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APPENDIX C

Changes to Draft Bicycle Plan



Enumerated Revisions to the Draft Bicycle Master Plan dated 14-Mar-07

1. Chapter 1 (Introduction and Executive Summary): Three illustrations with captions were added
to enliven the chapter and underscore the key points in the “Benefits of Bicycling.”

2. Section 1.1 (Vision and Goals): A new subsection was added that summarizes
“Accomplishments to Date.” See the section in the Revised Plan for the exact language.

3. Section 1.2 (Benefits of Bicycling): The first sentence of the section was revised to call out
bicycling for commuting and shopping:

“Bicycling is a healthy, non-polluting, low-cost, and quiet form of transportation that is
ideal for many trips, including commuting and shopping.” [Response to Comment 15-a]

4. Section 2.1 (Opportunities and Constraints): The bullet on bicycle-accessible public
transportation now includes the Bay Bridge Bicycle Shuttle:

“BART, AC Transit, Capitol Corridor, Alameda/Oakland Ferry, and the Caltrans Bay
Bridge Bike Shuttle provide bicycle-accessible public transportation throughout the
region.” [Response to Comment 15-c]

5. Section 2.1 (Opportunities and Constraints): The following constraint was added:

“In some areas, current land uses and structures limit the ability to develop new bicycle
paths.” [Response to Comment 4-a]

6. Section 2.1 (Opportunities and Constraints): The opportunities bullet regarding transit-oriented
development was revised to read:

“Transit village development at Oakland’s BART stations is creating opportunities to
improve bicycle access to the stations and bicycle parking at the stations.” [Response to
Comment 15-d]

7. Section 2.3 (Bicycling Rates in Oakland): The following language was added following the first
sentence of this section:

“This interest is related to a heightened awareness of climate change, oil dependence and
gas prices, and the health-related impacts of physical inactivity. In this context, bicycling
1s receiving more attention as healthy, environmentally benign, and affordable
transportation.” [Response to Comment 15-i]



8.

10.

1.

12.

13.

Section 2.3 (Bicycling Rates in Oakland): The Revised Plan now includes data on trip length for
the San Francisco Bay Area from the Nationwide Personal Transportation Survey (NPTS). The
following paragraph was added:

“Data on trip length are available from the 1995 Nationwide Personal Transportation
Survey (NPTS) (Federal Highway Administration 1999). These data suggest the potential
for bicycle trips replacing trips by other modes, most notably the private automobile.
(Note that data on trip length are not included in the US Census or the Bay Area Travel
Survey.) For the San Francisco-Oakland Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area, the
NPTS includes data on 5,369 trips that were 50 miles or less in length. Of these trips,
43% were two miles or less and 67% were five miles or less. At ten miles per hour, a
bicyclist covers these distances in 12 minutes and 30 minutes, respectively. Ten miles per
hour is a casual cycling speed whereas strong cyclists will travel at fifteen to twenty
miles per hour. These trips of five miles or less—and especially those of two miles or
less—are trips where the bicycle is a viable and practical mode choice. These figures
suggest the potential for increasing bicycle mode share by providing bikeways, bicycle
parking, and programs that encourage and promote cycling skills.” [Response to
Comment 1-q]

Section 2.3 (Bicycling Rates in Oakland): For the projected bicycle mode share, an additional
sentence was added suggesting that 10% of all trips may be achievable by bicycle based on
contextual factors. The figure of 10% is an extrapolation of the growth rates from the bicycle
mode share models applied to the BATS2000 data that accounts for all trips (whereas the US
Census data only includes journey to work):

“By accounting for these contextual factors and the bicycle mode share data from
BATS2000, Oakland may achieve a 10% bicycle mode share for all transportation trips
with the development of the bikeway network and associated education and enforcement
programs.”

Section 2.4 (Transit Connections): Added a map of bicycle trips to MacArthur BART as an
example of the catchment area for transit stations.

Section 2.6 (Education, Encouragement, and Enforcement), Bicycle Shops: The Revised Plan
includes a listing of all nine bicycle shops located in Oakland. [Response to Comment 29-d]

Section 2.6 (Education, Encouragement, and Enforcement), Courses: For clarity, the entry for
Cycles of Change was moved from “Courses” to “Organizations.”

Section 2.6 (Education, Encouragement, and Enforcement), Events: The following bullet was
added under Events:



“Bicycle Club Rides: The Oakland Yellowjackets Bicycle Club and the Royal Ground
Velo Raptors are local clubs that offer regular recreational rides for cyclists of all ability
levels. For additional information, see the descriptions under “Organizations” below.”
[Response to Comment 15-m]

14. Section 2.6 (Education, Encouragement, and Enforcement), Maps: The entry for the San
Francisco Bay Trail now includes a reference to the “San Francisco Bay Shoreline webGuide™:

“San Francisco Bay Trail: East Bay, Richmond to Hayward (2007) shows the existing
and proposed alignment of the Bay Trail through West Oakland and Jack London Square,
along the Estuary, and around Arrowhead Marsh. The “San Francisco Bay Shoreline
webGuide” provides an on-line, interactive reference for the Bay Trail and waterfront
access (http://gis.abag.ca.gov/website/Shoreline Access/index.htm).”

15. Section 2.6 (Education, Encouragement, and Enforcement), Organizations: The following entry
was added:

“Bicycle Trails Council of the East Bay is a membership-based, non-profit advocacy
organization whose mission is to educate cyclists in responsible mountain biking, to
advocate for appropriate access and to promote community among trail users so all may
fully enjoy and preserve the natural spaces for the East Bay (www.btceb.org).”

16. Section 2.6 (Education, Encouragement, and Enforcement), Organizations: The following entry
was added:

“The Crucible’s Youth Program offers earn-a-bike classes and bicycle fix-a-thons for
West Oakland youth. Participants in the earn-a-bike classes work with volunteer
mechanics to fix donated bicycles. Each participant repairs two bicycles: one for he or
she to keep and the other to be sold, raising money for the program. For the bicycle fix-a-
thons, mechanics work with youth to fix their bicycles while deepening their
understanding of repair and maintenance (www.thecrucible.org).”

17. Section 2.6 (Education, Encouragement, and Enforcement), Organizations: The following entry
was added:

“NorCal High School Mountain Bike League is an Oakland-based organization that
works to establish and maintain safe, quality high school mountain bike programs. The
league is committed to teaching safe riding practices and believes that forming high
school teams is the best way for students to learn how to ride safely
(http://www.norcalmtb.org).” [Response to Comment 8-b]




18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Section 2.6 (Education, Encouragement, and Enforcement), Organizations: The following entry
was added:

“Walk Oakland Bike Oakland (WOBO) is a community-based organization that works to
improve neighborhood quality of life in Oakland by making walking and bicycling safe,
accessible, easy, and fun (www.walkoaklandbikeoakland.org).”

Section 2.6 (Education, Encouragement, and Enforcement), Programs: Under Police Bicycle
Patrol, a sentence was added that explains how the patrol could also serve as an ambassador
program, demonstrating good bicycling skills and equipment for Oakland residents:

“The Bicycle Patrol could also be developed as an ambassador program, serving as a
model of good bicycling skills and equipment for Oakland residents.”

Section 3.1 (Related Federal, State, and Local Policies): The Revised Plan now includes the
following policy reference:

“United States Code, Title 23, Section 130(j) Railway-highway crossings, Bicycle Safety:
In carrying out projects under this section, a State shall take into account bicycle safety.”
[Response to Comment 7-d]

Section 3.2 (Bicycle Master Plan Policies): Action 1A.7 in the Draft Plan was modified to
include a specific reference to slip turns:

“Dedicated Right Turn Lanes and “Slip Turns”: Where feasible, avoid the use of
dedicated right turn lanes and slip turns on streets included in the bikeway network.
Where infeasible, consider a bicycle through lane to the left of the turn lane or a
combined bicycle lane/right turn lane.” [Response to Comment 15-0]

Section 3.2 (Bicycle Master Plan Policies): The following action was added:
“Action 1A.12 — Regional and Inter-regional Bikeways: Work with partner agencies to
support the development of regional and inter-regional bikeways.” [Response to
Comment 4-b]

The Revised Plan includes the following additional action under Policy 1A (Bikeway Network):
“Striping Materials: Where feasible, specify thermoplastic or tape for bikeway pavement

markings for increased longevity and reduced maintenance.” [Response to Comment 26-
c]



24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Section 3.2 (Bicycle Master Plan Policies): The Revised Plan moved Action 1A.6 (Bicycle
Performance Measure) from Policy 1A (Bikeway Network) to Policy 1B (Routine
Accommodation) to clarify that the performance measure would apply to all projects, not just
projects on the proposed bikeway network. [Response to Comment 3-1]

Section 3.2 (Bicycle Master Plan Policies): The following action was added under Policy 1B
(Routine Accommodation):

“Medians: Discourage the installation of medians where those medians would preclude a
proposed bikeway or otherwise compromise bicyclist safety and access.” [Response to
Comment 13-c]

Section 3.2 (Bicycle Master Plan Policies): The following action, “Action 1B.5 — Railroad
crossings: Inventory railroad crossings and strive to improve the pavement quality at these
locations,” was rewritten to read:

“Railroad crossings: Strive to enhance bicyclist safety at railroad crossings by improving
pavement quality, reducing the flangeway gap, removing abandoned tracks, and installing
warning signs to indicate rough surfaces or skewed tracks where needed.” [Response to
Comment 7-b]

Section 3.2 (Bicycle Master Plan Policies): The following action, “Action 1C.2 — Bicycle
Parking at Transportation Hubs: Work with partner agencies to provide secure bicycle parking
that accommodates demand at all BART stations, major AC Transit bus stops, Amtrak stations,
Oakland/Alameda ferry terminal, and park and ride lots,” was revised to read:

“Bicycle Parking at Transportation Hubs: Work with partner agencies to provide secure
bicycle parking at transportation hubs that accommodates demand with bicycle racks,
bicycle lockers, bicycle cages, and/or bicycle stations.” [Response to Comment 3-b]

Section 3.2 (Bicycle Master Plan Policies): Action 2A.1 was revised to reference community-
based organizations:

“Child Education — Work with the Oakland Unified School District and community-
based organizations to develop education programs and parking facilities at schools that
promote youth cycling.” [Response to Comment 8-a]

Section 3.2 (Bicycle Master Plan Policies): The following action was added under Policy 3B
(Project Development):

“Data Collection: Work with the Alameda County Transportation Improvement
Authority, Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, and Metropolitan
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Transportation Commission to improve data collection on bicycle trips.” [Response to
Comment 1-a]

30. Section 3.3 (Issues for Further Discussion), Bikeway Guide Signage: The issue of coordinating
multiple and overlapping wayfinding signage systems was added to the existing discussion of
“Bikeway Guide Signage™:

“Additionally, the City of Oakland’s bikeway guide signage needs to be coordinated with
other agencies that are interested in providing bicycle wayfinding systems. The Alameda
County Congestion Management Agency has expressed an interest in signing countywide
bikeways. BART is developing wayfinding signs for bicyclists to connect each BART
station to its surrounding neighborhoods. The San Francisco Bay Trail Project has its own
signage to mark paths and on-street bikeways that are part of the Bay Trail. In some of
areas of Oakland including West Oakland BART, for example, all four signage systems
would overlap: local bikeways intersecting countywide bikeways that are also part of the
Bay Trail and provide access to BART. To ensure that this signage is consistent and
understandable, all stakeholders must work together to ensure that the various signage
schemes build upon each other. The City of Oakland encourages other agencies to
develop their wayfinding systems as supplementary signs to the bikeway guide signage
established by the California Supplement to the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control
Devices.”

These overlapping systems include existing and proposed signage by the City of
Oakland, Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, BART, and the Bay Trail
Project. [Response to Comment 4-c]

31. Section 3.3 (Issues for Further Discussion), Mountain Biking: A paragraph was added to this
explanation that describes the work of the Joaquin Miller Park Working Group and the Joaquin
Miller Park Volunteer Bike Patrol (Bicycle Trails Council of the East Bay):

“The Joaquin Miller Park Working Group and the Joaquin Miller Park Bike Patrol are
actively addressing these issues. Under the auspices of Councilmember Jean Quan, the
Joaquin Miller Park Working Group has been meeting on a regular basis since May 2005
as part of a community-based planning effort to improve the Park. The Working Group
includes representatives of park user groups (hikers, bicyclists, equestrians, dog owners),
the Woodminster Theater (Producers Associates), and the Joaquin Miller Community
Center Advisory Board as well as staff from city agencies and the East Bay Regional
Park District. The group has focused on improvements to signage, education, and trails to
enhance visibility, reduce erosion, and address conflicts between different park users. The
Joaquin Miller Park Bike Patrol is a volunteer program of the Bicycle Trails Council of
the East Bay (BTCEB) in partnership with the Oakland Police Department Rangers. The
Bike Patrol is composed of BTCEB members who volunteer their time in the park to
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

assist and educate park visitors and trail users regarding park rules.” [Response to
Comment 8-c]

Section 4.2 (Proposed Bikeway Network), Citywide Feasibility Analysis: Under “Street Width
Analysis,” a reference to AASHTO (2004, pp. 311-312) was added on lane widths.

Section 4.2 (Proposed Bikeway Network): In Figures 4.3, 4.4, and 4.6, “Bikeway Cross-
Sections,” the recommended lane widths were revised to replace 9’ parking lanes adjacent to 5’
bike lanes with 8’ parking lanes adjacent to 6’ bike lanes. For the maximum lane widths, 9’
parking lanes adjacent to 6’ bike lanes were included where width allows. Otherwise, 8’ parking
lanes adjacent to 6’ bike lanes were included. [Response to Comment 14-a]

Section 4.3 (Safe Routes to Transit): Genoa St replaced Market St as the priority bikeway from
the south to Ashby BART. [Response to Comment 3-g]

Section 4.3 (Safe Routes to Transit); The Estuary Crossing was added as the priority bikeway
from the south for both Amtrak (Jack London Square) and the Oakland/Alameda Ferry.
Previously, no bikeway was specified because of the waterfront.

Section 4.3 (Safe Routes to Transit): This section was revised to include a reference BART’s
efforts to develop a bicycle wayfinding program that would connect the surrounding
neighborhoods to each BART station:

“As of this writing, BART is developing a system of bicycle wayfinding signage that
would direct cyclists from the surrounding neighborhoods to each BART station. Such
signage should be coordinated with local and countywide bicycle wayfinding such that
the multipe signage systems are consistent and mutually reinforcing (Section 3.3).”
[Response to Comment 3-h]

Section 4.3 (Safe Routes to Transit): A map was added to this section to illustrate the extent of
Oakland that is within two miles of transit stations and the central business district. [Response to
Comment 1-q]

Section 4.4 (Existing Bikeways): Additional information on bicycle facility expenditures was
provided by the Port of Oakland and incorporated into the summary table [Project, Completion
Date, Funding Source(s)]:

e 7th St Bicycle Path (Portview Park to Wood St), 2005, Port of Oakland
e Airport Dr Path (Doolittle Dr to Ron Cowan Pkwy), 2001, Port of Oakland
¢ Doolittle Dr Bicycle Lanes (Swan Way to Eden Rd), 2001, Port of Oakland



39.

40.

41.

42.

¢ John Glenn Rd Bicycle Lanes (Ron Cowan Pkwy to Alan Shephard Wy), 2006 (Jun),
Port of Oakland

* Middle Harbor Park Bicycle Path (7th St Bicycle Path through Middle Harbor
Shoreline Park), 2004, Port of Oakland

e Opyster Bay Bicycle Path (Airport Dr Bicycle Path to Oyster Bay Slough Bridge),
2002, Port of Oakland

¢ Ron Cowan Pkwy Bicycle Lanes and Path (Harbor Bay Pkwy to Airport Dr), 2001,
Port of Oakland

Section 4.5 (Bikeway Design Guidelines): The Bay Trail Design Guidelines are now referenced
in this section. [Response to Comment 4-d]

Section 4.5 (Bikeway Design Guidelines), Bicycle Paths (Class 1), Bollards: The following
sentence was deleted: “Where a bollard is deemed essential for restricting motor vehicle access,
the bollard should be marked with reflectors or reflective tape and include a diamond-shaped
envelope striped around its base.” It was replaced by the following language:

“Where a bollard is deemed essential for restricting motor vehicle access, it should be
located in the center of the path such that bicycle traffic in either direction stays to the
right of the bollard. The bollard should be marked with reflectors or reflective tape and
include a diamond-shaped envelope striped around its base.”

Section 4.5 (Bikeway Design Guidelines), Bicycle Lanes (Class 2), Width: The Revised Plan
explicitly recommends 6’ bicycle lanes next to 8-9° parking lanes where width allows. The
following sentence was also added:

“The design of bicycle lanes should follow current research and best practices for
addressing the door zone.” [Response to Comment 14-a]

Section 4.5 (Bikeway Design Guidelines) Bicycle Routes — Boulevards (Class 3B): Three
routing criteria for bicycle boulevards were added based on the City of Berkeley’s “Bicycle
Boulevard Design Tools and Guidelines” (2000):

“Proposals for bicycle boulevards should strive to meet the following routing criteria
(Berkeley 2000). First, the bicycle boulevard should be within one-quarter mile of an
arterial if it is intended to provide an alternative to that arterial. Second, it should provide
a continuous routing that connects multiple neighborhoods. And third, it should include
as few jogs as possible with main segments of at least one-half mile in length.”
[Response to Comment 16-a]



43.

44.

45.

46.

47,

48.

Section 4.5 (Bikeway Design Guidelines), Additional Guidelines: A figure was added to
illustrate “extended parking T’s” as described in the entry for “Curbside Parking.”

Section 4.5 (Bikeway Design Guidelines), Additional Guidelines: A new entry on “Railroad
Crossings” was included to provide guidance for at-grade railroad crossings on the proposed
bikeway network:

“Railroad Crossings: Bicyclist safety at railroad crossings involves the pavement surface,
flangeway gap, and crossing angle. The pavement should be level with the top of the rails
and concrete pads are the preferred crossing material because of their longevity. The gap
between the flangeway and the roadway should be as narrow as possible to provide a
smooth travel surface and to reduce instances where a bicycle wheel gets caught by the
gap. Where railroad tracks cross bikeways at skewed angles, the bikeway should be
designed to allow and encourage bicyclists to cross at a right angle to the rails. (See
Figure 1003.6A in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual.) For Oakland examples, see the
Embarcadero Bikeway between Sth Ave and 16th Ave that has multiple sets of railroad
crossings where the bicycle lane striping encourages right angle crossings. Where bicycle
paths parallel active railroad lines, fencing and buffering should be included between the
path and the rails to improve the safety and comfort of path users.” [Response to
Comment 7-b and 7-c]

Section 4.5 (Bikeway Design Guidelines), Other Treatments: An image of the “Bicycles May
Use Full Lane” sign was added to accompany the discussion of this treatment.

Section 4.5 (Bikeway Design Guidelines), Other Treatments: An image of the “Combined
Bicycle Lane/Right-Turn Lane” was added to accompany the discussion of this treatment.

Chapter 5 (Parking and Support Facilities): The following photographs were added to this
chapter: bicycle racks, bicycle lockers, bicycle cage, Fruitvale Bike Station, and valet bicycle
parking.

Section 5.2 (Existing and Proposed Facilities): 19" St BART was added as a key location for a
future bicycle station or publicly accessible bicycle cage:

“A publicly accessible bicycle cage may be needed to meet growing demand for bicycle
parking at the 19th St BART Station.”

“The most likely locations in Oakland for additional bicycle stations are MacArthur
BART and 19" St BART. Such a facility could be coordinated with a major development
project. A publicly accessible bicycle cage may be a cost-effective alternative for
increasing long-term bicycle parking at these stations.” [Response to Comment 3-b]
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49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

Section 5.2 (Existing and Proposed Facilities): This section was revised to note a pending BART
project to install electronic bicycle lockers at multiple BART stations in Oakland. [Response to
Comment 3-i]

Section 5.2 (Existing and Proposed Facilities): Figure 5.1 was relabeled as “Existing Bicycle
Parking at Transportation Hubs.” The table was updated for Lake Merritt (21 rack spaces, 52
locker spaces), Fruitvale (40 locker spaces), and 19" St (24 racks). [Response to Comment 3-j]

Section 5.2 (Existing and Proposed Facilities): Under “Short-term Bicycle Parking (Class 2
Parking),” a bullet was added on “Bicycle racks (private)” that addresses bicycle racks on private
property and the installation by businesses of racks in the public right-of-way:

“Bicycle racks (private): The City of Oakland encourages property owners to install
bicycle racks in accordance with the design guidelines provided in Section 5.4. Bicycle
racks on private property are especially needed at supermarkets and other stores where
large parking lots are located between building entrances and the sidewalk. Businesses
may also install bicycle racks in the public right-of-way subject to a minor encroachment
fee ($35) and City approval of the rack specifications and location.”

Section 5.3 (Bicycle Parking Ordinance): This narrative explanation was revised to note
explicitly the recommended components of such an ordinance (short-term parking, long-term
parking, and support facilities):

“The draft ordinance is considering requirements that, based on a development’s size and
use, may include short-term bicycle parking, long-term bicycle parking, and
shower/locker facilities. Such requirements are also being considered for public parking
garages. The adoption of a bicycle parking ordinance would require action by the
Planning Commission and the City Council.” [Response to Comment 3-d]

Section 6.1 (Priority Bikeway Projects): Additional language was added to clarify the purpose of
having bikeway priorities and the flexibility built into the prioritization for responding to
changing conditions in Oakland:

“Priority projects give direction to staff in using discretionary resources and pursuing
grant funding. As explained below, the priorities have an element of flexibility for
responding to the coordination of bikeways with other projects and the changing nature
of bikeway gaps as projects are completed.”

Section 6.2 (Priority Parking and Programs): This section was revised to include bicycle parking
priorities:
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55.

56.

57.

38.

“I. Short-term Bicycle Parking: Continue and expand the CityRacks Program to meet the
ongoing need for bicycle parking in the downtown, neighborhood commercial districts, at
transit stations, and other activity centers. Work proactively to increase the parking
supply in response to public requests and the removal of parking meters. Encourage the
business community to install bicycle racks through outreach and technical assistance.

“2. Long-term Bicycle Parking: Work with BART, major development proposals, and
other stakeholders for the creation of high-capacity public bicycle cages or bicycle
stations at Oakland’s BART stations. Support BART’s efforts to install electronic bicycle
lockers at stations throughout Oakland.

“3. Bicycle Parking Ordinance: Draft an ordinance for consideration by the Planning
Commission and City Council that would establish requirements for short-term bicycle
parking, long-term bicycle parking, and support facilities in new development.”

Section 6.2 (Priority Parking and Programs): The education priority for youth was revised to
read:

“Continue and expand on- and off-road bicycle safety education for youth through the
Parks and Recreation Department, Oakland Unified School District, and community-
based organizations.” [Response to Comment 8-a]

Section 6.3 (Project Implementation), Transit Streets: This subsection was renamed as “Transit
Streets and Multimodal Corridors” to acknowledge the need for a multimodal framework for
citywide transportation planning. This subsection provides a possible starting point for such
future efforts. [Response to Comment 3-a]

Section 6.3 (Project Implementation), Transit Streets: The Transit Streets Cooperative
Agreement is referenced as defining the protocol between the City of Oakland and AC Transit
for information-sharing and review of proposed bikeways on the streets listed in the Cooperative
Agreement:

“The collaborative process for these projects will follow the protocol established by the
Transit Street Cooperative Agreement. This Agreement establishes a process for project
development and notification between the City of Oakland and AC Transit for proposed
modifications to key streets.” [Response to Comment 1-g]

Section 6.3 (Project Implementation), Transit Streets: The identification of streets for further
study was reworked to include segments of Broadway, International Blvd, Telegraph Ave, and
W Grand Ave in the list of “Transit Streets for Additional Study.” The study of these streets will
include bus travel times, bus stop access, total travel delay, and cumulative effects as defined in
this section. The analysis of these additional roadway segments will not include incident delays
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

because these projects would provide two travel lanes per direction. The analysis of incident
delays is specific to projects that would result in one travel lane per direction where a double-
parked vehicle could create the possibility of delay for bus operations:

“3. Incident Delays: How will double-parked vehicles (including delivery vans, garbage
trucks, private vehicles, and the like) affect bus movements? (This study parameter only
applies to projects that would result in one travel lane per direction. It does not apply to
the roadway segments listed in Figure 6.4 with T4 cross-sections.)” [Response to
Comment 1-j]

Section 6.5 (Funding): A reference to railroad crossing improvements was added to the
explanation of the “Hazard Elimination and Safety Program™:

“Hazard Elimination and Safety Program (HES): Administered by Caltrans, this federally
funded program provides grants for safety improvements on all public roads and
highways, including railroad crossings.” [Response to Comment 7-d]

Appendix B (Major Changes from the 1999 Plan): This appendix was renamed as “Building on
the 1999 Bicycle Master Plan.” It now includes an evaluation of progress made on the objectives
specified by the 1999 Plan. See the section titled “Progress on the 1999 Plan Objectives” for the
exact language that was added.

Section C.2 (Local Planning): An entry was added for the East Oakland Community-based
Transportation Plan that is currently under development by the Alameda County Congestion
Management Agency:

“East Oakland Community-Based Transportation Plan (Alameda County Congestion
Management Agency, under development) was in process at the time of this writing. Key
priorities from the Bicycle Master Plan include bicycle access to Fruitvale BART and
Coliseum BART as well as an east-west bikeway between 1-580 and the Oakland Estuary
that would connect the neighborhoods on either side of High St.”

Section C.2 (Local Planning): An entry was added for the Shepherd Canyon Area Traffic and
Pedestrian Safety Assessment (Shepherd Canyon Homeowner’s Association, 2004):

“Shepherd Canyon Area Traffic and Pedestrian Safety Assessment (Shepherd Canyon
Homeowner’s Association, 2004) addresses bicycle-related issues at the intersection of
Skyline Blvd, Snake Rd, Manzanita Dr, and Colton Blvd (pp. 11-16) and along the
Shepherd Canyon Path (pp. 23-25).”

Appendix F (Bikeway Descriptions): The description of “Bridges and Freeway Crossings,”
previously included under “Major On-street Projects,” is now formatted as its own section.
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64. Section F.2 (Bicycle Paths and Bridges): The description of the Lake Merritt Channel Path was
revised to include explicit reference to the path connection between the Channel and 5™ Ave in
the vicinity of I-880 and the 4™ St Path:

“Lake Merritt Channel Path and Bridge (partially existing) would connect the Oakland
Estuary to Lake Merritt via the Lake Merritt Channel. It would include a connection from
the Channel to 5th Ave in the vicinity of I-880 and the 4th St Path. The bicyclist and
pedestrian bridge would cross Embarcadero and the adjacent railroad tracks at the
Channel.” [Response to Comment 26-n]

65. Section F.2 (Bicycle Paths and Bridges): The proposal for the Park Blvd Path (Monterey Ave to
Leimert Blvd) was modified to include a bicycle lane in the uphill direction if the right-of-way
can accommodate the addition of the bicycle lane:

“Park Blvd Path (proposed) would parallel Park Blvd along Dimond Canyon from
Leimert Blvd to Monterey Blvd. Based on the available right-of-way, consider including
a bicycle lane in the uphill direction to accommodate on-road cyclists and to reduce
conflicts between pedestrians and bicyclists on the path.” [Response to Comment 21-a]

66. Appendix F (Bikeway Descriptions), Section F.5, At-Grade Railroad Crossings: A new section
was added to include an inventory of existing at-grade railroad crossings on existing or proposed
bikeways:

“Figures F.1 and F.2 provide an inventory of at-grade railroad crossings on the proposed
bikeway network. The inventory includes the location of the crossing, orientation of the
tracks relative to the travel way, paving material at the crossing, and pavement quality.
Tracks that are not perpendicular to the travel way are of particular concern to cyclists
because of the potential for bicycle wheels to get caught in the flangeway gap. Concrete
pads are the preferred paving material because they provide a smooth crossing with
superior durability. The overall pavement quality for each crossing was ranked as poor,
fair, good, or excellent.” [Response to Comment 7-a]

67. Appendix G (Requirements for Bikeway Feasibility Studies), #3 Analysis of Parking Space
Removal: In the Draft Plan, the second sentence of this explanation reads, “The study will be
used to determine project specific impacts, minimize the impacts of parking removal, and ensure
that such removal will not create a parking shortage and generate demand for new parking
facilities.” In the Revised Plan, this sentence is rewritten as follows:

“The study will be used to determine project specific impacts and to identify
opportunities for minimizing any impacts of the proposed parking removal.”
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68.

69.

70.

71

This modification was made because the required feasibility study is limited to evaluating issues
and opportunities. Ensuring “that such removal will not create a parking shortage and generate
demand for new parking facilities” is not appropriate to the analysis and not consistent with the
other requirements for bikeway feasibility studies. The framework for bikeway feasibility studies
is intended to provide complete information to decision-makers on the costs and benefits of
particular projects for their approval, modification, or rejection of those projects.

Appendix G (Requirements for Bikeway Feasibility Studies), Figure G.1: Lakeshore Ave
(Winsor Ave to Mandana Blvd) and Market St (18th St to 3™ St) were removed from this table
because the projects were implemented since the Draft Plan was circulated on 14-Mar-07.

Appendix G (Requirements for Bikeway Feasibility Studies), Figures G.1 to G.4: Total mileage
for the listed bikeway segments is now included in each of these figures.

Figures H.3, H.4, H.6, and H.7 (bikeway maps): Indications for one-way streets with existing or
proposed bikeways are now included on the downtown insets of the bikeway maps. [Response to
Comment 3-q]

. Figure H.7 (Map — County and Regional Bikeway Networks): This map was revised to include

all Bay Trail segments as regional bikeways. In the Draft Plan, this map incorrectly assumed that
all regional bikeways were also countywide bikeways. The revised map includes three
designations to clarify this partial overlap: “countywide bikeways,” “regional bikeways,” and
“countywide and regional bikeways.” [Response to Comment 2-b]
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