALK

(LINEAR FEET) - PER MUTCD
5. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN ACCESS TO ALL COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES, PRIVATE RESIDENCES, AND
BUSINESSES AT ALL TIMES DURING CONSTRUCTION. SEE SECTION 10-1.04 "MAINTAINING TRAFFIC AND TRAFFIC 4” W

CONTROL" OF THE SPECIFICATIONS FOR DETAILS. INSTALL 4" WHITE STRIPE

(LINEAR FEET) - PER CURRENT CA MUTCD

6. EXISTING UTILITIES AND IMPROVEMENTS ARE SHOWN IN THEIR APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS BASED UPON INFORMATION »
AVAILABLE TO THE ENGINEER AT THE TIME OF PREPARATION OF THESE PLANS. NO GUARANTEE IS MADE AS TO THE 6y INSTALL 6" YELLOW STRIPE
ACCURACY OR COMPLETENESS OF THE INFORMATION SHOWN. EXISTING GAS, SANITARY SEWER, AND WATER — {-p" TO 5°-0" (LINEAR FEET) - PER CURRENT CA MUTCD
LATERALS ARE NOT SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS. THE ELEVATION OF MANY EXISTING UTILITIES ARE UNKNOWN. THE L
CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING THE EXACT SIZES, LOCATIONS AND MARKING OF EACH FACILITY IN THE "_-T

FIELD BEFORE CONSTRUCTION. CONTACT USA AT 811 OR (800) 227-2600 AT LEAST TWO WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO ANY
EXCAVATION. ANY ADDITIONAL COSTS INCURRED AS A RESULT OF CONTRACTOR'S FAILURE TO VERIFY LOCATIONS OF
EXISTING UTILITIES PRIOR TO BEGINNING OF CONSTRUCTION IN THEIR VICINITY SHALL BE BORNE BY THE CONTRACTOR.

7. THE CONTRACTOR'S ATTENTION IS DIRECTED TO THE EXISTENCE OF OVERHEAD UTILITY LINES WITHIN THE LIMITS OF
THE PROJECT AS NOTED ON THE PLANS. THESE OVERHEAD LINES MAY INFLUENCE THE USE OF CERTAIN TYPES OF

EQUIPMENT DUE TO THE HEIGHT OF THE OVERHEAD LINES. IT SHALL BE THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO
DETERMINE WHAT INFLUENCE, IF ANY, THE OVERHEAD LINES MAY HAVE ON CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES.

221B80_ |

STRIPING DETAIL NO. LENGTH (FT)
PER CURRENT CA MUTCD

[sTOP] ]

PAVEMENT MARKING QUANTITY
PER CURRENT CA MUTCD

CONTINENTAL
8. SURVEYOR MONUMENTS SHALL BE PROTECTED AT ALL TIMES. ANY DISTURBED MONUMENTS SHALL BE RESET BY LAND _— 1-0" To #'-o"

SURVEYOR AT THE DIRECTION OF THE CITY ENGINEER. —es Noia
UANTITY
9. ALL TRAFFIC STRIPING AND PAVEMENT LEGENDS SHALL BE THERMOPLASTIC UNLESS OTHERWISE DIRECTED BY THE CURB RAMP TYPE a
ENGINEER. EXISTING STRIPING AND LEGENDS OUTSIDE OF THE WORK LIMITS DAMAGED BY CONSTRUCTION
OPERATIONS SHALL BE REPAIRED/REPLACED BY THE CONTRACTOR AS DIRECTED BY THE ENGINEER AND AT NO
ADDITIONAL COST TO THE CITY. SEE SECTION 10-1.22 "PAVEMENT MARKERS, TRAFFIC STRIPING AND LEGENDS" OF THE
SPECIFICATIONS FOR DETAILS. e e B e L e

10. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTROL DUST TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE OR EXCEEDING REQUIREMENTS ﬁ-| |——
ESTABLISHED BY THE BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT.

11.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL FAMILIARIZE HIMSELF/HERSELF WITH THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA BEST MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES HANDBOOK FOR APPLICABLE EROSION CONTROL MEASURES, AND SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR EMPLOYING
ITS PROVISIONS THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION. — — — — — — — — —

2'-g"
12.  TO MEET THE CITY OF NEWARK'S GREEN BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION DEBRIS ORDINANCE, THE . - —‘I =R
CONTRACTOR SHALL REUSE AND RECYCLE 100% OF ALL ASPHALT CONCRETE AND CONCRETE, AND AT LEAST 50% OF TRIFLE FOUR
ALL REMAINING PROJECT DEBRIS ON THIS PROJECT. SEE SECTION 10-1.26 "CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION DEBRIS See Note |
MANAGEMENT" OF THE SPECIFICATION FOR DETAILS.

13. THE CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO ASSUME SOLE AND COMPLETE RESPONSIBILITY FOR JOB SITE CONDITIONS, DURING e e SR o zm _l__ e
|

THE COURSE OF THIS PROJECT CONSTRUCTION, INCLUDING SAFETY OF ALL PERSONS AND PROPERTIES.
|
ﬂDDDDDDDDDDDD ;
s -5

| |
1-0" 10 20" —] J— I__r_:" To 20"

6'-0" MWin
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|
Safe Routes to Schools
Improvements Project

NEWARK
california

City of Newark

Frequently Asked Questions
What improvements are

planned?
Improvements can be divided into short

term and long term treatments. Proposed
improvements include high visibility
striping, additional signage, upgrades to
sidewalk ramps, and considerations for

traffic calming features. Long term

treatments may require additional
analysis that is specific to each school

What is the Safe Routes To
Schools Improvements Project?

The Safe Routes to Schools Improvements
Project is a collection of safety projects aimed
at students travelling to school by walking,

biking, or rolling. The City of Newark has most

of its schools located in residential
neighborhoods. This Project will support Active

Transportation in the community and
residential neighborhoods. The Project will not

only help students but the residents that also

live in these neighborhoods.

and route.

When will construction start?
Construction is expected to begin in 2029.
The project is located on City right-of-way

while some improvements will require
coordination between the City and Newark

~
\"’
S
Unified School District. Long term
treatments could take time analyzing.
Schedule is tentative due to funding and
other project priorities that may overlap

with the limits described in this project.

NEWARK
california



5.1

Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement
or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff
implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title:

Safe Routes To School Improvements Project

Project Area/Location(s): \/, s [ocations near schools in Newark, CA

Attach map if available.

Page 1 of 7
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The Project is a suite of improvements on or near school limits. The projects support safer roadways and infrastructure for all users and varying abilities in Newark. Providing funding for these improvements has the potential of providing over 4,500 students
with new bicycle and pedestrian facilities in our streets. The projects are scoped from a previous 2017 Pedestrian & Bike Master Plan that lists out various streets and potential school routes to receive Safe Routes To Schools improvements. Other
treatments and locations are considered from external sources such School Safety Assessments and any public requests that come through online or in-person. Common treatments include additional signage, striping and emblems, and high-visibility
crossings. Traffic calming measures are also considered but like the other improvements, each location may be different in how it receives improvements. Conditions at one school may be different in other schools and careful analysis is required to select
which treatments would work best in which school. These treatments may coincide with the City’s annual programs which can provide additional flexibility in funding and project scoping. Project locations were chosen based on school proximities and many
frontage streets do not have any bike facilities. The schools are mostly found in residential neighborhoods and have the potential for having routes both on lower and higher volume residential streets. With 2 schools closing in the recent years, even more
routing occurs between students and therefore, the average distances have been increased. Providing improvements to these schools is important in improving the quality and well-being of all the students as well as the residents that live in these streets

Please indicate project phase(Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M) —
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Title:

Contact Name &

Jerrald Yang, Associate Civil Engineer

Contact Email:

jerrald.yang@newarkca.gov

Contact Phone:

510-578-4293

Agency:
City of Newark

Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

1. Bicycle,
Pedestrian and
Transit
Planning

Does Project implement relevant
Plans, or other locally adopted
recommendations?

Plan examples include:

e City/County General + Area
Plans

e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit
Plan

e Community-Based
Transportation Plan

e ADA Transition Plan

e Station Access Plan

e Short-Range Transit Plan

e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety
Plan

Please provide
detail on Plan
recommendations
affecting Project
area, if any, with
Plan adoption
date.

If Project is
inconsistent with
adopted Plans,
please provide
explanation.

-2017 Pedestrian
& Bicycle Master
Plan

Inconsistencies:
-some projects
have been
completed
already
-reduced scope
for areas
requiring
additional
analysis

2. Active
Transportation
Network

Does the project area contain
segments of the regional Active
Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

If yes, describe
how project
adheres to the
NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

Improvements on
residential
low-volume roads
meet NACTO
guidelines for bike
boulevards

Page 2 of 7
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
2. Active
Transportation
Network (Cont.)
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known High [] | [ |Please summarize | General
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety complaints are
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and from speeding and
high incidence of describe Project’s d P 9:
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safe angerous dr.'V'”g
Y P ty behaviors. It is
crashes within the project area? measures. The :
Bay Area Vision forma"Y
Zero System may recognlzgd th?t
be a resource. these residential
streets experience
a higher incidence
of crashes than
other streets
B. Does the project seek to improve kK1 | O Dgs.gzl,:a:egﬁgto Exist!r'\g
bicyclist and/or pedestrian grojvide low-stress conditions do not
conditions? If the project includes transportation have much
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic facilities or Sf[”plng or
Stress (LTS), or similar user reduce a facility’s |Si9nage for bike
experience analyses conducted? LTS. facilities. Existing
- crossings are
basic and will be
enhanced.
4. Transi.t . A. Are ?h.ere existing public ‘Fransit kK1 | [ LisF Frgnsit Lafayette Ave,
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop, Haley St
project area? station, or route) Birch St ’
and all affected ’
agencies.
B. Have all potentially affected [] | k] | Please attach
transit agencies had the confirmation
opportunity to review this project? email from transit
operator(s) to
email.
Page 3 of 7 65




Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. Is‘th‘ere a MTC Mobility Hub [] | k7 | Ifyes, please
within the project area? describe outreach

to mobility

providers, and

Project’s Hub-

supportive

elements.

5. Desion Does the project meet professional Please provide .

& design standards or guidelines K1 | | Class designation Class |1l Bike
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite Boulevards,
pedestrian facilities? design standards NACTO, FHWA

used.
6. Equity Will Project improve active Please list EPC(s)
transportation in an Equity Priority (] | B | affected.
Community?
7. BPAC Review | Has alocal (city or county) Bicycle Kl | [ Please provide 4/30/26

and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

Page 4 of 7
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES | Documentation or Explanation
Explanation

. The affected roadway is legally
prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

If yes, please cite
language and agency
citing prohibited use.

The costs of providing Complete
Streets improvements are
excessively disproportionate to the
need or probable use (defined as
more than 20 percent for
Complete Streets elements of the
total project cost).

If claimed, the agency
must include
proportionate
alternatives and still
provide safe
accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.

. There is a documented Alternative

Plan to implement Complete
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

Describe Alternative
Plan/Project

Conditions exist in which policy
requirements may not be able to
be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

Describe condition(s)
that prohibit
implementation of CS
policy requirements

Page 5 of 7
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:
All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines
All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Rnadwav CBnte:t
Ta,gat Max. All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor anr Vehicle : Knyr Operational Bi l
{ Motor Vehicle cycle Facility
Vehicle Speed*: Vol (aDT) | i Lanes : Considerations
: Any of the following: high
| : curbside activity, frequent buses,
Any oy : motor vehicle congestion, or
i : turning conflicts®
. <10 mph : Less relevant No caritarliog Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
torsingle lane
=20 mph < 1000-2,000; nrne—uan - < 50 motor vehicles perhourin | o Rocterard
i< 500-1.500 i the peak direction at peak hour Loz
<1500 Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
53.000 :Slnglelane Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane :
i<3,000- i each direction, Buffered or Protected Bicycle
= 25mph i 6,000 forsinglelane : Low curbside activity, or low Lane :
———————— Bne-way s congestion pressure -
Greater than
i 6,000
Multmle Lanes
ANy { per direction
Smgle lane :
; : gach direction :
<6.000 .-—- Low curbside activity, or low
| Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : COngestion pressure
26 mph' i perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,
: 6,000 bt A.ny or Bicycle Path
H|gh_5peed limited access : ; High padestrian valume Bike Path with Separate Walkway
roadways, natural corridors, | | i or Protected Bicycle Lane
| or geographic edge conditions | e ) Shared-Use Path or
with limited conflicts i T pedestrian volume

Protected Bicycle Lane

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Pedestrian and ADA Infrastructure Improvements for the |
Annual Street Resurfacing Project No.STOI17

Alameda County Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Committee Meeting

April 30,2026

e
DUBLIN

CALIFORNIA

4/27/2026

Pedestrian & ADA Improvements

*  Project Budget:
- $2.IM

*  Project Schedule:
— Advertise : May 2026
— Construction : June 2026 thru October 2026

*  Project Scope Includes:
— Bulb outs at Intersections recommended by Safe Route to School program
— Directional Curb Ramp Upgrades where possible
— Curb and gutter replacement
— HighVisibility Crosswalk Markings
— Pedestrian accessibility upgrades at intersection of Gleason Drive and Hacienda Drive
— Additional Signing and Striping Improvements
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f,* S | X Brighton Drive/Mansfield Ave

Curb extensions are being evaluated along Brighton Drive
as part of the Safe Routes to School Program.

e

DUBLIN

CALIFORNIA

Brighton Drive/Tamarack Drive

Curb extensions are being evaluated along Brighton Drive
as part of the Safe Routes to School Program.

e

DUBLIN

CALIFORNIA

4/27/2026
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Proposed Curb Extension on Penn Dr at King Way

4/27/2026
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5.1B

A Street Interchange

City of Hayward

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
April 30,2026

HAYWARD

Project Overview

« Project in partnership with Caltrans, Alameda CTC, and City of
Hayward

» Alameda CTC is the current implementing agency

* Project initiation document approved in 2019, currently in the
PA&ED (Environmental) phase

* Design is fully funded

» ATP grant application will seek to fund remaining phases
(~$21,700,000)

2

75



Slide 2

CD1

Fixed typo - “project initiation”
Colin Dentel-Post, 2026-04-21T23:16:46.239
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Existing Conditions

« Compact Diamond Interchange
» Non-standard vertical clearance (14’ 77)

» Two through lanes and a left turn pocket in each direction
undercrossing 1-880

» 5-foot sidewalks on each side
* No bike lanes or shoulders

3

PrOJect Context and Constralnts

Closely Spaced Local |
Intersection

,W

4

4/27/2026

2
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Slide 3

CD1

Deleted interchange type, too technical. Added “on each side” to

sidewalks bullet.
Colin Dentel-Post, 2026-04-21T23:16:28.097
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g Py, { CD1
LN 3 0§ ] 880
3 i 3 ] Provide 12’ Shared
A s ‘ { Pedestrian and Bicycle
g A ; Paths In Both Directions
Bicycle / Pedestrian
Enhancements
Convert Garden Ave to Right-
in/Right-out preventing left-turn Proposed Pedestrian High
into Garden Ave from A Street Intensity Activated Crosswalk
(HAWK) System
Sy
1 T
" ¥ Ca ':?:f‘o:w‘.l".-r,

LEGEND ' il i s oS

SIDEWALK - N

Modification of -

e BIKE LANE Traffic Signals %‘\

NEW MEDIAN
N PAVEMENT OVERL AY /WIDENING
IS SHARED PED/BIKE FACILITY

ACCESS CONTROL

5
- -
A Street Overpass at Interchange — Existing and Proposed an)
Improvements
Existing
Proposed
6 H Havwarp
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Slide 5

CD1 Graphic is low-res, hard to read - please replace
Colin Dentel-Post, 2026-04-21T23:18:55.677

Slide 6

CD1 Graphic is fuzzy - can it be replaced with higher-res?
Colin Dentel-Post, 2026-04-21T23:19:34.195
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1-880/A Street Interchange (East of Interchange)

Existing Proposed

4 H Harwarp

Project Costs

Project Phases Anticipated Costs

Capital Right-of-Way $50,000
Construction Support $7,650,000
Capital Construction $14,000,000
Total $21,700,000

8
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Slide 8

CD1 Add brief schedule info (e.g. when construction anticipated to

begin) and/or share verbally.
Colin Dentel-Post, 2026-04-21T723:20:15.641

82



4/27/2026

Questions

H Harwarp
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-Build Bicycle and

3% strian Safety Elements

énﬁan Advisory Committee
~ 2 /;. :

1
Outline
* Introductions
* Project Overview
* Project Elements
* Costs
» Questions & Feedback
2
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Project Overview

* Design and implementation of pedestrian and bicycle safety
countermeasures

» Supplies to maintain existing safety features

* High priority locations citywide

 Focus on priority intersections in Local Road Safety Plan
» Seeking TDA Article 3 Funds for construction

H Harwarp

Minor Concrete Projects

 Bus boarding islands

» Pedestrian Refuge
Islands

* Light separation for bike
lanes at key locations

H Havwarp

4/27/2026
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Flexible Posts

« Hayward has installed many protected
bike lanes citywide in recent years using
flexible posts for vertical separation

 Painted bulb-outs installed at key
intersections

» FG300 posts or K71 bollards
* Require routine replacement

5

» The Local Road Safety Plan identifies top
priority locations for safety improvements

« City has ongoing corridor studies for most
locations, but needs to implement near-
term measures

* Most can be addressed with an on-call
striping project

* May include RRFBs

6

4/27/2026
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Planned Quick-Build Locations

Tennyson Rd and Baldwin St Hesperian Blvd and Sleepy Hollow
Ave

Foothill Blvd, Mission Blvd, and Hesperian Blvd and Turner Ct

Jackson St

Tennyson Rd and Calaroga Ave A St and Foothill Blvd

A St and Victory Dr Tennyson Rd and Huntwood Ave

Huntwood Ave and Montana Way Industrial Pkwy and Ruus Rd

(Tentative, Subject to Change)

7

Costs

Anticipated Spending Categories

Project Elements Anticipated Costs

Minor Concrete Work (bus boarding islands, $180,000
protected bike lanes)
Quick-Build Labor and Materials $270,000

Maintenance and Replacement of Existing Bike $150,000
and Ped Infrastructure

Total $600,000

8
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Questions &
Comments

H Harwarp
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51D

East Avenue Corridor ATP Implementation
CIP TB202222

Pedestrian Bulb Outs &
Bicycle Boulevard Improvements

April 2026

aH OOSVA S

I ERSON AVI
uanisot iEC)

EAST AVE

— EXISTING CLASS Il PARK
BIKE LANES
— EXISTING CLASS | P SCHOOL
SHARED USE PATH
m— PROPOSED BICYCLE BOULEVARD RELIGIOUS INSTITUTION
s ssEs PROPOSED BICYCLE ROUTE
m CIVIC CENTER
""" PROPOSED CLASS |
SHARED USE PATH
E LIBRARY
o TACTICAL EAST AVE IMPROVEMENTS
LIVEIMORE O ADDITIONAL EAST AVE IMPROVEMENTS

2
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Project Overview

Design Status
- 65% Civil Design submitted for review

- 65% Traffic Design in progress

- Tentative construction target Summer 2027

- Estimated construction cost is $3.0M

LIVERM@®RE

4/27/2026

3

East Ave Ped Improvements

& T R
o o 3
\%% %"r ¢ ;k ; H
g m o O Easraweo o
& 5
¢ : =y
@
8

* Upgrade the 2024 ‘Tactical East Ave’
pilot program intersection
improvements

* Expand the project with 3 new
intersections

LIVERM@®RE

O Tactical East Avenue
Intersection Upgrades.

O New Intersection
Improvements

* Use a combination of post-
delineators, modular curb, paint &
ceramic domes to make pedestrian
crossings more comfortable

4
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East Ave Ped Improvements

PROPOSED DESIGN @ DOLORES ST

4/27/2026

East Ave Ped Improvements

B
<
(%]
]
<
(%]
w

ZONE PAINTED WITH
STRIPES, INCLUDES
CERAMIC DOMES

ZONE PROTECTED BY
DELIENATORS AND
MODULAR CURB ELEMENTS
INSTALLED ON ROADWAY

e

I
EXISTING CURB m !
RAMPS TO REMAIN a

DELINEATORS TURN RADIUS = 35
:

-

V PAINTED BULB-OUT,
REPAINT AS NEEDED

PATH OF TRAVEL

T

POTENTIAL BICYCLE Kﬁ

= ZICLA ZIPPER OR EQUIVALENT N
~ MODULAR CURB, TURN RADIUS = 35'

(typ.)
IN-LANE PEDESTRIAN MARKER|

P AN 5 o

T " A

-

In-lane pedestrian marker

THIS CONCEPT GENERALLY APPLIES TO ALL OF THE
INTERSECTIONS ON EAST AVE TO BE IMPROVED

Post delineators
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Bike Boulevards 24,

.
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JACKSON AVE
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SCHOOL
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SCHOOL
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* Create east-west bicycle routes along
streets with lower traffic volumes

il

JAV ANOWTY

LIVERV®RE

s Propopsed Bicycele Boulevard

— Existing Class Il Bike Lane

Existing Class I Shared Use Path

= === Future Class I Shared Use Path

4/27/2026

7

Bike Boulevards 24, 26, 37

Improvements include:
* painted curb extensions
* re-striped crosswalks

* rectangular rapid flashing
beacons (RRFBs)

* in-lane pedestrian markers
* new wayfinding signage

* painted markings to
delineate the bicycle
boulevard

* curb ramps upgrade

8
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Bike Boulevards 24, 26, 37

Install curb cut to connect existing bike lane to Park
bike path. Add bollards to restrict vehicular access.

T 4 KL 7

LIVERM@®RE

9

Bike Boulevards 24, 26, 37

Demo center of fence,
add asphalt
connection from

- Claremont Way to Bike
Path in Park. Add
bollards to maintain
dead-end street.

Connect existing bike
path to Community
Center parking lot.

v .

LIVERM@®RE

10
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BB — Robert Livermore Park

b A

e & g ¥ Install curb cut to connect existing bike lane to Park
f ' bike path. Add bollards to restrict vehicular access.
= o : K

A

4/27/2026

BB — N Mines Rd

Left hand turn at N Mines Rd / Audry St to facilitate safer bicycle crossing
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BB — N Mines Rd

Questions?
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5.1E

Safe Route to Schools

Improvements Project

Alameda County BPAC
April 30, 2027

1 City of Newark

NEWARK Background

City of Newark
* Population ~46,000

* About 30% of
population is under 18
and over 65

1
96
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NEWARK
california

2 City of Newark Vicinity Map

Parks, schools, and routes
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PROJECT & VICINITY MAP

california

3 Purpose

Project Needs and Benefits

City of Newark

* Potential to support 4,000
students

* ~6 miles of proposed
bikeways

* Upgrades to high visibility
crosswalks and other
crossings

City of Newark

Pedestrian & Bicycle
Master Plan

February 2017

FEHR *PEERS
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4 Purpose
Saittornia Funding

Statewide, 50%

Funding for ATP Cycle 8

5 Existing Conditions

california

* Speeding

* Bike network gaps

* Basic/no crosswalks

* Qutdated sidewalk
ramps

* Limited signage and
striping

* Requests for traffic
calming, additional
law enforcement
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6 Proposed Potential Improvements

NEWARK
california

Quick-Build / Near Term
* High Visibility Crosswalks
* ABA413 Daylighting
* Additional signage and striping

Long Term
* Enhanced crossings
* Upgraded sidewalks
* Traffic calming considerations

7 Existing Conditions

california

99



4/27/2026

8 Existing Conditions

NEWARK
california

9 Existing Conditions

california
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NEWARK
california

10 Community Engagement

From past engagements...

* |n person pop-up survey, online webmap feedback

= Bike Facilities

Pop-up and Webmap Prioritization Survey

Pop-up Comment Sub-Categories Results

Crossings
m Connectivity

= Traffic calming,

Safety Safety

Sidewalks
m Proximity to Priority

Areas
Opposition (Road
diet, Parking
removal)

m Other

Project Feasibility

11 Proposed Project Timeline
Summer Spring
2028 2029
Project Preliminary PS&E Construction Operation
Initiation  Engineering 1505 pians &
Kick-Off Meeting engineer’s estimate
12
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NEWARK
california

12 Potential Funding Plan

* Project costs is roughly $6 M
* Local match is about $1.2 M (20%)
* Funding request for an estimated $4.8 M

~$800k $6.0M
L1 [ | [
Pl PE PS&E Construction o&M
~$1.2 M $6.0 M

Local Funds* ATP Cycle 8

*Local funds are not secured and will be based on available amounts per FY

california

13

Questions
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= County Transportation
/i/, . Commission 1111 Broadway, Suite 800, Oakland, CA 94607 . 510.208.7400 . www.AlamedaCTC.org
ERITNNN

DATE: April 20, 2026

TO: Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee

FROM: Farid Javandel, Director of Project Delivery
Emma Burkhardt, Associate Transportation Engineer

SUBJECT: East Bay Greenway Multimodal-Hayward Segment: Project Update and
2027 Active Transportation Program (ATP) Cycle 8 Complete Streets
Review

Recommendation

It is recommended that the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) review the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Complete Streets Checklist for the East Bay
Greenway Multimodal-Hayward Segment (EBGWMM-Hayward) Project as required by the
Regional Active Transportation Program (ATP), Cycle 8 grant.

Summary

Alameda CTC is applying to the Statewide and Regional ATP Cycle 8 Grant for the
implementation of the EBGWMM-Hayward Project. MTC requires project sponsors to submit
a Complete Streets Checklist reviewed by the BPAC to be considered for funding under the
Regional ATP component. The BPAC last received an update on the EBGWMM—-Hayward
Project at its October 2025 meeting.

The EBGWMM-Hayward Project is the southernmost segment of the EBGWMM Project,
which is being delivered separately from the Oakland-San Leandro segments. Alameda CTC
has been coordinating with the City of Hayward and other project stakeholders such as AC
Transit, BART, and various community groups, including public schools, Bike Hayward,
disability groups, and community-based organizations (CBOs), for the development of this
project.

The goals of the EBGWMM — Hayward Project are to:
e Create a continuous north/south bike facility connecting the Hayward and
South Hayward BART stations.
e Provide safe, high-quality bicycle facilities suitable for people of all ages and abilities.
o Improve safety by physically separating bicyclists from high-speed vehicular
traffic to the extent feasible.
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e Improve access to regional transit, schools, Downtown areas, and major
activity centers.

e Improve multimodal access to BART.

e Reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Project Background

Alameda CTC is the Project Sponsor and Implementing Agency for the near-term EBGWMM
Project, including the EBGWMM-Hayward Project. At the October 2025 BPAC meeting,
Alameda CTC staff provided an update that included project development activities to date, a
summary of a robust outreach and engagement phase with the public and stakeholders,
technical analysis, and development of a draft alignment and bike facility types tailored to
street context. Please see Attachments B and C for details of the recommended alignment and
bike facility types.

Outreach and Engagement

As reported in October 2025, Alameda CTC conducted extensive outreach during the current
scoping phase to solicit community input. The outreach activities included the following:

e A project-specific Active Transportation Working Group (ATWG) comprised of
AC Transit, BART, members of bicycle advocacy organizations, people with
disabilities, school and park districts, business community groups, parents of
school-aged children, and interested residents

¢ Emails and website announcements

e Pop-up events at the Hawaiian May Day Festival and the Eden Greenway hot
meal and grocery giveaway

e Walking and biking tours of the corridor, with attendees recommended by the ATWG
e Focus group meetings, one exclusively in Spanish

e Flyers mailed to nearby addresses (flyers were made available in English, Spanish,
simplified Chinese, Tagalog, and Vietnamese)

e Door-to-door outreach to residents along the corridor
e Meetings with the principals of Tennyson High and Cesar Chavez Middle schools
e Online survey to summer school students, faculty, and staff

Project Development

Based on the analysis conducted, the community and stakeholder feedback received, and
feedback previously received from the City’s Infrastructure and Airport Committee
(CIACQ), the project team refined the conceptual-level project alignment and types of
facilities. The draft alignment and facility types are tailored to each street’s specific
characteristics, and are shown in Attachments B and C.

In October 2025, after conducting an initial series of scoping-level public outreach,
completing technical studies such as traffic and parking studies, and working though
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iterations of different alignment options and facility types with the ATWG, Alameda CTC
and Hayward staff presented the proposed improvements to the CIAC and obtained their
concurrence for approval recommendation.

At its January 27, 2026, meeting, the Hayward City Council unanimously approved the
project scoping that allowed Alameda CTC to commence a concurrent Project Approval
and Environmental Document (PA&ED) phase in early April 2026.

MTC Complete Streets Checklist

Alameda CTC staff is applying to the State and Regional ATP Cycle 8 grant opportunity that is
currently accepting applications. For the Regional component, MTC requires that any project
seeking $250,000 or more in regional discretionary funds submit a Complete Streets Checklist
and make it available to a BPAC for review. The checklist is included as Attachment D and the
BPAC is requested to provide feedback at the meeting.

The total Project cost is estimated at $66 million and Alameda CTC is applying for $40 million
in ATP Cycle 8 funds for the design and construction phases.

Upcoming Activities

Staff will continue to advance the environmental phase project development activities while
continuing to engage the community and interested groups to further refine the design for
project approval in compliance with the state’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Fiscal Impact: There is no fiscal impact.

Attachments:

A. EBGWMM-Hayward Project Fact Sheet

B. EBGWMM-Hayward Project — Map of Recommended Alignment and Facility Types
C. EBGWMM-Hayward Project — Project Cross Sections

D. MTC Complete Street Checklist

105



\\g""ﬁ//////
"ALAMEDA

County Transportation
> Commission

/,.
\0' e

oll| ‘\\\\\

7

Project Overview

As the project sponsor and
implementing agency, Alameda
County Transportation Commission
(Alameda CTC) is partnering with
the City of Hayward fo develop
alternative concepts for
implementing the East Bay
Greenway Multimodal project that
will construct an active
fransportation facility on the west
side of the BART and Union Pacific
Railroad corridors to connect the
Hayward and South Hayward BART
stations through Downtown
Hayward. Project improvements will
include Class | pathways, Class IV
separated bikeways, where
feasible, pedestrian crossing
enhancements, bus stop upgrades,
raised medians, protected
intersections, new and upgraded
fraffic signals, safety lighting, curb
ramp upgrades, and opportunities
for improving stormwater freatment,

street trees, etc.

The project forms a segment of the
East Bay Greenway Multimodal
(Phase 1) which focuses on
implementing near-term safety and

multimodal access improvements.

5.2A

East Bay Greenway Multimodal -
(Phase 1) - Hayward Segment

SPRING 2026
T pars
ALAMEDA COUNTY N\ /.
@5 > a2 L
Foothill Blyg S .;X_,- s \
R & > = ; )
° & N o e
es\:;:::;fL 13 g E14t St @ e } » a Vd\ﬁ (/_, \
=EEN 0 %, AsHLAND o T - s
e DA oo -
5 EAML B L L e
cemBemasn 5
BT i CHERRYLAND / NY 7t
2% 2:o) o T~td [ B NN Tl T i/ D P b Bixon s,
KON 95 Meekland Ave o ® b {o
SAN @ .7 & — by South T~
LEANDRO S D R _" 5 o & Huntwood Ave Hayward*
'/" @T % HAYWARD 0
s R 0 05 1 Mile
LEGEND
== BART EBGW Aligment

)~ Interstate Freeway

Union Pacific Railroad

l .1 Jurisdiction Boundaries

P:

mmm EBGW Multimodal Project
[ EBGW Pedestrian Safety Improvements
smmi Connections to BART Stations*
arks / Open Space mmmm  Existing Segment
Segments Underway by Others

* Connections into the BART stations to be coordinated as part of the evaluation.

Aerial

graphic of project location and details. (Preliminary, subject to revisions.)

Project Need

Existing bikeway network does not provide a continuous and comfortable
route connecting along the BART corridor.

Existing interjurisdictional routes in the East Bay Greenway corridor are
generally arterial roadways that carry significant traffic and have established
histories of collisions involving bicyclists and pedestrians.

East Bay Greenway jurisdictions have adopted land use plans calling for
thousands of additional residents and jobs in the East Bay Greenway corridor.
Improved last-mile fransit access to regional fransit and destinations is essential
to accommodating planned growth along the East Bay Greenway corridor.

Project Benefits

To request free language assistance, call 510-208-7400, visit

www.alamedactc.org/Title-VI or email TitleViI@alamedactc.org

Improves safety for everyone

Improves access to regional transit, schools, affordable housing, commercial
districts, employment centers, and other destinations

Improves bicycle and pedestrian network connectivity in densely populated
neighborhoods home to many families along the BART line

Creates a facility that is accessible and comfortable to families with children,
and bicyclists and pedestrians of all ages and abilities

Makes area fravel more efficient by promoting various fransportation methods
to support existing communities and future development.

CAPITAL PROJECT FACT S 106
PN: 1587003



https://www.alamedactc.org/Title-VI
https://www.alamedactc.org/Title-VI
https://www.alamedactc.org/Title-VI

EAST BAY GREENWAY MULTIMODAL (PHASE 1) - HAYWARD SEGMENT

COST ESTIMATE BY PHASE ($ X 1,000)

Scoping $1,215
PE/Environmental $2,040
Design! $5,000
ROW $500
Construction? $57,000
Total Expenditures $65,755

'Includes ROW support costs.
2Includes construction support costs.

FUNDING SOURCES (s X 1,000)

Local $3,255
TBD $62,500
Total Revenues $65,755

Whitman Street.

SCHEDULE BY PHASE

Begin End
Scoping Early 2024 Early 2026
PE/Environmental Early 2026 Mid 2027
Final Design (PS&E) TBD TBD
Construction TBD TBD

I3

Whitman Street at Tennyson Road.

Status

Implementing Agency: Alameda CTC
Current Phase: Environmental

On January 27, 2026, the Hayward City Council approved the
scoping level project evaluation.

Project Documents

For more information on the project, please visit:
www.alamedactc.org/eastbaygreenway.

Pariners and Stakeholders

City of Hayward, AC Transit, and Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)

High visibility bike markings.

Fact sheet periodically updated. 107
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5.2B
Attachment B

EBGWMM-Hayward Project: Map of Recommended Alignment and Facility Types

N Harder
Y Elementary
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Data Sources: Alameda County, City of Hayward, BART
\
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5.2C

s U nsei BOUIqu I'd from Mission Blvd to Montgomery St (looking eastbound)

Existing Conditions

My, am —_— o omm gy iﬂ
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Draft Recommendation

Bicycle Boulevard + Traffic Calming

Ly =
MT-

N
I\ &
2 L:3 z
Sidewalk Parking lane

N

~
Sy S
: Aameoa
\.(:\-:\:M East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment

® Reduces vehicle travel lane width
® Maintains on-street parking
® Places speed humps every 250 — 300’

Employs additional traffic calming
freatments to keep vehicle volumes low and
reduce vehicle speeds to 20 MPH

2
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Montgomery Aven Ue from Sunset Blvd to B St (looking northbound)
Existing Conditions

n 4
y % . . <A .
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Sidewalk Parking lane Sharrow Sharrow Parking lane J Sidewalk Ny
~
J ks 36’ I J
K 53’ v

Draft Recommendation

Bicycle Boulevard + Traffic Calming

n
A
‘ ' ® Maintains on-street parking
® Maintains existing cross section
® Places speed humps every 250 — 300’

, &
5
Sidewalk | Parking lane Sharrow Sharrow Parking lane Sidewalk Employs additional traffic calming treatments
| J recommended fo keep vehicle volumes low
T 36 ~ J and reduce vehicle speeds to 20 MPH
sty K 53’ y
East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment 3

B Street from Montgomery Ave to Grand St (looking eastbound)

Existing Conditions

iti = =X}
-“ﬂ F

Parking lane Drive lane Drive lane Drive lane Parking lane Sidewalk

Sidewalk

T 52’ T ‘

Draft Recommendation

T ' —a A e f." FT 'l ;i\" Two-Way Class IV Bikeway
_- * e Employs road diet from 3 lanes to 2
- * Maintains on-street parking
| N o S S * Infroduces two-way Class [V bikeway
on south side, next to BART station

Sidewalk

Sidewalk ‘

T 52’ I

F 76’ T
gy

East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment 4
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4/20/2026

GI'CI nd Street from B St to D St (looking northbound)

Existing Conditions

2 n\
| 63 I :
T 80’ T
Draft Recommendation
. e Two -Way + One-Way Class IV Bikeway
e . non Employs road dief from 5 lanes to 3
# * Maintains on-street parking
-_n_ * Introduces two-way Class IV on east
side near BART
idewalk Bike lane Parking lane Drive lane Center turn lane Drive lane Eifelsres Sidewalk. &
| One-way Class IV on west side
t 62’ K
T 80’ T
QLTS
; 5

Ly East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment

GI'CI nd Street from D St fo Meek Ave (looking northbound)

Existing Conditions

— — ,l\
| 63’ | X
T 80’ T
Draft Recommendation
= & iﬂ 5 One-Way Class IV Bikeway
= 5 A | ' i * Employs road diet from 5 lanes to 3
-_n * Maintains on-street parking
" 5 ¢ |z w ® Infroduces one-way Class IV on both
Sidewalk. Bikelane = Median = Parking lane Drive lane Center turn lane Drive lane Median = Bike lane Sidewalk Sides
T 62 T

] 80’ T

East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment
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4/20/2026

Meek Ave n Ue from Grand St to Silva Ave (looking westbound)

Existing Conditions

LT
A AR A . y W
l — —_— - - - -
| i = 3 POeR |
5 4 8 13 13" 8 4" 5
Sidewalk Parklng lane Drive lane Drive lane Parking lane Sidewall «\
] } N
T 42 T
) 60’ r

Draft Recommendation

- + . a
' r" A= ;-; ;—; ﬁ_ One-Way Class IV Bikeway
e s 1 * Removes on-street parking on west
2 |zl @ |= 1 w z z o |2 = * Infroduces one-way Class IV on both
Sidewalk Bike lane Drive lane Drive lane Parking lane Bike lane Sidewalk .
sides
T 46’ T
) 60’ I
East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment 7
L]
SIlVCI Aven U e from Jackson St to Sycamore Ave (looking northbound)
Existing Conditions i
' .
Al am . .EE. '
} | — - - - - ' =
A8 ° I. I I
8' 12' 12" 8 8"
Sidewalk | Drive lane Drive lane Parking lane Sidewalk NS
} 32’ J >
) 48’ ) Bike Boulevard + Traffic Calming

® Maintains on-street parking
® Places speed humps every 250 — 300 feet
&
Employs additional traffic calming freatments to keep
vehicle volumes low and reduce vehicle speeds to 20

Revise'g':l Recommendation

l‘n'vr
R

MPH
8’ 12" 12 8 8
Sidewalk Sharrow Sharrow Parking lane Sidewalk
Notes: Facility will not meet All Ages and Abilities (AAA)
T 32 T Criteria due to traffic volume generated within is
g | @ r over 5,000 vpd vs. 2,000 vpd to meet AAA Criteria
East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment 8
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4/20/2026

TN

SYCCI mOl'e Aven Ue from Silva Ave to Whitman St (looking eastbound)

Existing Conditions
[

! A - - - - 1
— - - - -
_. - |
&4 4 13 13' 7 4 4
Drive lane Drive lane Parking lane \\
~
T 33 T
T 49’ I

Draft Recommendation

Two-Way Class IV Bikeway
* Removes on-street parking (49% ufilization, ~7

spaces)
* Infroduces two-way Class IV on north side of
4 4 4% 4% 2 i 1 4 4
street
Bike Janes. Drive lane Drive lane . . .
| | ® Provides contfinuous two-way Class IV facility
T 3 T around curve fo Whitman St
A2 49’ I
ALAMEDA 9

East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment

9
L]
Whlfmd n Sfreet from Sycamore Ave fo Orchard Ave (looking northbound)
Existing Conditions
T
1 I‘ "I
1 .
8 3 12 12 g 8 2
Sidewalk Parking lane Sharrow
| Class | Shared Use Path
. ® Red | idth fi 1210 11 feet d
Draft Recommendation educeslane widih from 12 o 11 feef {on
maintains bus route)
® Removes on-street parking on east side only (49%
n " utilization, ~55 spaces)
i = ® Introduces Class | shared use path on east side
X F 1 within city R/W, near rail line (fewer
‘ bike/ped/driveway conflicts)
® Employs fraffic calming freatments to reduce
& # il Ul 2 4 vehicle speeds to posted speed limit of 25 MPH
Sidewalk Parking lane Drive lane Drive lane Shared Use Path *  Provides room for landscapin
1 ‘!\ J ping
29’
56’ L
East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment ] o
10
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4/20/2026

Wh“mCI n Sfreef from Orchard Ave to Berry Ave (looking northbound)

Existing Conditions

[ ]

- A - - A - n
T g l = —
‘i-
-i\ D
9 3 5 10 6
Sidewalk Parking lane | Bike lane Drive lane Drive lane Bike lane = Parking lane Sidewalk \:
| | 48’ | 4
! 68’ &~ Class | Shared Use Path
Draft Recommendation ® Maintains on-street parking on

both sides
® Infroduces Class | shared use path
Eii on east side within city R/W, near

Gl rail line
-ﬂ- * Employs traffic calming treatments

to reduce vehicle speeds

i =

Sidewalk Parking lane Drive lane Drive lane Parking lane Shared Use Path ® Providesroom for |Ondscoping
i 36’ ‘I, I— 19’ Shared Use Path
gy X 68’ L
ALAMEDA
R East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment ] ]

11

Wh“mCI n Street from Berry Ave to Harder Rd (looking northbound)

Existing Conditions
iﬂ

y W |
Lif e |
7 T 12 12 T 5
Sidewalk Parking lane Sharrow Sharrow Parking lane = Sidewalk \\
| 38’ L >
T 50’ K
Draft Recommendation Class | Shared Use Path
L 2 ¢ * Removes on-street parking on east side only
ﬁ H m N (50% utilization, ~77 spaces)

| i ® Infroduces Class | shared use path on east side
-_ within city R/W, near rail line
* Employs traffic calming treatments to reduce
J vehicle speeds

Sidewalk | Parking lane Drive lane Drive lane Shared Use Path

A

i 29’
L) 50’ L)
Rl 4

East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment ] 2

12
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4/20/2026

ﬁa
WhlfmCI n Street from Harder Rd to Fruitwood Wy (Iookmg northbound)

Existing Conditions

=5 =
E1-

(7 7 4 12 12" & 78 7
Sidewalk Parking lane Drive lane Drive lane Parking lane

|

46’

Class | Shared Use Path

® Maintains on-street parking

* Infroduces Class | shared use path on east
side within city R/W, near rail line

* Employs traffic calming freatments to

i i
I . oo room for omes
® Provides room for landscaping

Draft Recommendation

f'\— —

7 7 " n 7 5 12
Sidewalk Parking lane Drive lane Drive lane Parking lane Shared Use Path
| . !
AAMEDA *
'3'.;.‘\\\\“ East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment ] 3
13
L]
Whlfmd n Sfreet from Fruitwood Way fo Tennyson Road (looking northbound)
Existing Conditions
i am ' s mm. . .mm %0
—_— f-‘ — - - _l_ - - ‘ (
i i 4 12 12 4" 7 T
Sidewalk Parking lane Drive lane Drive lane Parking lane Sidewalk
! .
L N 60’ L
Draft Recommendation Two-Way Class IV Bikeway
® Removes on-street parking on east side
| 4 b students preferred option, 43% utilization
)“ ﬁ ﬁ va — . p l ( p ption, 43% ,
! \ 1! —_— —_— - = ~60 spaces)
g - v * Infroduces two-way bikeway (transitions to
west side from Roadway north of, next to
& 2 4 = middle and high schools to enhance safe
Sidewalk Bike lane | Bikelane Parking lane Drive lane Drive lane Sidewalk SChOOl OCCeSS)
{ 29° | ® Employs traffic calming treatments to
g 60’ reduce vehicle speeds
East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment ] 4
14
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4/20/2026

Two-Way + One-Way Class IV Bikeway

® Removes on-street parking on both
sides (21% utilization)
Intfroduces two-way Class IV bikeway on
south side of street next fo BART station
Converts existing westbound Class |l
bike lane to Class IV bike lane

Ten nyson ROCId from Whitman St to Dixon St (looking eastbound)
Exisiinq Conditions
i‘“ mm. .mm. > .mm. 0}
e = - n =1 K
Sidewalk Parking lane  Bike lane Drive lane | m‘c:un | D-w‘:;am Dm‘l‘um m:hm Pamv:lam Sﬂ:ﬁk
35’ T T 35’
84
T 100’
Draft Recommendation
g & * i
i 4 -va A y = A . i )
|| W — —_— e ] h'
S'll:rlll Bak:‘lam Hl:an Il!w:rlam I'Hw:'llm Ht‘:i‘-n D!w:rlam Dn:hm ’ : ’ S-d:nl
35’ \! ‘le 35’
84
N 100’
;ALAMEDA
Ry East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment

15

15

DIXO" Streei from Tennyson Rd to BART (looking northbound)

Existing Conditions

Ay 5 n 1
Sidewalk Bike lane Drive lane Turn lane Drive lane Bike lane: Sidewalk
T 48’ )
) 62’ T
Draft Recommendation
n * = ‘.
i i va A, .S . B4
F ﬁ — - - - - ﬂ [
=) on' 2" m m " 2 Sw' &'
Sidewalk Bike lane Drive lane Turn lane Drive lane Bike lane | Sidewalk
) 48’ )
62’ T

I
sty

East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project Hayward Segment

One-Way Class IV Bikeway

* Reduces fravel lane widths to 11 feet

® Converts Class Il bike lanes to Class VI
on both sides

16

16
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5.2D

Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements. )

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement
or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff
implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: & ot Bay Greenway Multimodal - Hayward Segment (Project)

Project Area/Location(s): |, Ajameda County and in the City of Hayward from Dixon Street

. . to Sunset Boulevard <a area/location map will be attached>
Attach map if available.

Page 1 of7
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The Project will implement safe-high quality- bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the City of Hayward that meet all-ages-and abilities criteria,
where feasible. The Project traverses a mix of local, collector, and arterial streets, with draft alignments and facility types tailored to the specific
context and functional characteristics of each street
The Project is in Planning Phase

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Title:

Contact Name &

Project Manager (Consultant)

Contact Email:

kraj@alamedactc.org

Contact Phone:

925-330-8355

Agency:

Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC)

Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

1. Bicycle,
Pedestrian and

Does Project implement relevant
Plans, or other locally adopted

Please provide
detail on Plan

The Project is included
in the Alameda

Transit recommendations? recommendations ?&”nr;tgc")"rig?i &Ctg)‘f:n
Planning affecting Project | ;010) Hayward
Plan examples include: area, if any, with | Downtown Specific Plan
e City/County General + Area Plan adoption (2019), Hayward
Plans date. Bicycle &I Pe?zeos;réz)an
Master Plan ,
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit o Plan Bay Area 2050
Plan If Project is (CZ021), Al(;slmeda
. . . : ountywide
e Community-Based 1r(1icoris§t§{1t with Transportation Plan
Transportation Plan adopted Fians, (2020), and overlaps
e ADAT tion Pl please provide with the Caltrans
' ransition rlan explanation. District 4 Bike (2018)
e Station Access Plan and Pedestrian Plans
° _ : (2022) and the Hayward
Shqrt Range Transit Plan Local Road Safety Plan
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety (2023). The Project is
Plan also consistent various
BART Station Area
plans.
O . . 1 The Project proposes to
2. Active Does the project area contain (¥ [] ifo};:;rg?esgtnbe construct Class IV and Clas |
i . . bike facilities for most of the
132?3?;;’(”3“0“ segments of the regional Active adheres Jco the project’s length. The Project
. includ ted, safe,
Transportation (AT) Network? See NACTO All Ages high.quality bicyale and
AT Network map on the MTC nd Abiliti pedestrian facilities, where
Complete Streets webpage ane e wit cisabittios, senors, -
demgn prln(:lples. students, and [:;eople Wiyth less
See AZZ Ages and experience riding bicycles and
g, rolling. These facilities will
Abilities and provide a safe an inviting
; environment for all users to
D€Slg n travel on an alternative mode.

Guidelines below.

Page 2 of 7
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO I Description
P y Description b
2. Active
Transportation
Network (Cont.)
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known High k] | [J |Please summarize |Portions of the Project
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety gorr'dorT along Wtht{mag
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and Seen Jomyeon Road
high incidence of describe Project’s | Avenue, Meek Avenue,
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety and Grand Street are
crashes within the project area? measures. The included in Hayward's
. High Injury Network as
Bay Area Vision defined in the Local Road
Zero System may | Safety Plan (2023). The
be a resource. _project ir_lcludes protected
Intersections, separated
bikeways, and traffic
calming to address
conflicts and reduce
vehicle speeds.
. . i The Project i LTS
B. Does the project seek to improve K1 | [ Fl?rf)sjggtb:ezgs,vto Cosdmrgéescb;mprigc‘)/\i/g; :
bicyclist and/or pedestrian ide low- separated Class | and
. . . proviae low stress Class IV bikeways along
? If the project includes : oot
COI‘!dItIOI’IS. ; transportation most of the Project's
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic facilities or length. Protected
mi Jo intersections are included
Stress_ (LTS), or similar user reduce a facility’s | where the Project crosses
experience analyses conducted? LTS, high-volume streets or
connects with other
bikeways. Traffic speed
data was collected and
showed excessive
speeding along most of
the corridor. To address
this, the Project also
includes traffic calming.
4. Transit A. Are there existing public transit X1 | [] | Listtransit Refer to project location map. AC
. . A . . P Transit Routes 41 and 93. Route
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop, 93 operates along Grand Street
project area? Station, OF rOUE) | and sione & Steer whie Recte
and a“ affected 41 travels along several Project
. streets including B Street, Grand
Street, Meek A , Sil
agencies. Avente, Sycamore Avenue,
Whitman Street north of Harder
Road, Tennyson Road, and Dixon
Street
The Hayward and South Hayward
BART stations are located within
the Project limits.
B. Have all potentially affected k1 | [] | Please attach Awaiting a Transit

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

Acknowledgment
Checklist from AC
Transit

Page 3 of 7
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. Isthere a MTC Mobility Hub If I .
e . X] | [ | ITyes, please Emerging Urban
within the project area? describe outreach Distrigt a%

to mobility
oroviders, and Hayward BART.
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.

5. Design Does the project meet professional Please provide Class IV, Class Il and Class |
design standards or guidelines E [] | Class designation |m"sepan
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite | Siangaras: Navonal tesocaton of
pedestrian facilities? design standards | (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design

used' Americans with Disability Act (ADA)
Eicyele and Podscinah Fadiitios.

6. Equity Will Project improve active Please list EPC(S) | Rrefer to Attachment X.

transportation in an Equity Priority @ [] | affected.
V) Median Household
Commumty' Income(MHI) (Purple)
MTC Equity Priority
Communities (Blue)
SB 535 Disadvantaged
Communities are within a
mile

7. BPAC Review | Has alocal (city or county) Bicycle | [ | [ P'eaf.e prg‘fde Will be presented

and Pedestrian Advisory Commission meeting date(s) : :
: : , and a summary of |in April 30,2026
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or : Alameda CTC
. ; comments, if any. |Alameda
for OBAG 3, this project)? BPAC
Page 4 Of 7 120



https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/mobility-hubs/universe-bay-area-mobility-hubs

Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally ] If yes, please cite
prohibited for use by bicyclists language and agency
and/or pedestrians. citing prohibited use.

. The costs of providing Complete If claimed, the agency
Streets improvements are [ ] | mustinclude
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking

and rolling.

. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit
be met, such as fire and safety implementation of CS
specifications, spatial conflicts on policy requirements
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

Page 5 of 7
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:
All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines
All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
.......................... b S T T s a8 e g Abilities
Target Motor EE::::::I’;E i Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bicycle Facility
Vehicle Speed Vol (ADT) Lanes ECnnsIr.leratiuns
- : Any of the following: high
: curbside activity, frequent buses,
— “ly : motor vehicle congestion, or
i i turning conflicts*
< 10 mph Less relevant No centerline, Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
: orsingle lane -
< 20 mph {=1000-2,000; crne—ugay . < 50 motor vehicles perhourin | g oo
{2 500-1.500 i the peak direction at peak hour ]
1<1500- Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
M Single lane Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane
:=3,000- : each direction, ; Buffered or Protected Bicycle
<25mph 6,000 ‘orsinglelane :Low curbside activity. orlow | ang
_ ore-way s congestion pressure
i Greaterthan |
: 6,000 : :
{ Multiple lanes
Any { per direction
Single lane H
: : pach direction :
! < 6.000 —— Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan | : Multiple lanes : CONgestion pressure
26 mpht : perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,
: 6,000 Any Any or Bicycle Path
High-speed limited access E High pedestrian volume Bike Path with Separate Walkway

or Protected Bicycle Lane

roadways, natural corridors, | A
or geographic edge conditions | ny )
with limited conflicts j Low padestrian voluma

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

Page 7 of 7
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4/27/2026

5.2

R .’ :.’Irf/////
= 'ALAMEDA

County Transportation
Commission

Wiy,

Lo

&
<

7,

_ RITTON
East Bay Greenway

Multimodal Project
Hayward Segment

Presentation at the April 30, 2026, Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)

Project Purpose

+ Create a continuous north/south bike facility connecting the Hayward and South
Hayward BART stations.
+ Provide safe, high-quality bicycle facilities suitable for people of all ages and
abilities, where feasible.
+ Improve safety by physically separating bicyclists from high-speed vehicular traffic
to the extent feasible.
+ Improve access to regional fransit, schools, Downtown areas, and major activity
centers.
* Improve multimodal access to BART.
e * Reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
ALAMEDA

NN

East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project - Hayward Segment 2
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4/27/2026

Project Status

Since our last October 2025 update to BPAC ...

» City Council approved the Project Scoping in January 2026

A DEMO Fund Application was submitted in March 2026

« A concurrent Project Approval & Environmental Document (PA&ED)
Phase began in April 2026

An ATP-Cycle 8 Fund Application is in progress, due in June 2026

A

East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project - Hayward Segment 3

Hayward City Council Approved Project Improvements (at Scoping)
Street Name Facility Recommendation § ”"&%/ %5 %\
4 by
Sl BeuleEd) Bike Poulevard + Traffic £, ‘
Calming I
[ <3
. . s
Montgomery Street Bike Poulevard + Traffic hegl
Calming s
\ s %
B Street Two-Way Class IV > %
Grand Street (North &South  Two-Way Class IV ] §
from D Street & > <]
Intersecti o ¥
ntersection) One-Way Class IV = a
Meek Avenue One-Way Class IV e
) Bike Boulevard + Traffic o
Silva Avenue R X
Calming
Sycamore Avenue Two-Way Class IV T
Whitman Street S W
(from Sycamore Avenue to Class | + Traffic Calming -6 U NG
Fruitwood Way) BART Line
) 53 BART Station b
Whitman Street Two-Way Class IV + T Study Area . % i
(from Fruitwood Way to Traffic Calmi Park @ e Q'/oo > ,;
Tennyson Road) rammctaiming 0 o w0 mwore i ]
sy Tennvson Road Two-Way Class IV (EB) & N SOROXY Yo/
o 4 One-Way Class IV (WB) A % <
Dixon Street One-Way Class IV
East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project - Hayward Segment 4
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Disadvantaged
Communities &
Mobility Hub

*  Median Household Income(MHI)
(Purple)

*  MTC Equity Priority Communities
(Blue)

» SB 535 Disadvantaged
Communities are within a mile

ALAMEDA

S\
4355 Median .5

Census Tract <~ S
4354Median S 3
Income: $113177 7

Census Tract
S\ 4364.03 Median

i
! Census Tract

1\ 4363.01Median <— Mobility Hub income:
> Incomie: $187333 2 v e 20764
L XS R %

K S g

e \\
Census Tr\a(k
4365 Median
Income: $91341 "\
%,

> g
- g
\ & &
P

Median Household Income In The Past 12
Months (In 2024 Inflation)

[ tess than $64,430
[ $64,430t0.$69,385

Harder
Elementary

SO
Census Tract*
4366.02 Median «
Income: $92646 \\ o™

$69,386 to $74,341 $ensu; \‘\
[ $74342t0$79,298 AN ractyis B \
% 4378 Median
[E] oresteten 378298 \\\ %4, Income: Census{l’ran &
MIC Equity Priority Communities Census Tract, $123125 \ \4579 Median g
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A Visual Simulation - Whitman Street
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Look-ahead Schedule

2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031
Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2

City Infrastructure & Airport Committee

City Council Approval

Environmental clearance
Final design*

*Subject to funding availability

ALAMEDA
ot et
RN

East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project - Hayward Segment 7

MTC Complete Streets Checklist

* Required for projects over $250,000 in costs and utilizing regional
funds

> Alameda CTC is seeking ATP funds
* Request - provide input on project checklist

> Included in packet as Attachment D

g
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East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project - Hayward Segment 8
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Thank You

kraj@alamedactc.org
flavandel@alamedactc.org
Lucas.Woodward@hayward.ca.gov
Project Website https://www.alamedactc.org/programs-
projects/bicycle-and-pedestrian/eastbaygreenway

East Bay Greenway Multimodal Project - Hayward Segment

4/27/2026
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='ALAMEDA  Memorandum 5.3
= County Transportation
/?"n Commission 1111 Broadway, Suite 800, Oakland, CA 94607 . 510.208.7400 . www.AlamedaCTC.org
»ll] ‘\\\\\
DATE: April 23, 2026
TO: Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
FROM: Colin Dentel-Post, Assistant Director of Planning
Shannon McCarthy, Senior Transportation Planner
SUBJECT: Central County Community Connections Plan (4CP) Update
Recommendation

It is recommended that the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) receive an
update on the Central County Community Connections Plan (4CP). This is an informational
item only.

Summary

One of the main roles of the BPAC is to review and provide input on major active
transportation plans and policies. At the April meeting, the BPAC will receive an update on
development of the Central County Community Connections Plan (4CP).

In 2024, Alameda CTC was awarded a Sustainable Transportation Planning Grant by the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for the I-580/1-238/1-880 Safe Access &
Community Resilience Plan, now referred to as the 4CP. The Plan aims to make it easier and
safer for community members to travel around parts of San Leandro, San Lorenzo, Ashland,
Cherryland and Castro Valley that border I-880, I-238, and I-580. The 4CP will identify
community-prioritized transportation projects and recommend strategies to advance near-
term improvements to safety, access, and climate resilience.

The 4CP began work in early summer 2025 with a review of previous plans and focused
technical assessment to identify goals and needs in the plan area, which were confirmed
during the first round of public outreach in winter 2025. Ten priority corridors were
identified for focused planning through the 4CP based on community support and needs.
Alameda CTC has since developed draft areawide recommendations and draft improvement
ideas for each of the ten priority corridors, which are the focus of the 4CP’s second round of
public engagement this spring.

Community and stakeholder input will be used to refine 4CP recommendations and develop
conceptual project designs for the highest-priority corridors, which will be shared for review
during the third and final round of 4CP public outreach later this year.
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Background

The 4CP builds upon a significant number of local, county, and regional plans, all of which
highlight the needs for improved safety, multimodal access to transit, public health and
climate resilience outcomes in central Alameda County. The study area, a map of which is
shown on the project website, extends along I-238 and I-580 from I-880 to Castro Valley
BART, and is home to multiple racially and linguistically diverse, low-income, and equity-
priority communities that are heavily impacted by extensive freeway and railroad
infrastructure. While many plans have highlighted community needs in individual
jurisdictions over the years, the 4CP seeks to comprehensively address the area’s
transportation needs.

Alameda CTC is leading this effort in partnership with Caltrans and coordinating closely with
the cities of San Leandro and Hayward, Alameda County’s Public Works and Community
Development Agencies, AC Transit, BART, and the Hayward Area Recreational District.
Alameda CTC has also partnered with five community-based organizations (CBOs) to more
effectively reach historically underserved communities.

The 4CP is being developed in three phases, each of which coincides with a round of outreach:

e Round 1 (Fall/Winter 2025): Confirm needs and prioritize streets for focused
planning through the 4CP

e Round 2 (Spring 2026): Co-create project ideas and workshop design concepts

e Round 3 (Summer/Fall 2026): Finalize conceptual designs for priority projects
and share the draft plan and implementation strategy

Work began in early summer 2025 and will be complete no later than June 30, 2027, per
grant requirements.

4CP Progress Update

In 2025, the 4CP team completed a review of existing plans and the public input they
gathered, a focused technical needs assessment, and a first round of stakeholder and public
engagement to confirm needs and priority corridors. The review and assessment highlighted
the needs for speed management; reducing conflict points at freeway ramp intersections;
more connected, high-quality bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure; and more transit stop
amenities, shade, and permeable surfaces. Community outreach during Round 1 echoed these
findings, with improved safety and access consistently rated the top two community
priorities. Additional key findings are summarized in the presentation slide deck that
accompanies this memorandum.

Round 1 public outreach activities included:
o CBO focus group
o Listening sessions in partnership with CBOs

e Online webmap and survey
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Round 1 outreach coincided with public engagement for the Countywide Transportation Plan,
Countywide Active Transportation Plan, and Paratransit Needs Assessment, so the 4CP also
incorporated input received on those plans from community members in the study area.

4CP Draft Recommendations and Corridor Improvement Ideas

Based on community support and technical needs analysis, Alameda CTC selected ten
corridors for focused planning through the 4CP and has developed draft improvement ideas
for each corridor. The 4CP priority corridors (shown on slide 19 in Attachment A) include
segments of Lewelling Boulevard, Hesperian Boulevard, Redwood Road, Castro Valley
Boulevard, Washington Avenue, Ashland Avenue, Grove Way, North Foothill Boulevard,
South Foothill Boulevard, and Lake Chabot Road.

Corridors that received significant support but already have major plans and projects
underway, such as East 14th Street and Mission Boulevard, were not prioritized for focused
planning through the 4CP but will be included as priorities in the final plan. In addition, some
priority corridors have active plans or projects underway or recently completed on portions of
the corridor but not their entirety; for these, the 4CP is focusing on segments that represent
gaps between other projects and planning efforts. Attachment A shows existing conditions,
community concerns, and draft improvement ideas for each of the 4CP’s ten priority corridors
for the BPAC’s review.

Upcoming Public Outreach

The 4CP’s draft recommendations and priority corridor improvement ideas are the focus of
the second round of public outreach, currently underway. Alameda CTC is working with CBO
partners to meet community members where they are and provide a variety of ways to
engage, including;:

o CBO focus group
o Listening sessions in partnership with CBOs

e Online survey

o Walk audits and design workshops focused on the highest-priority corridors in
partnership with CBOs

o Pop-ups at farmer’s markets and other community events

The full list of upcoming public events can be found on the 4CP project website. Event
registration is encouraged to support planning and facilitate interpretation and
accommodation requests.

Next Steps and Schedule

Community ideas, preferences, and feedback will be used to refine plan recommendations
and develop initial project designs for a subset of the highest priority projects later this
summer. The final plan will recommend community-prioritized projects, document initial
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project designs and cost estimates for the highest priority projects, and outline
implementation strategies to support project advancement in the near-term.

Staff will return to the BPAC to share the draft 4CP, anticipated in late 2026. Commission
adoption of the 4CP is anticipated by spring 2027.

Fiscal Impact: There is no fiscal impact. This is an informational item only.
Attachments:

A. 4CP Priority Corridors Draft Improvement Ideas
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5.3

Central County
Community
Connections Plan
(4CP)

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
April 30, 2026

Central County Community Connections Plan

Agenda 1;[ :

ENTRANCE
» 4CP Background :

> Needs Assessment &
Round 1 Public Outreach Findings

» Draft Priority Corridor Improvement Ideas
» Round 2 Public Outreach

» Next Steps

g
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Central County Community Connections Plan 2
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Plan Goals and Study Area

4@) Safety
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e  Transit /\ e
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Study Schedule

We Are Here

“usep | ocr-vec |
Technical Beeds

Assessment :

Engagement L%J L:%) H Lﬁl_'ﬁ)
O - D - I
Engagement CE% ; 28

Priority Recs and
Draft Concepts

Implementation

Strategy and N
Final Plan
ﬁ: Stakeholder Engagement CE%J Public Engagement -- Community Design Charette
,.-"’”//,//
ALA"!S?& Central County Community Connections Plan 5
TN

Engagement Approach

@] & | e | e | @ | & | o |

Technical Needs Assessment

Stakeholder Engagement

Round 1 Round 2 Round 3
Confirm needs Workshop projects Draft Plan
. & prioritize and advance design Review
Public Engagement +
9a9 corridors for concepts for high-

project priority corridors
advancement

Priority Recs and Draft Concepts

Implementation Strategy & Final

Plan

_._..n//////
Central County Community Connections Plan 6
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Stakeholders: TAC Membaers

BART
_/l ST m
—

AC Transit BART
Diann Castleberry ~ Shelehia Meisner
Crystal Wang Susan Poliwka

Lftrans HAYWARD
Calirans City of Hayward
Anton Jacquard George Foster
Trisha Tran

gy
o
ALAMEDA

cospreewtons  Central County Community Connections Plan
TN

A

ALAMEDA COUNTY
Community Development Agency

Alameda County CDA
Angelica Gonzalez

Dominic Lucchesi

Olivia Ortiz

City of San Leandro
Nicole Castelino

Erwin Ching

Jayson Imai

Public Works Agency

Alameda County

ACPWA

Maritoni Maravilla

Hayward Area

Recreation & Park District
Michael Williams

Stakeholders: CBO Partners

Cherryland
Community
Association

Rl
%
ALAMEDA

AN

El Timpano

Central County Community Connections Plan

oMY Re,
R
20 I RN
30 3. CRH'—'; &  BOYJECIRLS CLUBS
% &
/)
%pended™”
San Leandro Community Boys & Girls
2050 Resources for Clubs of San
Independent Leandro
Living (CRIL)

4/27/2026
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X, T 725 ”

Round 1 Public Engagement Events

Location Participants

[N )
-&- CBO Focus Group Virtual 6 participants Representatives from 4CP CBO partners

CBO Hosts: CCA, SL 2050, CRIL, CRIL (Spanish)

.‘- Listening Sessions  fual & 44 participants
9 In Person  across 4 sessions Local residents, including monolingual Spanish

speakers, blind and low vision community members

47 survey responses  General public

D Survey & Web Map Online 117 comments
(by 29 individuals) Promoted by CBOs and Alameda CTC

-~ Central County Community Connections Plan '| o

10
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Community Feedback on Needs

Top Goals Top Priorities Top Corridors

* Access + Safer walking & biking * Hesperian Boulevard
+ Safety + Slow speeding cars * Castro Valley Boulevard

*  Mission Boulevard

Heatmap of 4CP Webmap Comments
Includes listening session comments

Comment Density

. Sparse

Dense

—— Study Corridors
City and
Unincorporated
Area
Boundaries

Project Area

gy

/
ﬁ,,,l‘ ‘“N'E -DX—A Central County Community Connections Plan

N 11
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& safety

Need to calm traffic and reduce speeding

Lake Chabot Rd

Castro Valley Blvd

/

S|

Pring).
Dok
_&

Beatrice St

Y Norbridg®

Ashland Ave

strobridge Ave

Hesperian Blvd
wood Rd

Red

—GoBHIED)

Posted Speeds vs. Target Speeds

Speeds Assessment

14.5 miles, or 86% of study corridors, have posted — e e aceecs

target speed by 15 mph

speeds higher than best practice target speeds. i e

target speed by 10 mph

Project Area

Posted speed exceeds
target speed by 5 mph A

No difference between 0
gy posted and target speed
i
LAMEDA

romewan  Cenfral County Community Connections Plan

T Sources: Caltrans DIB 94 and NACTO Guidance ] 2

12

1386



4/27/2026

& Manage Speeds and Reduce Conflicts
High speeds and conflicts at interchanges

“Castro Valley Boule\.lgrd\pndrl-S%B/I- Key:
%
A

@ stop Controlled

' Washington Avenu
'WB Ramp

High speeds
facilitated by

free right turns, slip
lanes, and wide
turning radii
increase severity

g Signal Controlled

&=p Private Driveway

Bike & ped access
is limited due fo
uncontrolled turns,
slip lanes, and
gaps in bicycle
and pedestrian

facilities
g
ﬁvl?m': Central County Community Connections Plan ‘| 3
NN
Q. Access
. . . .
Freeways, rail lines, and street grid restrict access
\ \
32 ok FIGURE 2-25:
/ ] BICYCLE ACCESS TO RAIL TRANSIT—
1 SAN LEANDRO AND CASTRO VALLEY
Qakland
3 \ The BART stations at Bay Fair and Casiro Valley each have
\ AS decent bicycle access on one side of the station and more
LY limited access on the other side. In the case of Bay Fair,
\ which has a 2.1 square mile bike shed, the freeway itself is
essentially the limit, due fo low density land uses and few
\ crossings of I-580 in this area. At Castro Valley, the BART
\ station is in the freeway median, but access is still poor for the
\ areas to the south of the station, because there is no station
i enfrance on the south side; patrons must use the Redwood
) Road underpass and enter the station from the north. This
results in a bike shed of just 1.8 square miles.
g
LAMEDA  Centiral County Community Connections Plan '| 4
S Source: Alameda CTC, |-580 Transit & Multimodal Strategy, 2025

14
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5 Transit

Lewelling,Blvd

Relative to autos speeds, buses travel slowly on
Hesperian Boulevard and SB E 14th/Mission Boulevard.

Grove Way

Buses travel slowly and stops lack amenities

= ba
g ) Castro Valley Bivd k.
e = N
S © 2
2 <
o = <
o (o} 5] Norbridge Ave \
Beatrice,S 5 5 —
& o 2
|5 e
o Stigbridge M

Redwood Rd

Ratio of Bus to Auto Speeds Along High Quality Transit Corridors'

Transit to Auto Speed Ratio

Study Corridors

[PM Period) Interchanges and
. 0.25 Rail Crossings
6.8 A BART Stations

| Project Area A

gy
Y

ﬁ,,,l‘ ‘“M'E eé Central County Community Connections Plan
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City Boundaries

Source: Alameda CTC CMP, 2023
1. High quality transit corridors have a combined service frequency of 15 minutes or less

15

15

.‘..' Climate

A

Ashland Av.

High flood risk on study corridors

g

Most study corridors fall

green infrastructure.

o _’.’rt/////

e

& “5.0:’1 Centiral County Community Connections Plan
LN

within flood hazard zones and are lacking

Redwood Rd

Grove Way

Flood Hazard Zones in the Study Area

i__ ' Project Area FEMA Flood Hazard Zones Flood Risk on Study Corridors

I High
B Low

100-year Flood Zone
500-year Flood Zone

Green Infrastructure

Parks

o

16

Sources: FEMA Flood Hazard (NFHL); ACPWA Green Infrastructure Plan, 2019
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ET_& Placemaking

i\:i

Lewelling Blvd

\\ \ ®
> e \ Peekway

Lt\scm Lorenzo C R
NS ¢

M

Insufficient shade and gathering places
limit the comfort and utility of study corridors.

B
g
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et vmons  Central County Community Connections Plan
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ovement & Place Street Typolo:

"1 Project Area
Parks

Community Facilities
® (Libraries, Schools,
Hospitals, Churches)

in the Study Area

Movement & Place Street
Typology

— Core (High Traffic, Many
Destinations)

___ Place (Low Traffic, Many
Destinations)

Desire for greener & more inviting public spaces

— Connector (High Traffic,
Few Destinations)
Neighborhood (Low
traffic, Few Destinations)

o
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4CP Priority Corridors

Focus for 4CP Concept Development

Previous plans 4CP needs 4CP TAC 4CP community
and outreach assessment feedback engagement

gy
Y

mmmmm Central County Community Connections Plan ] 9

19
Draft Recommendations
* Areawide & corridor-specific recommendations include:
- I - ; K' \Vv‘\ >\‘\\
v\\\\\\} =
Speed M;aéemenf and P;desfrian Safety
Road Diets Improvements
Transit and Bus Stop Context Appropriate Bike -
Context Sensitive Lighting Enhancements Facilities Traffic Signal Coordination
gy

LAME% Central County Community Connections Plan 20
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Upcoming -
Round 2 Publlc Ou’rreach

Spring Public Engagement

CBO Focus Group

* Generate community ideas for
corridor specific improvements

e Gatherinput on potential Corridor/Community Specific

corridor visions and tradeoffs Walk Audits

Online Survey

e Gather area-wide input on
baseline improvements

Design Workshops
Pop-Up Tabling Events

Listening Sessions

W 2

A ‘..,,E.,.D.'.i Centiral County Community Connections Plan 22

ZENN

22
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Corridor-Specific Outreach

Focus Corridors for 4CP Concept Development

Walk Audits/Design Workshops

Listening Sessions/Pop-Ups

g

/
fwr—;;-ie'e Central County Community Connections Plan 23
BTN

23
Walk Audits and Design Workshops
* Hosted in partnership with CBOs
* Each focuses on 1-2 priority corridors
> |dentify site-specific issues and opportunities
> Seek input on opftions for potential improvements
* Dates: April 18, May 2, May 16
CBO Hosting Partners
Grove Way Neighborhoods
¥ Association
gy
:Awlégw?:’i Central County Community Connections Plan
24
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Additional Engagement Activities

* Pop-ups. pop-ins, and listening sessions:
» Padres Unidos de Cherryland Easter Event, April 11 (pop-up)
» Castro Valley Farmers Market, April 25 (pop-up)
> Bay Fair Farmers Market, May 23 (pop-up)

» TBD: Local high school/church (pop-up/listening session)

*  Online Survey (open for comment through May):

> bit.ly/4cpinfo

gy

/
ALAMEDA
’-wr—;;,_»»f;w Central County Community Connections Plan 25

TN

25
4CP Next Steps
« Spring: Outreach to seek input on corridor concepts
« Summer/Fall: Further develop and refine preferred
design concepts
» Round 3 stakeholder & public engagement
> Seek feedback on draft plan and near-term
implementation priorities
 Fall/Winter: Finalize Plan and Implementation Strategy
}«:!:;_;;/u/?_?—e Central County Community Connections Plan 2 6
26

1453



4/27/2026

1464



6.2

Alameda County Transportation Commission
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee

Meeting Schedule for 2026-2027 Fiscal Year

Meeting Date

Alternate Date

Potential Meeting Topics

Thursday, 07/16/2026

Tuesday, 07/09/2026

Countywide Transportation Plan and Countywide Active Transportation
Plan Update

Complete Streets Checklists for OBAG candidate projects

I-80/Ashby Interchange Project—Bicycle and Pedestrian Overcrossing

Thursday, 11/12/2026

Tuesday, 11/03/2026

Countywide Ramp Intersection Safety Plan Update
Central County Community Connections Plan

Thursday, 02/11/2027

Thursday, 02/18/2027

Safe Routes to School Program Update
Bike Safety Education Program Update

Thursday 04/29/2027

Thursday, 05/06/2027

Organizational Meeting
TDA Article 3 Project Review

Revised 04/01/26

Other Potential Future Topics:

e [-880 Interchange Improvements Update
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Alameda County Transportation Commission

Bicyvcle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee

Member Roster Fiscal Year 2025-2026

Last Name lggrs:e City Appointed By BTeegr::l aplster-nt. Eif)li'lr'l:es
1|Marleau, Chair Kristi |Dublin ﬁ:;;i‘:? C(z)(:;'lel:che, D-1 Dec-14 May-25 May-27
2(Turner, Vice Chair |Matt Castro Valley gi?:gi&g?gggﬁ:ﬁd of Apr-14 Jul-25 Jul-27
3|Greenberg Sam Berkeley glzr:f\izocrgfggtig’?gd of Jun-25 Jun-27
4|Johansen Jeremy |San Leandro ﬁgﬁiﬁ? C%%%:znce, D-3 Sep-10 Apr-26 Apr-28
5|Purdy Jason Alameda gllli)r:f\izocrg}lggtgzsgd of Jun-25 Jun-27
6[Schweng Ben Alameda ﬁ:}rj(l)i(sl'aci?ggznce, D-o Jun-13 Feb-25 Feb-27
7|Seavers Kevin Oakland ﬁ:}%igaci(;;:znce, D-4 Sep-25 Sep-27
8|Toy Kendra [Fremont g}lir::‘izoggfggtﬁ?id of Jul-24 Jul-26
9[Wang Jianhan |Hayward éflir:f\izoggfggtgz’?;d of Dec-25 Dec-27

ol Alamed'a County
Mayors' Conference, D-5
11|Vacancy ’(I‘Szilnsf;ig(elr'll“cc};

7.2
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	Project NameTitle: East Bay Greenway Multimodal - Hayward Segment (Project)
	Project AreaLocations Attach map if available: In Alameda County and in the City of Hayward from Dixon Street to Sunset Boulevard <a area/location map will be attached>
	Contact Name  Title: Project Manager (Consultant)
	Contact Email: kraj@alamedactc.org
	Contact Phone: 925-330-8355
	Agency: Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC)
	Yes: X
	No: 
	Description: The Project is included in the Alameda Countywide Active Transportation Plan (2019), Hayward Downtown Specific Plan (2019), Hayward Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan (2020), Plan Bay Area 2050 (2021), Alameda Countywide Transportation Plan (2020), and overlaps with the Caltrans District 4 Bike (2018) and Pedestrian Plans (2022) and the Hayward Local Road Safety Plan (2023). The Project is also consistent various BART Station Area plans.
	Yes 1:   X
	No 1: 
	Description 1: The Project proposes to construct Class IV and Clas I bike facilities for most of the project's length. The Project includes separated, safe, high-quality bicycle and pedestrian facilities, where feasible for the use of people with disabilities, seniors,  students, and people with less experience riding bicycles and rolling.  These facilities will provide a safe an inviting environment for all users to travel on an alternative mode.
	Project Description: The Project will  implement safe-high quality- bicycle and pedestrian facilities  within the City of Hayward that meet all-ages-and abilities criteria, where feasible. The Project traverses a mix of local, collector, and arterial streets, with draft alignments and facility types tailored to the specific context and functional characteristics of each street 
The Project is in Planning Phase
	Description 22: 
	Description 2: 
	Yes 2: X
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	Description 3: Portions of the Project corridor along Whitman Street, Tennyson Road, Dixon Street, Silva Avenue, Meek Avenue, and Grand Street are included in Hayward's High Injury Network as defined in the Local Road Safety Plan (2023). The project includes protected intersections, separated bikeways, and traffic calming to address conflicts and reduce vehicle speeds.
	Yes 3: X
	No 3: 
	Description 4: The Project improves LTS conditions by providing separated Class I and Class IV bikeways along most of the Project's length. Protected intersections are included where the Project crosses high-volume streets or connects with other bikeways. Traffic speed data was collected and showed excessive speeding along most of the corridor. To address this, the Project also includes traffic calming. 
	Yes 4: X
	No 4: 
	Description 5: Refer to project location map.  AC Transit Routes 41 and 93. Route 93 operates along Grand Street between A Street and D Street and along B Street, while Route 41 travels along several Project streets including B Street, Grand Street, Meek Avenue, Silva Avenue, Sycamore Avenue, Whitman Street north of Harder Road, Tennyson Road, and Dixon Street 

The Hayward and South Hayward BART stations are located within the Project limits.
	Yes 5: X
	No 5: 
	Description 6: Awaiting a Transit Acknowledgment Checklist from AC Transit
	Yes 6:   X
	No 6: 
	Description 7: Emerging Urban District at Hayward BART.
	Yes 7: X
	No 7: 
	Description 8: Class IV, Class III, and Class I multi-use path

Standards: National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

Americans with Disability Act (ADA)

City of Hayward Design Guide for Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities
	Yes 8:   X
	No 8: 
	Description 9: Refer to Attachment X.

Median Household Income(MHI) (Purple)

MTC Equity Priority Communities (Blue)

SB 535 Disadvantaged Communities are within a mile

	Yes 9: 
	No 9: 
	Description 10: Will be presented in April 30,2026 Alameda CTC BPAC
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	Yes 11: 
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