City of Palo Alto

(ID # 6650)
Planning & Transportation Commission Staff Report

Report Type: Study Session

Meeting Date: 5/25/2016

Summary Title: Midtown Connector Feasibility Study
Title: Review and Recommendation to the City Council for Bicycle or
Pedestrian Paths Along Matadero Creek as Detailed in the Midtown
Connector Feasibility Study
From: Joshuah Mello, Chief Transportation Official
Lead Department: Planning and Community Environment
Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning and Transportation Commission review and recommend
one of five options for proceeding with the Midtown Connector Project:
 A shared-use path that combines some on-creek and some on-street sections. This is
the most costly and constrained option.
 A pedestrian only path that is primarily on-creek, but includes some on-street sections.
This is much less constrained than the option 1, but would require over twice the
amount provided in the Santa Clara County grant.
 A hybrid option that includes shared-use path where possible. Costs would be similar to
option 1 and constraints similar to option 2.
 A Class IV (separated) bikeway on Loma Verde Avenue. This is the least costly option,
but would require concurrence from Santa Clara County regarding the availability of
grant funding. A Class IV facility was evaluated to maximize its potential as a
recreational connector.
 No option. This would require returning the Santa Clara County grant funds.

Executive Summary
In 2012, the City of Palo Alto and Stanford University were awarded $1.5M in grant funding by
the County of Santa Clara for a trail alignment along the Matadero Creek channel service roads,
owned and operated by the Santa Clara Valley Water District. This project would fulfill plans
from the Santa Clara County Trails Master Plan last updated in 1995.
On November 9, 2015 City staff presented a preliminary constructability review to City Council
that identified unanticipated project constraints. Council directed staff to “analyze the
feasibility of a ‘hybrid’ design that would incorporate portions of Matadero Creek and other onstreet facilities (where needed) to create a connection from the Caltrain tracks to US 101.” City
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Council also directed staff to “identify the most practical alternative on a collector street
between Alma Street and West Bayshore Road.”
Staff has developed the following options for City Council consideration:
Alignment
Option

Evaluation

Constraints



Feasible
Matadero Creek
with
Shared-Use Path
constraints





Feasible
Matadero Creek
with
Pedestrian-Only
minimal
Path
constraints
Loma Verde Ave
Class
IV
Feasible
(protected)
Bikeway





Cost

On-street alignment required on El Carmelo
Avenue (parking removal required)
Right-of-way and parking lot reconfiguration
required at First Christian Church and Winter
Lodge properties (parking removal required)
On-street alignment required on Louis Road
$4.8 M
and Maddux Drive to utilize existing path
through Seale Park
Seasonal access only between Greer and W.
Bayshore
Railing required at locations where floodwall
is less than 42” high
Seasonal access only between Greer and W.
Bayshore
$3.3 M
Railing required at locations where floodwall
is less than 42” high
Reduction in parking between Alma Street
and Bryant Street and between Louis Road $1.9 M
and West Bayshore Road

Background
In 2014, the City hired Alta Planning + Design to develop a feasibility study for a trail along
Matadero Creek. The original intent was to analyze the feasibility along Matadero Creek,
however, additional corridors were added for analysis, including: Oregon Avenue/Oregon
Expressway, Colorado Avenue, Loma Verde Avenue, and East Meadow Drive. These five
alignments were identified as potential parallel routes to serve as a connection through
Midtown Palo Alto should an alignment along Matadero Creek not be feasible. The proposed
treatments along these corridors were consistent with the other planned Bicycle Boulevard
treatments throughout Palo Alto.
After receiving recommendations from the CAC and staff at a meeting of City Council on
November 9, 2015, Council directed staff to “analyze the feasibility of a ‘hybrid’ design that
would incorporate portions of Matadero Creek and other on-street facilities (where needed) to
create a connection from the Caltrain tracks to US 101.” City Council also directed staff to
“identify the most practical alternative on a collector street between Alma Street and West
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Bayshore Road.”
This staff report details the results of this second phase of analysis of a hybrid alignment for a
recreational path along Matadero Creek and other on-street facilities where needed. Two
options were evaluated, a multiuse path (bicyclists and pedestrians) and a pedestrian only path.
The report also presents an analysis of one on-street alternative for a Class IV (protected)
bikeway on Loma Verde Avenue.

Summary of Key Issues
Matadero Creek Feasibility Analysis
Staff evaluated opportunities and constraints for installing a recreational trail along Matadero
Creek and on adjacent on-street facilities (where needed) between Alma Street/Caltrain
corridor and W. Bayshore Road/101. The 1.5 mile creek corridor was broken up into six
segments for analysis:







Segment A – Alma Street to Waverley Street
Segment B – Waverley Street to Middlefield Road
Segment C – Middlefield Road to Ross Road
Segment D – Ross Road to Louis Road
Segment E – Louis Road to Greer Road
Segment F – Greer Road to West Bayshore Road/Highway 101

A strict technical feasibility analysis was performed on each segment of the creek using
minimum available width and property ownership to determine feasibility.
Additional considerations such as safety & security, mid-block crossings, utilities and public
input were also assessed and documented. The creek-side option was evaluated for use as a
Shared-Use Path (i.e., a trail that can safely accommodate both bicyclists and pedestrians) and a
Pedestrian-Only Path that would restrict bicycle use. Where a creek-side option was infeasible,
on-street alignments were identified. These considerations are described below.
For more information, see Attachment A: Detailed Evaluation.
a. Minimum Available Width
Shared-Use Path. For the purposes of this study, segments along Matadero Creek that provided
a minimum 12-feet of continuous clear width in accordance with design guidance provided in
the City of Palo Alto Bicycle + Transportation Plan (2012) were deemed feasible for
consideration as a Shared-Use Path. Note: Minimum width was evaluated by existing physical
constraints regardless of property ownership, which was evaluated separately.
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The following segments successfully met the minimum standards for available width for a
Shared-Use Path:
 Segment B – Waverley to Middlefield
 Segment C – Middlefield to Ross
 Segment D – Ross to Louis
 Segment F – Greer to W. Bayshore
The following segments did NOT meet the minimum standards for available width for a SharedUse Path:
 Segment A – Alma to Waverley
 Segment E – Louis to Greer
Segment A and E were further evaluated for on-street alignments (see below).
Pedestrian-Only Path. For the purposes of this study, segments along Matadero Creek that
provided a minimum 6-feet of continuous clear width in accordance with design guidance
provided in the City of Palo Alto Bicycle + Transportation Plan (2012) were deemed feasible for
consideration as a Pedestrian-Only Path. Short constrained sections (no longer than 250 feet)
that were less than 6 feet wide, but greater than 5 feet wide were deemed feasible in
accordance with the 2003 Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Pedestrian
Technical Guidelines and the Palo Alto sidewalk standard. Note: Minimum width was evaluated
by existing physical constraints regardless of property ownership, which was evaluated
separately.
The following segments successfully met the minimum standards for available width for a
Pedestrian-Only Path:
 Segment B – Waverley to Middlefield. No width constraint for a pedestrian path.
 Segment C – Middlefield to Ross. No width constraint for a pedestrian path.
 Segment D – Ross to Louis. No width constraint for a pedestrian path.
 Segment E – Louis to Greer. Segment E contains a short constrained section less than 6
feet, but greater than 5 feet near Louis Road.
 Segment F – Greer to W. Bayshore. No width constraint for a pedestrian path.
The following segments did NOT meet the minimum standards for available width for a
Pedestrian-Only Path:
 Segment A - Segment A – Alma to Waverley. At Waverly, the presence of two private
residences adjacent to the path provides no opportunity for any path alignment.
Alignment A was further evaluated for on-street alignments (see below).
b. Property Ownership
The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) owns and maintains Matadero Creek to provide
flood protection for area residents. The creek is channelized between Alma Street and Greer
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Road with service roads and floodwalls along most the segments. The creek and service roads
are fenced off and include locked gates at cross streets. For much of the corridor, a 12 foot
wide access road is available on one side of the creek. The District also conducts periodic (3-5
years) maintenance activities such as excavation and trash clearing that might require
temporary trail closures. The City would need to enter into a Joint Use Agreement with the
Water District in order to move forward with the Matadero Creek Trail. The agreement spells
out the specific maintenance and legal responsibilities for the City and the Water District. The
City is currently a party to a Joint Use Agreement with the Water District for the Wilkie Way
Bridge.
For the purposes of this study, segments along Matadero Creek that are owned by the City or
the Water District were deemed feasible for consideration as a Shared-Use or Pedestrian-Only
Path. Segments that were owned by a public entity, but had property rights encumbered by
easements or other long-term lease agreements were deemed feasible with constraint.
Segments that were completely within private control were deemed infeasible.
The following segments successfully met the minimum standards for property ownership for a
Shared-Use Path or Pedestrian-Only Path:








Segment B – Waverley to Middlefield. This segment would require negotiation with
First Christian Church (2890 Middlefield Road), which holds an easement along
Matadero Creek with SCVWD. First Christian Church uses the eased property for
garbage access, ADA accessible loading, angled parking, and storage/maintenance space
for the Keys School located on its property. The Shared-Use Path option would require
this right-of-way; however a Pedestrian-Only Path option could utilize the existing
walkway through Hoover Park, between Southfield Apartments and First Christian
Church (7 feet wide) and along the existing sidewalk adjacent to Middlefield Road.
Segment C – Middlefield to Ross. This segment would require negotiation with Winter
Lodge (3009 Middlefield Road), which holds a long-term lease with the City of Palo Alto.
Winter Lodge uses the property along Matadero Creek for angled parking. The SharedUse Path option would require a reconfiguration of part of the parking lot (angled
parking would become parallel parking for one drive aisle) and the removal of
approximately 6-8 parking spaces. The Pedestrian-Only option would not require any
loss of parking.
Segment D – Ross to Louis. This segment has no constraints related to ownership.
Segment E – Louis to Greer. This segment has no constraints related to ownership.
Segment F – Greet to W. Bayshore. This segment has no constraints related to
ownership.

The following segments did NOT meet the minimum standards for property ownership for a
Shared-Use Path or Pedestrian-Only Path:
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Segment A – Alma to Waverley. Two private residential properties are located adjacent
to Matadero Creek (opposite sides of the creek) at Waverley Street. There is no Water
District maintenance road for these two properties. Property maps were consulted and
neither property encroaches on Water District owned land.

c. Additional Considerations
Safety, Security & Privacy. In all segments except Segment F (Greet to W. Bayshore) a
floodwall separates the potential path from the channelized concrete creek below. This
floodwall averages approximately 30 inches, but ranges in height from as low as 6 inches to as
high as 52 inches. Caltrans and VTA guidelines set a minimum height of 42 inches for a railing to
protect path users from drop-offs.1 Providing a separate fence or installing railing to raise the
height of the floodwall to 42 inches would need to be negotiated with the Water District in a
Joint Use Agreement. The Water District has indicated willingness to permit a fence be erected
alongside the floodwall if installed in posts that would allow the fence to be removed for
maintenance operations.
Members of the Citizens Advisory Committee expressed specific concerns about crime,
including both crimes along the trail and property crime for homes along the trail. A safety and
security analysis was conducted that included a literature review, an analysis of crime reports
from Matadero Creek and existing trails in the Bay Area, and a review of Crime Prevention
through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles. The literature review indicated that,
nationally, trails have not been shown to increase criminal activity.
An examination of five existing Bay Area trails identified a total of 22 crimes over a six month
period for 40 miles of trails. In the same period, Matadero Creek experienced a single criminal
incident.
The vast majority of properties that abut the creek maintain privacy through the installation of
6 foot high wood fencing. The City could consider installation of different styles of fencing or
higher fences for property owners that request additional privacy.
For more information, see Attachment B: Safety and Security Analysis.
Mid-Block Crossings. Users on a Shared-Use or Pedestrian-Only Path would need to cross
Waverley, Cowper, Middlefield, Ross, Louis and Greer at uncontrolled, mid-block locations. For
low volume residential street crossings, potential crossing safety improvements may include:




Advance warning signs for drivers
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs)
Curb extensions

1

th

Caltrans Highway Design Manual, 6 Edition (2015), Chapter 200, Topic 208, p. 200-40 and VTA Bicycle Technical
Guidelines (2012), Chapter 9, p. 9-12.
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Raised and/or marked crosswalks

Further analysis and design would be required to identify how many of these treatments would
be appropriate at each crossing.
For higher volume crossings (e.g., Middlefield Road), a more robust approach would be
appropriate. This may include installation of a Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB), which acts as a
stop light when activated by path users, a median refuge island and raised crosswalk to calm
traffic. A new traffic signal may also be warranted, pending further analysis.
For more information, see Attachment C: Mid-Block Crossing Prototypes.
Utilities. Based on utility map research, surveying and field investigations, the Matadero Creek
trail alignment would cross perpendicular utilities at street crossings. There are existing
underground water, gas and sanitary sewer crossings perpendicular to the creek. Other than
adjustments of valves and manholes to grade, no utility relocations are anticipated at street
crossings.
Overhead electric and communication utility lines cross the creek at Alma Street, Waverley
Street, Cowper Street, Ross Road, Louis Road and Greer Road. Impacts or relocation of
overhead utilities are not anticipated for the Matadero Creek corridor.
There is an existing 60kv electric line in a 6 inch steel casing running longitudinally along the
creek north maintenance access road. The electric line is owned by the City and relocation is
not anticipated.
Public Input. For the current phase of the Matadero Creek trail feasibility study, the City of Palo
Alto held a tactical urbanism event called “Greenway for a Day along Matadero Creek.” The
event was held on Saturday, April 23, 2016 and included display boards with information about
trail feasibility, the opportunity to walk one segment of the creek (from Cowper to Waverley),
and an opportunity to provide comments on the trail. Over 200 individuals participated in this
event and the City received 112 comment cards.
Comments received included:



General expressions of support: 58
Conditional Support: 26
o Increase privacy: 3
o Connect to Baylands: 9
o Do not add lighting: 4
o Connect across Alma Street: 8
o Improve safety conditions: 2
o Enhance midblock crossings: 4
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General expressions against the proposed trail: 22
o Effect on wildlife: 2
o Aesthetics: 2
o Vagrancy: 3
o Privacy: 5
o Project cost: 10
o Lack of feasible connections: 2
o Safety: 9
o Other: 6

Also, six people showed support for a midblock crosswalk on Middlefield, regardless of the trail
project. Many comment cards included multiple reasons, so the number of comments is greater
than the total number of comment cards.
For more information, see Attachment D: Record of Public Outreach. This includes a complete
record of all public comments from the current phase and the prior phase of this study.
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On-Street Alternative Analysis
Following City Council’s direction, staff also evaluated the feasibility of an on-street alternative.
To be consistent with the intent of this study, the on-street option focused on the development
of a Class IV Protected Bikeway, which provides greater separation for potential users than onstreet bicycle lanes.
Two potential routes were evaluated adjacent to the creek – Loma Verde Avenue and Colorado
Avenue. East Meadow Drive was also evaluated for a potential Class IV facility as part of a
separate study. Of the two options, only Loma Verde Avenue was carried forward. Colorado
Avenue has insufficient width (36 feet) to accommodate a Class IV facility without removing all
available on-street parking.
The potential facility on Loma Verde Avenue would include a two-way Class IV protected
bikeway on the south side of the street. The bikeway would require removing parking on one
side of the street from Alma Street to Bryant Street and from Louis Road to W. Bayshore Road.
From Bryant Street to W. Bayshore Road, night time parking on the south side of the street
would no longer be permitted.
A parking occupancy study was conducted to determine the parking impacts of these removals.
Considering weekday, evening, and weekend parking, all segments would remain below
80 percent utilization, except from Greer to W. Bayshore, where 4 additional parking spaces
would be needed than are available. These individuals would need to park on side streets or a
block away.
For more information, see Attachment E: Loma Verde Avenue Class IV (protected) Bikeway
Conceptual Design and Parking Occupancy Study
Caltrain/Highway 101 Crossing Assessment
While the project extent for this project was between Alma Street and W. Bayshore Road,
crossings of both streets were considered as part of this study. Specific crossing opportunities
included:
 Providing connections to existing under and overcrossings using the planned bicycle
boulevard network.
 Developing a new undercrossing of Alma Street and the Caltrain right of way, using
available public property.
 Enhancing the undercrossing of U.S. 101. This would provide a seasonal undercrossing
only, similar to the constraint on Segment F.
For more information, see Attachment F: Caltrain/Highway 101 Crossing Assessment
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Policy Implications
The Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan 2012 (BPTP) lays out and prioritizes the
development of a trail along Matadero Creek. BPTP objectives that are furthered by the
development of a recreational facility through Midtown Palo Alto include:






Objective 1: Double the rate of bicycling for both local and total work commutes by
2020 (to 15% and 5%, respectively).
Objective 2: Convert discretionary vehicle trips into walking and bicycling trips in order
to reduce City transportation-related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 15% by 2020.
Objective 3: Develop a core network of shared paths, bikeways, and traffic-calmed
streets that connects business and residential districts, schools, parks, and open spaces
to promote healthy, active living.
Objective 4: Plan, construct, and maintain ‘Complete Streets’ that are safe and
accessible to all modes and people of all ages and abilities.
Objective 5: Promote efficient, sustainable, and creative use of limited public resources
through integrated design and planning.

In addition, the Comprehensive Plan goals, policies, and programs that support the
development of the Park Boulevard and Wilkie Way Bicycle Boulevard projects include:
Goal T-1: Less Reliance on Single-Occupant Vehicles
Goal T-3: Facilities, Services, and Programs the Encourage and Promote Walking and
Bicycling
Program T-19: Develop, periodically update, and implement a bicycle facilities improvement
program and a pedestrian facilities improvement program that identify and prioritize critical
pedestrian and bicycle links to parks, schools, retail centers, and civic facilities.
Policy T-25: When constructing or modifying roadways, plan for usage of the roadway space
by all users, including motor vehicles, transit vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians.

Resource Impact
Palo Alto received a $1.5 million grant from Santa Clara County to complete a proposed trail.
The City would need to work with the County to determine which of the proposed options
(mulit-use path, pedestrian only path, hybrid, or Loma Verde Avenue protected bikeway) would
meet the terms of the grant. None of the options could be fully funded from grant resources.
Both the shared-use path and pedestrian only path require significant additional resources from
the City to complete.
For more information, see Attachment G: Cost Estimates
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Timeline
The Matadero Creek Shared-Use Path option would require the City to negotiate and sign a
Joint Use Agreement with the Santa Clara Valley Water District and right-of-way to be
negotiated with parking impacts for two properties. Once resolved, the project would take
approximately 24 months to design and construct.
Matadero Creek Pedestrian-Only Path requires the negotiation of a Joint Use Agreement with
the Santa Clara Valley Water District and would take approximately 24 months to design and
construct.
Loma Verde Avenue Class IV (protected) Bikeway is located completely within public right-ofway and would take approximately 18 months to design and construct.

Environmental Review
A Negative Declaration for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan was adopted on
September 4, 2012. Each individual capital improvement project is subject to environmental
assessment after there is agreement on a conceptual design (i.e. Concept Plan Line) for further
study. Physical improvements proposed as part of either Matadero Creek trail options or the
Loma Verde Avenue Class IV Bikeway will be subject to environmental review as part of the
design phase, should the City choose to initiate further design.
Attachments:
 Attachment A: Detailed Evaluation (PDF)
 Attachment B: Safety and Security (PDF)
 Attachment C: Mid-Block Crossings (PDF)
 Attachment D: Record of Public Outreach (PDF)
 Attachment E: Loma Verde Avenue Separated Bikeway
(PDF)
 Attachment F: Caltrain and US 101 Crossing Assessment (PDF)
(PDF)
 Attachment G: Planning Level Cost Estimates
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ATTACHMENT A

Detailed Evaluation
This attachment provides additional information used to develop the evaluation in the
Matadero Creek Feasibility Study staff report. It includes:
•
•

A map summarizing feasibility of a shared-use path by segment (page 2)
A map summarizing feasibility of a pedestrian only path by segment (page 3)

These summary maps were based on a detailed analysis of possible routes by segment (pages
5 through 10), which are based in turn on detailed analyses of opportunities and constraints by
segment (pages 12 through 18).
The segments provided in this attachment are consistent with the staff report:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Segment
Segment
Segment
Segment
Segment
Segment

A – Alma Street to Waverley Street
B – Waverley Street to Middlefield Road
C – Middlefield Road to Ross Road
D – Ross Road to Louis Road
E – Louis Road to Greer Road
F – Greer Road to West Bayshore Road/Highway 101
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MATADERO CREEK TRAIL: POTENTIAL SHARED-USE PATH ALIGNMENT
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I.

B Proposed Condition
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MATADERO CREEK TRAIL- SEGMENT A: ALMA STREET TO WAVERLEY STREET
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MATADERO CREEK TRAIL- SEGMENT D: ROSS ROAD TO LOUIS ROAD
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Opportunities and Constraints Maps by Segment
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MATADERO CREEK TRAIL: FEASIBILITY OVERVIEW
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Safety and Security Analysis
Some of the most frequent concerns raised by community members about a proposed trail along Matadero
Creek relate to safety and security. The concerns include:



Potential for crime along the trail – to users and to residents (e.g., burglary).
Risk of trail users falling into the drainage channel, including the ability of individuals to get out of
the creek if they go in.

To evaluate concerns related to crime, the study team conducted the following analysis:




Reviewed existing literature on crime along trails
Reviewed crime data for communities with trails in the Bay Area
Developed recommendations for crime prevention that follow Crime Prevention through
Environmental Design (CPTED) principles.

Literature Review
Alta reviewed readily available literature on the impact of trails on crime (see resource list below). The
general conclusions of this research are that trails do not increase crime. Specific findings include:
●

●

A review of crime data for 372 trails showed that crime rates are often lower on trail networks
than the overall crime rate for the region in which they are located. 1 These studies include direct
evaluation of crime data, interviews with local police officers, and interviews with residents along
trail corridors.
A study conducted by the National Parks Service evaluated trails in Iowa, Florida, and San
Francisco. The study found that property owners experienced relatively few problems resulting
from the existence of a trail. Most adjacent property owners reported that rates of vandalism,
burglary and trespassing had remained the same or decreased since the opening of the trail. The
majority of property owners interviewed in the National Park Service study reported that living
near a trail was better than they expected.2

Review of Local Crime Data
While national research has indicated that trails have average or below average rates of crime, Alta also
evaluated crime data along existing trails and in communities with existing trails. For context, Palo Alto
already has among the lowest crime rates in the Bay Area (Figure 1).

1

Tracy, Tammy, and Hugh Morris. Rail-Trails and Safe Communities: The Experience on 372 Trails. Rails-to-Trails
Conservancy, 1998. http://atfiles.org/files/pdf/safecomm.pdf
2

Moore, Roger L., Alan R. Graefe, Richard J. Gitelson, and Elizabeth Porter. The Impacts of Rail-Trails: A Study of
the Users and Property Owners From Three Trails. Washington, DC: National Parks Service, 1992.
doi:https://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/rtca/helpfultools/impact_railtrail_final.pdf
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Figure 1: Crimes per Thousand Residents by City
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Sources: NeighborhoodScout.com

Using CrimeReports.com, Alta Planning + Design evaluated six trails throughout the Bay to understand the
extent of crime along similar local trails. CrimeReports.com was selected because their data is supplied
and regularly updated by local law-enforcement agencies.3 We also evaluated existing reported crime along
Matadero Creek.
Of the six trails evaluated, only four had reported criminal activity totaling 22 incidents over a six month
period; the Matadero alignment had only one reported incident of “drunk and disorderly behavior” which
was located at the intersection of Middlefield Road (Figure 2).

Figure 2: Number of Criminal Incidents Reported Along Trails
Los Gatos Trail in San Jose, Campbell and Los Gatos

11

Guadalupe River Trail in San Jose

5

Ohlone Greenway in Berkeley and El Cerrito

4

Joe's Creek (de Anza Trail) in Saratoga

2

Matadero Creek in Palo Alto

1

Permanente Creek Trail in Mountain View

0

Alameda Creek Trail in Fremont and Union City

0

Crimereports.com provides data for the most recent six months available. It does not provide historic
data, making a before-after comparison impossible for the existing trails.
3
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Looking at the data for all trails, the most common types of crime reported along trails were disorder
(43 percent of crimes were non-violent disturbances, an unwanted subject, or trespassing) and drug and
alcohol use or distribution (22 percent). There were two reported property crimes (e.g., graffiti) assaults,
and thefts in the six month period, and one incidence each of robbery and breaking and entering (Figure 3).

Figure 3: Types of Criminal Incidents Reported Along Trails
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Crime Prevention
Safety is a duty and obligation of all public facility managers in the planning, design, and operation of public
space. No park or trail is immune to crime, however using multiple, overlapping methods can greatly reduce
opportunities for crime on an urban trail. A combination of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design
(CPTED) principles, public education, a strong maintenance program, and programmatic and operational
measures can minimize potential conflicts among users, limit criminal activity, and bestow positive impacts
on adjacent land use and the community as a whole.
CPTED is a proactive crime fighting technique in which the proper design and effective use of the built
environment can lead to a reduction in the fear of and incidents of crime and an improvement in quality of
life. CPTED has an established process for designing facilities to reduce crime that includes reviewing
existing data on crime and demographics, review of land use along the trail, and observation and
interviewing of residents by certified CPTED specialist Brittain Storck, ASLA, PLA, CPD.
A CPTED evaluation has not been completed for Matadero Creek, but this section of the report was
prepared by a CPTED specialist. It includes a variety of potential design and operational recommendations
that would be finalized as part of design, were the trail to be advanced.

CPTED Principles

The Principles of CPTED include:


Natural surveillance. Increasing visibility by occupants and casual observers increases the
detection of trespassers or misconduct at a facility. For instance, if a high wooden fence blocks the
view of a loading dock, the lack of visibility may invite thieves. Conversely, the use of transparent
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fencing that allows an unobstructed view of the area by workers or passers-by may discourage
thieves. Windows, door viewers, mirrors, and other design feature that improve visibility fall under
natural surveillance.
Natural access control. The idea is to employ both real and symbolic barriers—including doors,
fences, and vegetation—to define and limit access to a building or other space. For example, to
deter burglars from entering lower-story windows, one could plant dense, thorny bushes near the
windows.
Natural territorial reinforcement. This is the process of establishing a sense of ownership,
responsibility, and accountability in property owners, managers, or occupants to increase vigilance
in identifying trespassers. For example, the use of low edging landscape along sidewalks in an
apartment complex marks the territory of individual apartments and discourages trespassers from
cutting through. Also, people pay more attention to and defend a particular space if they feel
psychological ownership of it. Territorial reinforcement measures, which may be physical or
symbolic, tell people they are in a defined space. Color, texture, surface variations, signage, and
way finding systems are all part of territoriality and boundary setting. Thus, it is possible, through
real barriers (fences and walls) and symbolic markers (warning signage, low hedges, hardscape,
low picket fences) to encourage tenants or employees to defend the property from individuals with
undesirable intentions. Such reinforcement is termed natural because it results from normal, routine
use of the environment.
Maintenance - The basic upkeep, repair, and maintenance of property. Neglected property can
create mistreatment, while maintained property will elicit proper treatment. This strategy directly
impacts the fear of crime in a community due to residents’ perceptions of responsibility and caring
in the neighborhood. Examples include the immediate removal of graffiti or vandalism, landscape
maintenance, weed abatement, and painting worn buildings. For the Matadero Creek Trail, this
principal will go into effect once the corridor is improved and the facility constructed.

Assessing Safety and Security for the Proposed Matadero Creek Trail

The preferred alignment for the Matadero Creek Trail should receive a CPTED assessment prior to design
and during design development. As part of this feasibility study, several steps have already been completed
as indicated below. A qualified CPTED Specialist should conduct a site assessment and plan review during
the design phase.
CPTED Assessments consist of the following five steps:
1. Crime Analysis Review - this information will assist the police department in determining the type
of crimes that are occurring on and around the trail. A preliminary analysis of crime is described
above.
2. Demographics - this information describes the nature of the population around the trail before it is
built. A demographic review has not been conducted.
3. Land Use - city planning departments, zoning boards, traffic engineers, and local neighborhood
groups have information that describes and depicts the physical allocation and use of land in and
around the trail. Land use along the trail is primarily single family residential with limited commercial
and services available at Middlefield Road.
4. Observations – a Specialist trained in CPTED assessments will conduct an actual review of the
physical space that has been designated as a trail segment. No observation has been conducted.
5. Resident or User Interviews - a CPTED Specialist should conduct interviews with persons living
near the proposed trail to determine their perspective on safety.
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Upon the completion of the CPTED review, a CPTED Specialist will recommend tailored CPTED and
security procedures that will minimize potential criminal activity on the trail and in the surrounding
neighborhoods. These recommendations will cover issues such as lighting, location of benches and rest
stops, access to trails from roadways, and landscaping. The recommendations will be incorporated into the
final design of each phase.
A formal CPTED assessment for the Matadero Creek Trail corridor has not yet been completed. The
site assessment represents the first step of security defense planning, which considers the corridor,
perimeter, and adjacent use. Site design measures can be recommended at the preliminary stage, as
indicated in the following section, but should be confirmed onsite during final design by a CPTED Specialist.

Operational Recommendations
Operational recommendations include:

Safety and Security Program. To provide reasonable and ordinary safety measures, the City of Palo Alto
should develop and implement a Safety and Security Program for trails, if not already in place. This program
should consist of well-defined safety and security policies; the identification of trail management, law
enforcement, emergency, and fire protection policies; and a system that offers timely responses to the
public for issues or problems related to safety and security. The local agency will need to implement internal
coordination for safety and security between Parks and Recreation, Police, Fire, Public Works, and
Administration Departments. Additionally, procedures and policies should be established for external
coordination among the local agency, local alliances, local neighborhood watch associations, and “Adopta-Trail” organizations. Important components of the Safety and Security Program should include:













Maintenance. The most important responsibility of a well-developed greenway and trails maintenance
program is to provide safe, clean and smooth travel surfaces. The maintenance program should also
address system wide issues of, liability, vandalism, litter, and upkeep tailored to the Matadero Creek Trail
character. The continued success of the trail will hinge on this key element, since keeping trails clean and
safe is vital to promoting their continuing use, which in turn helps to deter criminal activity.
Outreach, Education, and Collaboration. Prior to design and during design development of the Matadero
Creek Trail, meet regularly with law enforcement, life, and fire officials to ensure safe project operations.
Include a multidisciplinary review of safety and security design and operations practices prior to final trail
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design and construction. Once the trail is open for public use, review procedures, staffing levels, and safety
and security measures with the managing agency during on-going operations. This allows the managing
agency to identify and respond to localized security concerns that may occur over time.
Hours of Operation. It is recommended that the Matadero Creek Trail operate like all other non-lighted
public parks and recreation facilities open for public use from dawn to dusk, 365 days a year, except as
specifically designated by the City of Palo Alto. Individuals who are found using these facilities after dusk
and before dawn should be deemed in violation of this policy and subject to fines or prosecution.
Additionally, the trail should not be considered officially opened for public use until a formal dedication
ceremony and authorized agents of the local agency have completed an official opening. Individuals who
use trail segments that are under construction, without written permission from an authorized agent, should
also be deemed in violation of the Hours of Operation policy.
Trail Rules and Regulations. The most effective trail use management plan is a well-conceived safety
program that provides the individual user with a Code of Conduct for the trail, sometimes called a Trail
Ordinance. Several multi-use trail systems across the United States have adopted progressive ordinances
for public use. It is recommended that the following Rules and Regulations be implemented for the Matadero
Creek Trail. These rules should be displayed in both brochures and on information signs throughout the
trail.
The following is a list of suggested user guidelines taken from other successful greenways and trail
systems. These rules can be posted at trailheads and on trails maps.










Trail traffic keeps to right, except to pass.
Traffic to travel at a reasonable speed in a consistent and predictable manner.
Look to front and rear when changing lane position.
Obey traffic lights and stop signs and yield when entering onto the trail.
Users in groups should allow ample room for others to pass on the trail.
Users to give warning signal before passing.
Users should have reflectors and lights from dusk until dawn.
Pets should be kept on shortened leash while on trail and cleaned up after.
No intoxicated users on the trail, no open containers on or in close proximity to trail.

Design Recommendations

The following are specific design recommendations for safety and security to be used during design of the
Matadero Creek Trail.
Considerations. Lighting is not permitted for the Matadero Creek Trail based on Santa Clara Valley Water
District (SCVWD) requirements. Lighting of street crossings and trail gateways on City of Palo Alto right of
way would be beneficial for safety. Lighting improves sense of security at access points to the trail, with
emphasis on roadway connections. Lighting the corridor after dark encourages 24-hour use and requires
increased patrolling. Instead, the City will establish park hours from dawn to dusk. Patrolling during the first
six months of operation is recommended.
Call boxes, lockable gates, and other target hardening strategies may be used to increase the perception
of security, but are not necessary if CPTED principles are being used to design the trail. Target hardening
is not a CPTED principle, and should only be considered if there is a considerable public concern or known
criminal activity.
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Trail Hazards
A final major concern of residents was the potential for users, especially children, to fall into the creek. The
bottom is at the bottom of a sloped embankment that is, in most cases, a concrete liner.
One basic safety measure required by Caltrans is a minimum 42 inch barrier. In some sections of the
existing creek, the flood walls are lower than this requirement, including the segment from Cowper to
Middlefield, which has a flood wall that is less than 5 inches tall. Outside the creek path, the public currently
already experiences the situation of concern along the creek, where the city street grid crosses over the
creek. In all cases, the existing walls along streets are at least 42 inches.
Opportunities to mitigate falling hazards include:




Safety devices, such as netting or other that would stop or break a fall. Devices have been used
on some bridges
Careful railing design could be considered to encourage users to stay further back from the edge
Signage provided at each entrance identify both trail use rules and a note about safety concerns.

Safety devices and signage would be further explored through the design process if the City Council made
the determination to pursue a trail along Matadero Creek.
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Matadero Creek Mid-Block Crossing Prototypes
As part of the feasibility study, the Alta team evaluated potential crossings of City streets.
Matadero Creek sits roughly halfway between Colorado Avenue to the north and Loma Verde
Avenue to the south. Those two streets are approximately 0.4 of a mile apart.
Seven city streets cross Matadero Creek between Alma Street and W. Bayshore Road. The
crossing at Bryant Street is for bicyclists and pedestrians only and is at a location where a
shared-use trail is not feasible along the creek. For the other six crossings (Waverley Street,
Cowper Street, Middlefield Road, Ross Road, Louis Road, and Greer Road), Alta identified
potential options for creating safer mid-block crossings.
Crossing options range from signage and crosswalks, to flashing beacons, to hybrid beacons
that, when triggered, act like a stoplight. Other options like raised crosswalks, bulb-outs, and
median refuge islands may also be appropriate.
The attached graphics provide examples for two types of crossings:
•
•

A crossing of a low volume street that includes crosswalks, flashing beacons, and
bulbouts
A crossing of a higher volume street that includes a crosswalk, pedestrian hybrid
beacon, median island, and bulbouts

Middlefield Road would likely require a higher volume crossing, but most other crossings
appear to have low enough automobile volumes to use some version of the low volume
crossing. Actual crossings would be developed as part of the design process, if the City of Palo
Alto chooses to pursue a creek trail.
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HIGHER VOLUME CROSSING

LOWER VOLUME CROSSING

Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon(PHB)
The Federal Highway Administration has documented that a PHB is 95% effective at getting motorists to
yield to pedestrians (much more effective than a stop sign), similar to compliance of a full traffic signal.

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRRFB)
The Federal Highway Administration has documented that RRFBs increase the likelihood of a motorist
yielding to a pedestrian from 18 percent (without a beacon) to 88 percent (with a beacon), which is more
effective than a stop sign.

A median safety island and curb extensions would reduce the crossing distance and provide added safety
and comfort for people walking and biking across the street.

Curb extensions would reduce the crossing distance and provide additional space for people waiting to
cross.

MATADERO CREEK TRAIL: MID-BLOCK CROSSING PROTOTYPES
P&TC Packet Page 41 of 217

Attachment D

Matadero Creek Feasibility Study
Staff Report

Public Outreach

P&TC Packet Page 42 of 217

Palo Alto Midtown Connector Record of Public Outreach
Outreach Timeline and Attendance
Date
6/26/2014
2/26/2015
4/14/2015
9/8/2015
3/10/2016
4/23/2016

Outreach Activity
Public Meeting
CAC Meeting
Public Meeting
CAC Meeting
CAC Meeting
Public Meeting

Location
Palo Alto Nursery School
Alma Community Room
Palo Verde Elementary
Mitchell Park Library
Mitchell Park Library
Matadero Creek/Hoover Park

Attendance
42
12
32
12
12
200+

A 12-member Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) was formed with one liaison from the City’s
Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee (PABAC) and Planning and Transportation Committee
(PTC) in 2015 and three meetings were held as part of the study process. Minutes from each
meeting are attached.
Three public events were held as part of the study process and over 275 residents provided input.
Minutes from each meeting and comment cards are attached.
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Midtown East-West Connector Feasibility Study
Community Advisory Committee
Meeting #1 Notes
Meeting Date and Location:
February 26, 2015 from 6:00-8:00 pm at the Alma Room (3441 Alma Street, Palo Alto).
Meeting Attendees:
Community Advisory Committee (CAC) Members:
•

Tamara Abrams

•

Julie Nolan

•

Bruce Anderson

•

Rob Robinson

•

Larry Cuban

•

Dean Samos

•

David Greene

•

Kevin Stern

•

Sheri Furman

•

Sherwin Wong

•

Robert Neff

Project Team Members:
•

Hillary Gitelman, City of Palo Alto, Planning
Director, P&CE Department

•

Randy Anderson, Alta Planning + Design,
Principal in Charge

•

Shahla Yazdy, City of Palo Alto,
Transportation Project Engineer

•

Mary Stewart, Alta Planning + Design,
Project Manager

•

Nicholas Dewar, Public Policy
Collaboration, Facilitator

•

Kristin Maravilla, Alta Planning + Design,
Senior Designer
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Midtown East-West Connector Feasibility Study Community Advisory Committee
Meeting #1 Notes

Introductions:
-

Hillary Gitelman introduced the project.

-

The Project Team and CAC members introduced themselves.

Review Planning Process and Timeline:
-

Randy Anderson reviewed the project process, scope, and schedule.

-

Comments (from Bruce Anderson):
o

It seems the scope of this project is not consistent with the 2012 Bikeways Plan. This study
looks at routes that may not be in the Plan.1

o

It seems there are better ways to achieve the 2012 Plan than midtown connector routes.

o

The scope is troublesome to me.

Discuss Project Goals:
-

Nicholas Dewar reviewed the project goals.

Discuss CAC Ground Rules, Decision Making Process, Role and Goals:

CAC Role and Goals
-

Nicholas Dewar reviewed goals and asked what ground rules the committee should follow. The CAC’s
suggested rules include:
o

Listen to the person speaking without interruption

o

Make sure anyone gets a chance to contribute

o

Be economical with use of speaking time

o

Speak respectfully and constructively

o

Raise hand to speak

o

Stay on topic

-

The Project Team will note time checks and take meeting notes.

-

CAC’s rules and project goals will be posted at each CAC meeting for reference.

CAC Decision Making Process
-

Nicholas Dewar noted there are two general decision making options: consensus and majority vote.

1

The 2012 Bikeways Plan states:
Page 5-5, “Matadero Creek Caltrain/Alma Barrier Connection The 1.3-mile distance between the existing Caltrain
Page 5-21 states, “Additional opportunities to improve Midtown bicycle access include new potential east-west bicycle
boulevard (Amarillo/Moreno Avenue) and trail (Matadero Creek) connections, upgrades and extensions of Colorado Avenue
bike facilities, and design enhancements and programming of Midtown Court.”
Page 6-41, “Across Barrier Connections o Matadero Creek Caltrain undercrossing: Connect with Midtown and the proposed
Matadero Creek Trail; conduct a feasibility/conceptual design study along with (or soon after) identifying plans for High
Speed Rail.”
Full plan can be found here: http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/31928
Page | 2
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-

When making decisions by consensus, an option may not be all a particular CAC members wants, but it
is acceptable. Decisions made by consensus tend to have more impact than those made by majority
vote (e.g., a decision with a 55% majority).

-

The goal is to develop a consensus. If the group cannot reach a consensus, then move on. If we do not
reach a consensus, state why the group could not.

-

Comment:
o

What is the CAC’s goal?
§

Identify two preferred alignments. Start with five and get to two.

§

Talk about the criteria (pros and cons).

-

The creek route does not have to be one of the CAC’s two preferred alignments. However, the creek
route will need to be studied. The City is looking for fair trial of the creek and analysis of other routes.

-

The CAC's two preferred routes do not have to include the creek route. 2

-

CAC Comments:

-

o

The Project Team should update the instructions concerning the two alignments.

o

A missing piece of this discussion is prioritization of the criteria.

o

It is powerful when the vote is 80% or higher. The goal for the decision making process should
be to reach consensus, then have a vote if no consensus is reached.

Nicholas Dewar summarized: The goal is to reach consensus. If a consensus cannot be reached, then
explain why not and the CAC will take a vote, paying attention to minority opinions.

Identify Preliminary Draft Trail Alignments:
-

Randy Anderson presented the draft evaluation criteria and potential summary formats.

-

Kristin Maravilla presented the draft trail safety and security research methodology.

-

Mary Stewart gave an overview of previously identified potential alignments and Across Barrier
Connections.

-

The previously identified potential route map does not reflect all possibilities.

-

The Amarillo - Moreno route between Middlefield Road and West Bayshore Road is currently being
studied as part of the Bicycle Boulevards project.

-

CAC Comments:
o

The CAC should be able to debate Amarillo - Moreno if wanted.

o

I think the Across Barrier Connections should be one of our criteria. Keep in mind the
feasibility and cost of getting across Alma and Highway 101. Take this under consideration.

CAC Draft Evaluation Criteria Discussion
-

Nicholas Dewar noted that criteria enable you to compare options. If a criterion does not let you
distinguish between alternatives, then you should not have the criteria.

2

These statements appear to imply that there may be more than two alternatives studied. Although these statements were
made at the meeting, the implication is incorrect. The project includes the study of the creek alignment and one other
alignment. This will be clarified at the next meeting.
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-

CAC Comments:
o

Should we have a vote on which we think should be criteria?
§

o

Do all CAC members need to agree on every criterion?
§

o

Yes.

All criteria seem valid and applicable, but could be weighted.
§

-

No.

Can we add criteria?
§

o

If a criterion is important to someone, it should be included.

Weighting will be discussed at the next CAC meeting

Nicholas Dewar asked, “What is missing from the draft criteria list?” CAC suggested criteria include:
o

Is lighting available? The preferred route should accommodate nighttime usage. Potential
criterion: Lit at night.

o

Safety along route.

o

Who would be responsible for restricting creek trail access after dark? Potential criterion: 24hour access.

o

Can the Across Barrier Options be used year-round? Potential criterion: Year-round use
(especially across barriers).

o

Keep people from falling in the creek. Potential criterion: No flooding.

o

Discourage mid-block crossings. Potential criterion: traffic conflicts?

o

Collisions (right hook, left hook, doorings)

o

Continuity of travel / impediment free (e.g., bicycle boulevard with stop signs turned to cross
traffic along the route)

o

Desirability of route for walking; how wide the path is (8-feet wide is optimal, 5-feet wide
minimum). The facility could be either sidewalk or pathway. Cars currently park on rolled
curbs, limiting the available travelway. Potential criterion: Unimpeded walking width.

o

Narrow streets with two parking aisles; not enough room for bicycling. Potential criterion:
Usable space for bicycle traffic.

o

Right-of-way width

o

Provide physical separation from traffic.

o

The relationship between money and criteria is not being considered, but should be. I would
like to have a sense of whether money is available for alignments other than the creek route.

o

The textual sample summary table is a turn off. Flat use (goals, user experience, public cost,
public support are four qualitatively different things). Desire for high level aggregations.

o

How to present each option as weighing pros and cons? Highlight key features. How to flag
big, negative things?

CAC Draft Alternative Alignments Discussion
-

Nicholas Dewar asked what each CAC member’s top alignments are. The CAC identified:
o

Loma Verde (direct route, central)
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-

o

Loma Verde, but only to Bryant. No Alma crossing.

o

Colorado with a short jog on Cowper

o

East and West Meadow

o

Matadero Creek with a jog on El Carmelo

o

Charleston-Arastradero (outside Study Area)

o

Colorado – Cowper – El Dorado

o

Charleston - Arastradero

o

Oregon Expressway (potential for separated bikeway; some sections do not have sidewalks;
could get path). County roadway (not owned by city).

o

Oregon Avenue (consider cars turning in front of bicyclists at intersections)

Based on CAC voting, Nicholas Dewar summarized that the four on-street alignments the CAC would
like evaluated are:
o

Oregon Avenue

o

Colorado Avenue

o

o

§

From Alma Street to W Bayshore Road, and

§

With an alternative alignment from Alma Street along El Dorado Avenue and Cowper
Street to Colorado Avenue

Loma Verde Avenue
§

From Alma Street to W Bayshore Road, and

§

From Bryant to W Bayshore Road (no Alma Street connection)

E & W Meadow Drive

Discuss Workshop #2 Goals:
-

Mary Stewart presented the Workshop #2 goals.

Next Steps and Action Items:

Public Workshop Scheduling
-

The workshop is expected to be the week of April 13th, either Tuesday or Thursday3

-

The CAC recommendations regarding evaluation criteria and recommended alignments to be studied
will be shared with the public after an opportunity for the CAC to comment on the notes

-

Public comments will come back to the CAC, who will advise on how to respond

CAC Meeting Scheduling

3

-

The first Tuesday and Thursday of the month are problematic for Sheri Furman

-

The 6pm meeting time is good.

-

Mondays and Wednesdays are problematic for City staff due to other meeting conflicts.

-

The next CAC meeting will be on a Thursday in May at 6:00 pm, but not the first Thursday of the month.
City will reserve the room ASAP and confirm dates.

Space has been reserved for the Public Workshop at the Palo Verde School on Tuesday, April 14 from 6:00-8:00 p.m.
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Additional Discussion
-

I would like to see the recommended alignments before sharing at the public workshop.

-

I would like a more detailed Study Area map (e.g., note traffic signals, stop signs, streets that do not
continue across the creek).

-

At what point will the team add costs?
o

-

Before the third CAC meeting and fourth public workshop.

Potential CAC Bikalong
o

The previous bikalong had approximately 60 participants, which was a little unwieldy. Could
have separate public and CAC bikalongs.

o

A CAC bikalong may be good once the designs have been determined so the CAC can discuss
the options in the field.

-

Map corrections: Barrow Creek and Kippling are mislabeled.

-

Bring name tags or name teepees to next meeting.

Meeting Attachments:
1.
2.
3.

Meeting sign-in sheet
Emails received from CAC members (email addresses obscured)
Revised Criteria list (coming soon)
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---------- Forwarded message ---------From: marc.cervellino <marc.cervellino@hotmail.com>
Date: Tue, Feb 24, 2015 at 8:23 PM
Subject: Midtown Connector.Trail Homework Comments - 2/26/15 Meeting
To: Mary Stewart <marystewart@altaplanning.com>
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone

Subject: Midtown Connector Trail CAC Meeting Homework Comments - 2/26/15 Meeting
Mary,
As we discussed, I will miss the first Midtown Connector Project CAC Meeting, so I provide my written
comments to you for the homework assignment.
Please forward to the appropriate people in your organization as needed.
(I am sending this from my cell phone, so I apologize for typos and being unable to delete your lengthy original
message.)
My comments in answer to alta's Question 1:
* I take no issue with alta's proposed evaluation criteria methodology. However, since the weighting of
evaluation criteria, which is highly subjective, is key to using this methodology, I suggest the ranking of all
alternative routes be presented to the City decision makers
* there doesn't appear to be, in the evaluation criteria for ranking alternate routes, any mention of:
1) route hours of usage
2) impact of route on homeowners' property values
3) projected usage of each alternative route
4) estimating the specific cost of a underpass to extend route west of the Caltrain tracks
5) safety aspects of mid-block street crossings for a route
6) historical bike and pedestrian accidents along each alternate routes as an evaluation criteria, not simply a
data point for other safety criteria.
7) estimating the specific cost of acquisitions, easements, and permission to complete a route vs. simply
identifying them
I am on vacation, have not read the documents as closely as I would have liked, and may be mistaken on
some of these.
I do believe each of these items is a key evaluation criteria in selecting a route and need to be taken into
consideration in the evaluation process.
* I do not believe that "# of route turns" should be an evaluation criteria. It just is not important.
* as we previously discussed, I would like to know if anyone from the City approached Stanford about allowing
the City to use Stanford funding for a route other than Matadero Creek.
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Question 2:
Ranking my route preferences:
1) Loma Verde
2) Oregon Expressway
3) California Street
4) Meadow Street
5) Clara to Sutter to Hoover Park Path to Cowper to El Dorado to Bryant (proposed by Midtown neighbor of
mine)
I do not support the City newly constructing a Caltrain underpass without me knowing the estimated cost. I do
not think such an expenditure is a high priority for the City - the money can be better spent elsewhere.
Thank you for taking my input into consideration.
Marc A. Cervellino
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone
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Midtown Connector
Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) Meeting #2

Meeting Date and Location:
September 8, 2015 from 6:00-8:00 pm at the Mitchell Park Library, Adobe Creek Room
(600 East Meadow Drive, Palo Alto).
Meeting Attendees:
Community Advisory Committee (CAC) Members:
•

Sarah Syed

•

Tamara Abrams

•

Bruce Anderson

•

Kevin Stern

•

Marc Cervellino

•

Sherwin Wong

•

Julie Nolan

•

Robert Neff

•

David Greene

•

Rob Robinson (PABAC liaison)

•

Sheri Furman

•

Przemek Gardias (PTC liaison)

•

Dean Samos

Project Team Members:
•

Josh Mello, City of Palo Alto, Chief
Transportation Official

•

Mary Stewart, Alta Planning + Design,
Project Manager

•

Sarah Syed, City of Palo Alto, Senior
Planner/ Project Manager

•

Nicholas Dewar, Public Policy
Collaboration, Facilitator
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Midtown East-West Connector Feasibility Study Community Advisory Committee

Meeting #2 Notes
Introductions
Sarah introduced the project team and led off CAC member introductions.
Review CAC Ground Rules
Nicholas Dewar reviewed the CAC’s suggested ground rules:
-

Listen to the person speaking without interruption

-

Make sure anyone gets a chance to contribute

-

Be economical with use of speaking time

-

Speak respectfully and constructively

-

Raise hand to speak

-

Stay on topic

Goals for tonight
Sarah went over goals for the evening and updated the CAC on the findings of preliminary constructability
review.
Open question and answer period:
-

Cost of Midtown Connector Trail vs. on street connections? Want the cost estimates for
the City Council evaluation

-

Concern that it could affect flood capacity and that there are high voltage power lines

-

Original model for the Matadero Creek channel didn’t address tidal flow and that’s why
it was redesigned in 2002 (w/raising Louis Rd.)

-

CAC goal was also to give input on other Midtown alignments, what happens now?

-

Seasonal trail is not desired

-

Want more ideas to present to City Council including other Midtown Connector
alternatives.

-

What constraints will be presented to City Council (e.g. will midblock crossings be
included)?

-

The CAC has the local knowledge/experience to provide on the Midtown route choices

-

Message to City Council: Matadero Creek Trail was a bad idea…

-

Options for the Creek Trail to work, without reconstructing the three existing access
ramps:
o

Use the parking lot to get around the Middlefield ramp

o

Narrow passage (about 5’ wide) around wall at Louis ramp
Page | 2
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Midtown East-West Connector Feasibility Study Community Advisory Committee

o
-

Was this a sham process?
o

-

Ramp over wall at Greer ramp
If we’re not evaluating the creek, then there are no other options?

Needed better understanding of constraints before money was committed to the
project
o

24 hour access

o

Property/right-of-way

o

Need child friendly connections/intersections

-

Shift in process was more a shift in staff personalities

-

Does the city have to give the grant money back?

-

The creek trail is buildable, but there are larger issues from the community, sense of
safety, etc.
o

Treat it like gardens and don’t focus on access/connectivity, focus on recreation,
creating a place to enjoy.

o

Zig-zag nature of creek access areas would keep the path- slow/calm at
intersections

-

Security is red herring, other public access trails have little/no incidents

-

Maintenance road that floods wouldn’t make a good garden

Discuss Options, develop draft Citizen Advisory Committee Recommendation:
Nicholas Dewar facilitated development of the Citizen Advisory Committee Recommendations for City
Council review.
CAC Draft Recommendation to City Council (in order of preference)
1. Find a way to keep the $1.5M grant and Spend it right!
2. No creek but continue (our) mid-town E-W alignment
3. End study and
A. Start a new study of “across-barrier connection” or
B. Use $200k to advance other mid-town bike projects
4. Keep creek in study
CAC Revised Recommendation to City Council (in order of preference)
1. No creek alternative, but continue study of the following:
a. Colorado alternative
b. Loma-Verde alternative
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Midtown East-West Connector Feasibility Study Community Advisory Committee

c. Meadow alternative
2. End study and start a more detailed Across Barrier Connection study of Alma and Caltrain
(not Highway 101)
3. No creek no creek alternative but continue to study the 3 alternatives above and the
Caltrain/Alma Across Barrier Connection
Next Steps:
City Council Study Session – General Bike Update including the Midtown Connector on Monday October
26, 2015
Meeting Attachments:
A. Summary of Flood Control Project
B. Conceptual Ramp Configuration
C. Meeting sign-in sheet
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Midtown Connector
Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Notes
Date: 3.10.16
Advisory Committee Attendees: Tamara Abrams, Marc Cervellino, Przemek Gardias
(PTC liaison), David Greene, Sheri Furman, Robert Neff (PABAC liaison), Julie Nolan,
Dean Samos, Sherwin Wong
Project Team Members: Josh Mello (City of Palo Alto, Chief Transportation Official),
Jarrett Mullen (City of Palo Alto), Hugh Louch (Alta Planning + Design), Jeff Knowles (Alta
Planning + Design)
Meeting Notes:
At a City Council meeting on November 9, 2015 Council directed Staff to “evaluate both
a hybrid alternative that would utilize portions of the Matadero Creek corridor that are
usable and, identify the most practical alternative on a collector street between Alma
Street and West Bayshore Road.”
The purpose of the meeting was to present the approach Alta will be taking to
accomplish that directive as a Phase 2 of the ongoing feasibility study process.
Alta presented that the evaluation of the corridor along Matadero Creek may include
options for accommodating a shared-use path, pedestrian-only path, pocket parks, or
on-street Class IV Separated Bikeways, with a key focus on providing recreational value
for residents of all ages and abilities. The feasibility evaluation of the corridor and
specific segments may also result in no option being identified as feasible.
Phase 2 will involve a technical evaluation in March and April. This includes developing a
revised set of criteria based on input collected from the CAC as well as national
standards, evaluating each segment for feasible recreational connection, conducting a
safety and security assessment of the corridor, developing a conceptual design for
crossing Caltrain, and preparing an implementation strategy for segments that are
feasible.
At the same time, Alta will conduct an additional round of public outreach that includes
meeting with the CAC, Santa Clara Valley Water District, Keys, Ohlone, and El Carmelo
Schools, and hosting a public event along the proposed trail corridor.
Once the technical evaluation and outreach has been conducted, Alta will prepare and
present a draft report to the CAC, Santa Clara Valley Water District, PABAC and PTC for
review.
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In June, Alta will make revisions to the draft report and present a final report to City
Council.
Feedback from Committee:
o David: Transportation component important in additional to the “recreation
corridor” goal.
o Julie: Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) involvement and access
needs are critical to evaluation of any use of creek corridor.
o Sheri: Gathering places behind backyards a concern with noise/antisocial
behavior.
o Tamara: Caltrain crossing important
o Sheri: Safety and security study should include monitoring of creek level
o David: Concerns about how Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) feedback will
be addressed and reviewed
o Sheri: Concerns about new trail/road crossings and impacts from warning
lights on adjacent residences or hazards at crossing locations.
o Julie: Bike/Ped impacts and conflicts at road/trail crossings a concern; cost
needs to factor into evaluation of alternatives
o Sheri: Safety is one of the biggest issues, including fencing/access restrictions
to creek channel. Flood wall not tall enough of a barrier. Pesticide or fertilizer
spraying along the creek may be an issue, especially for any proposed pocket
parks.
o Julie: SCVWD maintenance vehicle and equipment access must be evaluated
o Robert: Are flood gates an obstacle? Is there a possibility of building
cantilever pathway similar to Wilkie way? (Josh/Alta: SCVWD currently not in
favor of building cantilever structures within the creek channel)
o Julie: project cannot lessen the channel’s flood control capacity - Matadero
Creek provides relief to other SCVWD managed facilities.
Alta presented early concepts for the second directive from City Council (identify the
most practical alternative on a collector street between Alma Street and West Bayshore
Road). Colorado Avenue and Loma Verde are being studied to provide this on-street
connection. Colorado is narrower and in order to accommodate the space needed for a
Class IV Separated Bikeway, significant parking removal would be needed. Loma Verde is
wider and is likely the best candidate for a Class IV Separated Bikeway.
Feedback from Committee:
o Marc: Parking use/occupancy analysis important for alternatives that
propose removing parking.
o Sheri: Driveway access across cycle track a concern.
o Tamara: Safety is critical at driveway crossings with cycle track.
o Dean: Colorado Ave may have lower parking use than Loma Verde.
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Alta concluded by describing a proposed “Pop-Up Trail Event” in April that would allow
the public to experience the future trail for an afternoon and collect additional
feedback. The Water District has approved this event.
Feedback from Committee:
o Sheri: location of pop up is “stacking the deck” because it’s an unrealistic
representation of how most of the trail will appear. Would prefer an event
that goes behind houses, not a park.
o Suggestion: pop up event on a weekend instead; more people will be
available to attend
o Robert: students to use pop-up; consideration of timing important during
weekday.
The Committee discussed next steps and role in Phase 2:
o Przemek: Another CAC meeting important with section by section drawings
and a clear response from the SCVWD on feasibility of creative solutions
within the creek corridor. Do not assume standard SCVWD requirements are
inflexible; check if current number of vehicle access ramps are necessary;
explore cantilever options further; consider alternative access and
maintenance methods
o David: Concern how CAC criteria and feedback will be addressed, reviewed,
and incorporated. Suggestion from staff: CAC work and feedback will be
included in report to council.
o Julie: schedule next CAC meeting with draft report for review.
o Robert: bring draft report directly to CAC for feedback and e-mail to entire
CAC at least 48 hours in advance, but more time is better.
o Julie/Robert: postcard mailer to all of midtown important; Josh’s suggestion:
properties on each side of creek corridor/CAC suggested broader reach for
notification.
The City and Alta will schedule a final CAC meeting and distribute the draft report in
advance of that meeting so that Committee members may review and come to the
meeting with comments.
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Memorandum
100 Webster Street, Suite 300
Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 540-5008 phone
(503) 540-5039 fax
www.altaplanning.com

Date:

July 1, 2014

Cc:

Mary Stewart, Randy Anderson, Alta Planning + Design; Rafael Rius, City of Palo Alto

To:

From:

Subject:

Jaime Rodriguez, City of Palo Alto

Casey Hildreth, Alta Planning + Design

Matadero Creek Trail Feasibility Study –Public Kickoff Meeting Notes

Meeting Date and Location:

June 26, 2014 6:30-8pm, Friends of Palo Alto Meeting Room (957 Colorado Ave)
Summary of Public Comment/Questions:

Process/Coordination
-

Santa Clara Valley Water District and City of Palo Alto Police should be here (at this meeting)

-

Representative from from Parks & Rec Commission, PRC/Planning & Transportation
Commission sub-committee: general comments that City commission/sub-committee are
following this closely, very interested in promoting safe routes to parks, especially year-round
access to the Baylands. Thank you for participating in this project/process

-

Is SCVWD in discussions with City on this?

Legal Issues/Liability & Risk
-

Feasibility of suing over transportation use of Matadero Creek (a utility corridor) is high

-

Is the City prepared for lawsuits related to property damage?

-

-

-

Will lawyers weigh in on access to Matadero Creek? Will the City be liable for issues along the
proposed trail?
I’ve already checked and cities aren’t liable for trails in California

How is the City going to protect home owners’ properties (from vandalism, theft, right-of-way
takings)?
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Alternatives Analysis/Connectivity
-

-

Thank you for looking at east-west connections in Midtown, the Bay to Ridge Trail is a great
concept, but Matadero Creek Trail won’t meet that vision

Improvements to other (existing) over/undercrossings of key barriers would be better
connection, i.e. the orange (proposed Oregon Ave route alternative) and yellow (existing Bay to
Ridge Trail on N California Ave) are better

-

I bike a lot and am very interested in east-west connections; is there an estimate of potential
use/trips along the proposed trail?

-

How will evaluation criteria be chosen?

-

Are you considering East Meadow Drive as potential alternative route? Seems a better route due
to presence of schools and other key destinations along it
Trail doesn’t make sense without crossings of 101 and Alma/Caltrain
Other routes don’t need structural work

What are the alternatives being considered besides the creek trail corridor?

-

Already a crossing at Charleston Road, El Camino, San Antonio-101; don’t need more

-

As an occasional recreational cyclist, I like twists and turns to make my route interesting

-

Need a crossing of railroad tracks in Midtown/South Palo Alto; I now walk 40 minutes to transit
on El Camino – this would be 10 minutes with new crossing

-

Yellow line (N California Ave alternative concept) too far north for this study

-

Put green striping/bike facilities on Santa Clara and remove parking on one side

-

Look at east-west connection holistically, not on one corridor
What is the outcome of the feasibility study?

Kids/Traffic Safety/School Travel
-

Loma Verde route has several crossings with crossing guards, this is the appropriate place to
improve for school commutes

-

Matadero is an attractive nuisance; kids will go over wall if no one is watching

-

-

Do students go to El Carmelo from south of Matadero?

Related to concerns of creek access: would be interesting to know if there are any issues with
crossing of creek at Wilkie Way pedestrian/bicycle bridge

What will happen on Middlefield Road? Kids on the trail currently travel on the sidewalks to get
to Midtown snack/eating destinations, and this would get worse with trail. I’m worried about
this since I’ve almost hit kids on sidewalks numerous times without any further encouragement
of this kind of travel
Speed limits on Middlefield; need to address as people drive too fast

Not enough lighting in Palo Alto (in general), but especially in midtown and along Clara Drive.
This affects safety of cyclists and pedestrians
If it’s “dawn to dusk” operation of the trail, users (especially commuters) won’t be able to rely
on it in the winter
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-

Concerns over potential bike/ped conflicts on proposed trail

-

Concerned about trail concept as a school commute route;, with crossings of busy streets;
beware of the illusion of safety (is what I was told by PA police)

-

-

-

-

Concerned about children cycling in pairs/groups on the street; would like to see
education/signage that encourages riding in single file

Not an improvement for middle/high school kids, who already ride on street en masse

Concerned kids will get hit at crossings

Worried about visibility of cyclists (to motorists) at roadway crossings: sight distances, adding
barriers or other features; how will City address this concern?

Funding/Costs/Grant
-

Does the $1.5m grant (from Santa Clara County) only cover funding for Class I trail?

-

Why choose Matadero Creek for the grant application?

-

City can give back the grant funding and re-apply for different project based on feasibility study
outcomes embraced by community

-

-

Will the project cost out the whole connection from west of Caltrain/Alma to east of Hwy 101, so
we have an honest cost assessment of the full concept?
Existing grant won’t cover everything needed to make good east-west trail; it will be
disconnected from where people need to go

Does the cost (of proposed improvements) affect the rating? Will we provide costs with the
rating methodology?

Property & Creek Impacts / Crime & Security
-

Concern about impacts to property values if trail is built

-

Would like to see examination of crime rates and estimated impact of trail construction

-

Clara Street resident: Our backyards are already small (15’ deep) as is, and the trail would
further reduce effective size of our properties

-

People already jump the gates and hang out on the creek maintenance roads; will get worse

-

People already throw bottles/trash into creek to see it float/hit ducks; how will City handle
increase in this activity with better access to creek?

-

-

The trail would ruin privacy/security/safety

I’m a homeowner along the Creek and City’s GIS parcel data is incorrect – was off by more than
3.5 feet compared to property record of survey. How might this affect others in relation to the
project?

Canal is not pretty – it’s a concrete lined channel. People think “creek trail” and support the
concept, but reality is not what people are envisioning. I’d rather ride/walk on tree-lined street
with interesting front yards, homes to look at
Impossible to climb out of canal in winter with water flowing, if child falls in
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Public Process
-

-

What is the process for getting on the Citizen’s Advisory Committee? What is the composition?
Ask the students what they want to see. They take 360 trips a year (180 school days x2) and
would know what their needs are/what to improve

Meeting Attachments:

1. Project flier with annotated comments – from resident Julie Nolan

2. Summary of concerns – from resident Patricia Bilir

3. Ellsworth Drive – exhibits to verify discrepancies between City GIS, record of survey data near
Matadero Creek (from resident)

4. Meeting sign-in sheet
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96 N Third Street, Suite 200
San José, CA 95110
(408) 564-8606
www.altaplanning.com

Creating active communities
April 14, 2015

Midtown Connector Community Workshop #3 Notes
Location
Palo Verde Elementary School, 3450 Louis Road, Palo Alto, CA 94303
Staff Attendees
Jim Lightbody – City of Palo Alto
Sarah Syed – City of Palo Alto
Mary Stewart – Alta Planning + Design
Jonathan Schuppert – Alta Planning + Design
Lola Torney – Alta Planning + Design
Lawrence McGuire – Circlepoint
Rafael Rangell – Circlepoint
Actions/Next Steps
• Ask Palo Alto Police Department and Santa Clara Valley Water District to attend Bike-Along
• Add existing crossing guard locations to maps
• Add cross sections of creek route to existing conditions map

___________________

Notes
Workshop Agenda
•
•
•
•

Introductions
Presentation of project history, Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) role, and next steps
Breakout group tables for each alignment
Breakout group report back

Ground Rules
As determined by workshop participants:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Everyone gets a chance to talk
No one should feel alienated
One conversation at a time
Be polite
Be respectful
Presentation first, then discussion

Page 1
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MEETING NOTES

Open Discussion Summary
Questions and comments raised by workshop participants prior to breakout groups:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

This meeting is intended to get feedback on all the alternatives
No one along the creek wants the Matadero Creek Trail built
Not everyone is against the Matadero Creek Trail
Across barrier connection (pedestrian/bike overcrossing) at E Meadow Drive
o We do not need to do a study on this as it is already being built
East-west connections are great, but cross barrier connections need to be made
There is a problem with red paint along curbs at or near school crosswalks
o Children are falling down on their bikes because paint is too slippery
Daylight savings time affects visibility in several locations; lighting will need to be addressed
Does the environmental study look at bird flyway along Matadero Creek?
I live along the creek and graffiti is a huge problem
This project (Matadero Creek Trail) needs great lighting to be an example for the future
I like the idea of bikeways, but bicyclists’ safety is a problem
o Bicyclists not stopping at stop signs
o Single file bicycle rule needs to be enforced along this route
Will the community be able to speak to Police and Water District?
o The Police Department and Water District will be invited to attend Bike-Along
Will the trail along Matadero Creek be open from sunup to sundown?
Lighting along the creek trail will negatively affect backyards
Is the Keys School parking lot going to be studied?
The path on Middlefield Road between Loma Verde Avenue and shopping center (near Colorado
Avenue) is dangerous
o It narrows down
Lighting is a huge issue through all of Midtown
Can Loma Verde Avenue look like Bryant Street?
Can we add 3 alternatives for the study?
Add crossing guard locations to maps
Would you add a fence behind my fence on the creek trail?
The Matadero Creek Trail is a shared-use path, not just for bicycles
One person does not like the presentation image/slide with the trail example in Santa Clara (San
Tomas Aquino Trail)
Make sure to note wildlife in the study – there is a lot of trash
Lighting is a huge concern
Bicyclists need a speed limit
Roundabouts/traffic circles are preferred at intersections
How will the decision be made?
o City Council will ultimately decide which 2 routes to include in the feasibility study
Council will be given this information (from the CAC and community workshops) later this year
How were the 5 alignments chosen?
o CAC finalized alignments with background information provided by the consultant team
and City staff
Has the Water District blessed the trail alignment?
o The Water District endorses recreational activity projects along their rights-of-way, but has
not provided feedback on this trail project
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MEETING NOTES

Breakout Group Comments Summary
After the presentation and open discussion, workshop participants were invited to visit breakout group tables
for each of the alternatives. Each table included an existing conditions map and aerial maps of the corridors.
General comments were summarized separately. All written comments are summarized as follows.

Colorado Avenue Alignment Comments
General Comments
• Middlefield and Colorado is very dangerous (3 people concurred)
• Don’t remove parking at Middlefield and Colorado intersection as so many people park here for
overflow parking from shopping center
• Colorado alignment is preferred over El Dorado
o El Dorado is not a good corridor now
• Cowper at El Dorado – stop signs are ignored by bicycles
• Cowper at Colorado is very bad (2 people concurred)
• El Dorado at South Court – there are near misses all the time (2 people concurred)
o At El Dorado, people do not yield
o South Court, there is no stop sign
• The Colorado alignment should be eliminated
• Middlefield is used as 101 bypass and drivers fly through
• Convert Middlefield to 2 lanes, two-way left turn lanes, and bike lanes
• There needs to be a crosswalk on Middlefield at Sutter to get to park
o High visibility or HAWK
• There is no destination on other side of El Dorado except residences
• Potential MC undercrossing at El Carmelo is too far away
• Many cars cross Colorado at Sandra to get to the elementary school (between 7:45-8:20 and 2:303pm)
o At least 120 kids use that route, some with parents
o Crossing flags are currently used to alert vehicles for crossing
• Colorado/Alma is a lousy place to bike and people will go west on Colorado, then right on Bryant to
get to Oregon/California Avenue bike tunnel (2 people concurred)
• Colorado has poor pavement, especially west of Middlefield
• The road is “crowned” which make it hard to ride on the side of the street
• Suggested route: El Carmelo Tunnel at the City-owned power station
• Is there an east/west demand along this route?
• Lots of north/south traffic in this area due to schools
Comments on Existing Conditions Map
• No one stops at Colorado at Bryant
• People blow through the stop signs along Colorado
• This route is not good
• I take this route all the time
• Cyclist blow through stop signs on Cowper
• No parking now (at Colorado at Middlefield)
• Colorado at Middlefield is the worst intersection in Midtown
• Enforce the no parking in bike lanes
• Parents in cars at Keys school is chaos
• Need a crosswalk at Sutter to the park
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MEETING NOTES

•
•
•
•
•
•

Parents with strollers and dog walkers take this route to the park
People ride on sidewalks
Needs bike lane between Loma Verde and Midtown Shopping Center
[There are lots of destinations here] Philz Coffee, Starbucks, 7-11, and Walgreens
Can we fix the one-way bike section on Colorado?
Positive: connect to Greer Park. Negative: needs more width for bike lanes

Loma Verde Avenue Alignment Comments
General Comments
• In mornings, there are walkers, bikers, and traffic
• Bikes (kids) cut across at Kipling. Motorists/kids can’t see until at the intersection
• 4-way stops cause backups at Cowper at Waverly
• This is not a good corridor to increase bike traffic on, unless you mitigate/enhance traffic calming
• Loma Verde width is an issue with cars parking on both sides (between Louis and Frontage Road)
• Louis to Alma bike lanes on both sides, parking only on one
• School hours are an issue (8-8:30, 2:30-3)
• Cars illegally parked at times, close to Middlefield
• Had motorist try to hit me ( at El Carmelo and Middlefield)
• Pluses: direct, main/direct route, Caltrain underpass
• Traffic calm Middlefield
• Mark crossing guard locations. They have a calming effect
o Louis/Loma Verde
o Bryant/Loma Verde
o E Meadow/Middlefield
• Add more crossing guards
Comments on Existing Conditions Map
• Why focus on middle of Midtown? It’s 1 ¼ mile between Oregon and E Meadow
• Loma Verde is a really good route! But it’s a “bridge to nowhere” without a train crossing.
• Loma Verde – no bike lanes at E and W end of Loma Verde
• There is not a 4-way stop at Waverly and Loma Verde AND at Ramona and Loma Verde
• There is nowhere to cross Alma at Loma Verde
• Think about where school commute bikes need to go
• Add school crossing guard locations and consider them in the plans for calming
• Too many parked cars on Loma Verde. Can we fix?
• Good option relative to the others, but hopeless regarding linking to 101 or El Camino Real

Oregon Avenue Alignment Comments
General Comments
• Far north side of Midtown
• Existing crossings at 101 and RR
• Traffic concerns with new changes
• Concerns with right turn from Expressway onto side street
• Visibility issues with hedges
• Too close to California (nice street)
• Many intersections don’t have crosswalks
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MEETING NOTES

Comments on Existing Conditions Map
• Oregon Ave has good access to Cal Ave (positive)
• Pro: existing infrastructure
• Pro: lights at major intersections
• Con: not as interesting as other 4 [alignments]
• Need to focus more Midtown
• Oregon Ave positive: Links across 101 and RR tracks. Negative: isn’t really Midtown
• No existing crosswalks
o Issue now because of new crosswalk closures
• Large hedges on medians reduce visibility
• Oregon Ave route has major advantage of already having bridge to cross 101 and underpass to get
across Alma and railroad
• Oregon is a good choice already and has connections
• Traffic concerns with new bike lanes with bikes not stopping at stop signs
• Oregon Ave is pretty far north and crossing Oregon Expy to use Oregon Ave is dicey with kids
• Issue with visibility making right from Oregon Expy onto side street
• So close to California Ave trail; won’t be well utilized

East Meadow Avenue Alignment Comments
General Comments
• Are there going to be benefits for pedestrians? Sidewalk widening?
• Existing bridge is a large benefit
• Meadow is already a bike route. Wide street
• Widest route gives cars the advantage
• Similar to Bryant Street
• It would improve traffic conditions
• Positives and negatives of dealing with driveways and school traffic
• Positive is the existing width of the street
• Feels safer plus the connections to the bridge
• Will this alternative be looked down on because of its southern location?
• Huge negative is dealing with the school-generated traffic in the mornings (x3)
• Barriers (low curbs, ways to separate the bicycle traffic from driveways)
• Huge advantage is that they already know what the east and west end connectors are
• Existing infrastructure here is a big positive
• Important to speak with other crossing guards
o They see a lot
• Important to make “wet paint” safer
• With the schools and park here, it seems like a good alternative
• This is already a bike route
• On Meadow near the Goodwill, the bike lane jogs a bit around a right turn – this is good!
o Can we do this more? Green painted bicycle lanes are great! Can we do this here?
• E Meadow and Oregon seem to make the most sense; you can cross Alma at both of these points
• Crossing guards at E meadow/Alma
o They have good insight(we should speak with them)
• If you contrast speed on Loma Verde with E Meadow, it seems E Meadow traffic is much slower.
Why?
• It is too far south to be considered Midtown
• From an investment perspective, wouldn’t the pay-off here be much smaller? It is so far south!
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MEETING NOTES

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What improvements would we do here? It already has good existing infrastructure
The connection needs to happen in Midtown
2 for 1 with E Meadow and Oregon. 1 ¼ mile between the two. Can’t we do both here? It would be
less investment because existing infrastructure is good
Perhaps put in a few more crossing guards to help mitigate traffic and provide some calming
Easy access to the new library. Easy access to the parks and schools
Could use a bit more calming ideas to help with heavy traffic
Attention needs to be paid to the intersections at Alma/E Meadow and the concept of suicide
prevention
Why not do the 2 for 1 with Oregon
The east connection bridges across US 101 and Alma are huge positive factors

Comments on Existing Conditions Map
Comments were identified in General Comments

Matadero Creek Trail Alignment Comments
General Comments
Written comments were captured on the maps.
Comments on Existing Conditions Map
• Cost of this route will be astronomical relative to other routes
• Midtown neighborhood has only a few north/south streets – not a normal street grid
• Issues
o Noise from trail
o Noise from all the dogs barking at the people on the trail
o Security of our homes
o People there at night when they should not be
• Who’s going to close off trail at night? – more cost to city
• No reason in short-term to go from Bryant Street to Alma
• Lack of accident data does not indicate a safe route (pointing arrow at Alma and El Carmelo)
• Paved path would require drainage control so neighbors aren’t flooded
• No cross sections of creek route are shown
• Study circulation north/south between park and shopping center on Middlefield
• Creates unsafe route for east/west cyclists with unprotected crossings, especially Cowper and
Waverly
• All the cross streets are a problem, especially Middlefield
o Additional stop signs won’t work
• Matadero Creek is Paly – Gunn high school boundary between Alma and Middlefield. Low
contribution for bike to school option
• It’s not a pretty creek – it’s a concrete culvert. I would rather walk/cycle the landscaped
neighborhood
• There is no foreseen option within 10 years to get across 101 or Alma and the tracks
• Steep flood walls. Too steep to climb if one were to go over! (Helped a neighbor get her cat off the
flood wall once, very dangerous!)
• Graffiti on creek walls (kids jumped our fence to do this!)
• Keys School traffic is a nightmare! Cars back up down Middlefield Road, taking up a full lane during
drop-off and pick-up. Then add cars pulling out of Samyama and Winterlodge and the veterinary
office (now open 24/7)
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MEETING NOTES

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Use the Oregon and San Antonio bridges over 101
Noise consultant
o Evaluate from neighbors back yard and capture realistic level of noise
Bird flyway
2nd fence distance from owners fence
Love Matadero Creek option
Barron Creek diverts to Matadero Creek when too high and that raises the creek level fast
Would there be openings to trail from cul-de-sacs? What if not wanted by residents?
No one stops [At Louis and Clara] Intersection needs improvements. Has lots of fast traffic
There are 100 cars in 15 minute AM rush [On Waverly between El Carmelo and Colorado]

Comments on Aerial Maps
• People throw trash into the creek
o Bottles and spray cans
• Louis Drive is spelled incorrectly
• Cars at Middlefield are dangerous
• Bird flyway
• Increased source of vandalism from Creek Trail
• Noise impacts a problem on both sides of creek
• How will functionality of these clean-out ramps be maintained without reducing channel
conveyance?
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MEMORANDUM
100 Webster Street, Suite 300
Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 540-5008
www.altaplanning.com

To: Joshuah Mello, Chief Transportation Official, City of Palo Alto
From: Hugh Louch, Principal, Alta Planning + Design
Date: April 26, 2016
Re: Comments from Matadero Creek Trail Greenway for a Day Event
On April 23, 2016, the City of Palo Alto with support from Alta Planning + Design held a tactical
urbanism event called “Greenway for a Day along Matadero Creek.” This memo offers a summary of
the comments received from the event.
Total comments received: 112**
** Many cards had multiple reasons why they were for or against the project. Therefore, the total
number of comment cards received add up to 112, but the breakdown of reasons for why they were
for or against does not add up.
Support: 58
Conditional Support: 26
Increase privacy 3
Connect to Baylands 9
Do not add lighting 4
Connect across Alma Street 8
Improve safety conditions 2
Enhance midblock crossings 4
Against: 22
Effect on wildlife 2
Aesthetics 2
Vagrancy 3
Privacy 5
Project cost 10
Lack of feasible connections 2
Safety 9
Other: 6
Also, six people showed support for midblock crosswalk on Middlefield, regardless of the trail
project.
The attached documents are copies of the comment cards.
City of Palo Alto | 1
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Attachment E

Matadero Creek Feasibility Study
Staff Report
Loma Verde Avenue Class IV (Protected) Bikeway
Conceptual Design and Parking Occupancy Study
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Loma Verde Avenue Class IV (Protected)
Bikeway Conceptual Design
As directed by City Council, the feasibility study includes an assessment of an on-street option
to provide connectivity through Midtown Palo Alto. Two streets parallel to Matadero Creek
were considered in this evaluation - Colorado Avenue and Loma Verde Avenue. These streets
were evaluated for the potential to provide a recreational facility similar to the trail experience
planned for Matadero Creek.
To achieve a facility similar to a Class I trail (Shared-Use Path), a Class IV (Separated) bikeway
was used as the standard for an on-street, recreational facility. Loma Verde (typical crosssection is 40 feet), has more room to provide this type of facility than Colorado (typical crosssection is 36 feet). The 40 feet width of Loma Verde provides enough room for a two-way
Class IV facility on one side of the street, including a buffer and a parking lane on the other side
of the street, similar to the current configuration, but with the bicycle facility combined on one
side of the street and additional protection provided in the form of a planting strip or other
buffer.
The following pages of this attachment provide additional information about a Class IV bikeway
on Loma Verde:
Page 3

Feasibility Overview - Class IV facility along Loma Verde Avenue

There is sufficient width along Loma Verde for a Class IV facility for the entire distance.
Between Alma Street and Bryant Street, and between Louis Road and W. Bayshore Road,
parking would need to be removed from one side of the street.
Page 4

Current and Proposed Cross Sections

Includes sections both with and without bicycle lanes and two potential proposed cross
sections (one raised cycle track and one at street level).
Page 5

Visual Simulation

Rendering to show what the protected facility might look like including an example of a
transition zone for a personal driveway.
Pages 6-9

Conceptual Design

Includes modifications to Loma Verde Avenue and crossing streets. The design also notes
connections to other proposed Bicycle Boulevards on Bryant Street and Ross Road and
identifies striping and other safety measures for street crossings.
Pages 10-12

Parking Occupancy Study

Includes summary of results, methodology, and detailed results by block segment.

P&TC Packet Page 198 of 217

Greer
Park

Ohlone
School

VE R D

E

NT C

S EG M E

Winter
Lodge

BRYANT

ALMA

WAVE RLEY

LOMA

OR A

NT D

S EG M
Seale
Park

Feasible

LOMA VERDE AVENUE: POTENTIAL CLASS IV (PROTECTED) BIKEWAY
P&TC Packet Page 199 of 217

DO

E NT E

MADD

UX

GREE R

El
Carmelo
School

S EG M E
MIDDLEFIELD

EL CARME LO

CO L

LOUIS

SEG MENT B

SEG MENT A

CALTR AIN

First
Christian
Church

ROSS

Hoover
Park

S EG M

E NT F

Existing Condition

P
N

Sidewalk/
Planter

12’
Parking & Bike Lane

11’
Travel Lane

11’
Travel Lane

6’
Sidewalk/
Bike Lane Planter

S

40’
Loma Verde (from Alma Street to Bryant Street and from Louis Road to W Bayshore Road)

LOMA VERDE AVENUE: CROSS SECTIONS (40’ RIGHT-OF-WAY)
P&TC Packet Page 200 of 217

Current Conditions

Visual Simulation of Loma Verde Avenue with a Proposed At-Grade Class IV (Protected) Bikeway

LOMA VERDE AVENUE: VISUAL SIMULATION
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50'
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Loma Verde Parking Occupancy Study
The City of Palo Alto is examining the potential for an on-street facility that could serve the
same recreational purpose as the trail proposed along Matadero Creek. Loma Verde Avenue
was identified as the feasible option for an on-street facility, given available width. To serve a
recreational function similar to the proposed trail, the City considered a Class IV (Protected)
bikeway that separates bicycles from automobile traffic with a physical barrier. This technical
report describes an evaluation of the potential impact of parking removal on local residents for
a Class IV facility.

Existing conditions
Loma Verde Avenue is a 1.5 mile long street connecting Alma Street and W. Bayshore Road,
with 0.9 miles of bicycle lanes installed between Bryant Street and Louis Road and no bicycle
facilities from Alma Street to Bryant or from Louis Road to W. Bayshore Road. From Bryant
Street to Louis Road, the bicycle lanes on the North side of the street are shared with parking
(one wide striped lane accommodates parking and bicycles). On the South side of the street,
the bicycle lanes are time of day restricted. No parking is permitted between the hours of 7:00
AM and 7:00 PM, but parking is allowed overnight.

Parking Occupancy
Parking occupancy was examined separately for three segments of the corridor (Alma Street
to Bryant Street, Bryant Street to Louis Road, and Louis Road to W. Bayshore Road), based on
the variation in existing conditions.

Alma Street to Bryant Street
On Loma Verde Avenue from Alma Street to Bryant Street, there are 1,294 feet of parking
space, or 59 parking spaces. On average, 14 of these spaces (24 percent) are typically used.
The block from Alma Street to Emerson Street has the highest rate utilization rate at 38 percent
of spaces typically in use.
The new design for this segment will require the removal of 34 spaces or 58 percent of available
spaces. The expected utilization will increase from 24 percent to 56 percent.

Bryant Street to Louis Road
The proposed Class IV (Protected) bikeway will consolidate the existing bike lanes on the south
side of the street as a two-way cycletrack. There is no impact on the North side of the street –
all parking would remain. On the South side of the street, no parking would be permitted,
eliminating overnight parking. One overnight count was taken along this section and no cars
were observed.
Converting the existing overnight parking restriction to an all-hours parking restriction on the
south side of Loma Verde between Bryant Street and Louis Road is expected to have no
parking impact.
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Louis Road to W. Bayshore Road
From Louis Road to W. Bayshore Road, there are 2,549 feet of parking space, or 116 parking
spaces. On average, 33 percent of the parking spaces are typically in use. The most heavily
utilized blocks are between Greer Road to W. Bayshore Road, especially east of where Maddux
Drive connects to Loma Verde. On average, this block is 49 percent utilized.
The proposed design for this segment would remove 61 parking spaces, or 53 percent of
available spaces. Expected utilization would increase from 30 to 72 percent. The segment from
Greer Road to W. Bayshore Road would typically have parking demand that exceeded available
spaces by 4 vehicles.
Two-hundred feet of Maddux Drive was also evaluated to gauge available overflow parking.
On average, an additional 12 parking spaces are typically available (7 of 19 spaces are typically
in use along the first 200 feet of Maddux Drive) to accommodate some overflow parking.
Table 1 summarizes the parking impacts for the two impacted segments.

Table 1. Loma Verde Avenue Parking Summary
Segment
West
(Alma to
Bryant)
East
(Bayshore
to Louis)
Total

Available
Parking
Spaces
(#)

Average
Vehicles
Observed
(#)

Current
Utilization
(%)

Proposed
Parking
Spaces
(#)

Parking
Spaces
Removed
(#)

Expected
Utilization
(%)

Reduction
in Spaces
(%)

59

14

24%

25

34

56%

58%

116

38

33%

54

61

70%

53%

175

52

30%

79

95

66%

54%

Methodology
The selected on-street parking study method, outlined in the City of Atlanta’s complete streets
design manual, required robust data collection over four distinct observation periods and the
estimation of average on-street parking utilization of all impacted travelways. 1 The City of Palo
Alto’s Parking Facility Design Standards in the Municipal Code requires a minimum length of
twenty (20) feet for parallel parking spaces. For the purposes of this study it is assumed the
average unmarked parallel parking space is twenty-two (22) feet long, which should prevent
underestimating available parking spaces. The prevalence of compact cars observed in the
study area further supports a conservative estimation of 22 feet for the typical parking space.
Observations were taken twice during weekdays between the hours of 10:00 AM and 3:00 PM
to capture daytime parking needs. Observations were taken on each roadway segment in the
evening between the hours of 7:00 PM and 6:00 AM to capture overnight parking needs as well
once on weekends. Taken in composite, these four observations reflect typical parking needs
1

http://www.atlantaga.gov/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=18418.
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(daytime non-commuters, commuters, and weekend use) for each roadway segment. The
estimate of existing parking utilization was calculated by dividing the total number of available
parking spaces by the average number of observed parked cars. The existing parking utilization
was then compared to the proposed parking utilization. The proposed utilization reflects how
current parking needs may change if available spaces are reallocated in order to install traffic
calming measures as part of the potential improvements.
Table 2 presents detailed data by roadway segment for the east and west segments.
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Table 2: Detailed Parking Occupancy Data
Cars Observed

Block Segment
West Segment
Alma to Emerson
Emerson to Ramona
Ramona to Bryant
East Segment
Louis to Stockton
Stockton to Greer
Greer to W Bayshore
TOTAL

Feet of
Parking
Space
1,294
402
480
412
2,549
641
649
1,259
3,843

Existing
Parking
Spaces
59
18
22
19
116
29
30
57
175

Day
#1
8
6
2
0
25
1
4
20
33

Average
Day
Cars
#2 Weekend Evening Observed
12
5
6
1
29
1
8
20
41

19
7
7
5
42
3
8
31
61

12
7
5
0
50
2
10
38
62

14
7
5
2
38
2
8
28
52

Current Proposed
Percent Parking Spaces
Used
Spaces
Lost
24%
38%
23%
11%
33%
7%
27%
49%
30%

Survey Times
Daytime #1 was surveyed on March 24, 2016 at 10:00 am (between 8am and 5pm)
Daytime #2 was surveyed on March 29, 2016 at 10:00 am (between 8am and 5pm)
Weekend as surveyed on March 26, 2016 at 11:00 am (between 8am and 5pm)
Evening was surveyed on March 29, 2016 at 8 pm (between 7pm and 6am)
Notes
1) Survey on-street parking by block segment and side of street. See Move Atlanta Design Manual for counting instructions.
2) Parking Availability must exclude driveways, fire hydrants, the visibility triangle at intersections, and other no parking areas.
3) For survey times, see Chapter 2 of the Move Atlanta Manual. Survey times are based on land use &functional classification.
4) Loma Verde Ave is no parking on the east side of the street from 7 am - 7 pm.
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25
9
10
6
54
16
14
24
79

34
9
12
13
61
13
15
33
95

Percent
Used
(After
Removal)
56%
78%
50%
33%
70%
13%
57%
117%
66%

Proposed
Parking
Surplus
(Deficit)
11
2
5
4
16
14
6
(4)
27

Attachment F

Matadero Creek Feasibility Study
Staff Report
Caltrain/Highway 101 Crossing Assessment
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Caltrain/Highway 101 Crossing Assessment
A trail facility (share-use or pedestrian only) along Matadero Creek would ideally connect to
other, existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities to the east and west. The combination of U.S.
101 and the Caltrain corridor present significant barriers to making those connections.
Options for providing connections across these barriers include:
• Making connections to existing and proposed crossings, such as at Oregon Avenue, N.
California, Adobe Creek, and others.
• Building a new undercrossing or overcrossing of Alma Street and the Caltrain tracks,
potentially similar to the one on N. California.
• Enhancing the current undercrossing along Matadero Creek at U.S. 101. There are
approximately 8 feet of space available under U.S. 101 that could provide space for a
pedestrian path.
Caltrain Standards for Design and Maintenance of Structures specifies a minimum 3 feet of
vertical clearance from the top of any undercrossing to the bottom of track ties. Assuming 13
feet of vertical clearance between the undercrossing walking surface and the bottom of track
ties (assumes 10’ undercrossing height), the undercrossing would require approximately 260foot long ramps at a grade of 5%. If undercrossing alternatives are pursued, detailed
underground utility investigation would be necessary during the preliminary design phase.
Figure 1: Conceptural undercrossing configuration under Caltrain Corridor in the vicinity of Matadero Creek

Figure 1 identifies three potential alignments for a proposed undercrossing:
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Alignment 1 assumes an at-grade crossing of Alma Street at Matadero Creek, followed by an
undercrossing of just the Caltrain right of way. The ramps for this undercrossing would run
parallel to the train tracks and the west side could exit through an existing City-owned power
transmission property. This alignment is unlikely because of the constraints for developing a
trail along Segment A of Matadero Creek. At Alma Street, maintenance access ramps make a
creek trail infeasible.
Alignment 2a includes a ramp down from El Carmelo Avenue to a tunnel under the Caltrain
tracks, similar to the ramp on N. California Avenue. Similar to Alignment 1, the tunnel would
exist at the power plant where an at-grade pedestrian and bicycle connection would be
provided.
Alternatively, a ramp could be located along Alma Street on the north side between Matadero
Creek and El Carmelo Avenue shown as Alignment 2b.
Alignment 3a would cross Alma Street at-grade, followed by an undercrossing of the Caltrain
right of way. It is likely that this alignment would require right-of-way purchase where the
tunnel daylights.
Alternatively, it may be possible to make a connection to the power transmission property
discussed in first two options, however an additional 500 feet of path along the Caltrain rightof-way would be required shown as Alignment 3b.
Figure 2: Conceptural undercrossing configuration from El Carmelo Avenue
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Figure 2 provides a conceptual view of an undercrossing at El Carmelo Avenue. This style of
undercrossing is a prototypical approach and could represent most locations identified in
Figure 1. For all three alignments, further investigation would be required to determine the
suitability of a path through the power transmission property and in close coordination with
Caltrain.
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Attachment G

Matadero Creek Feasibility Study
Staff Report
Cost Estimates
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Page 1

Palo Alto Midtown Connector
Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Planning Cost Estimate

4/28/2016
ROM COST

Matadero Creek Shared-Use Path
Matadero Creek - Segment A (El Carmelo)
Matadero Creek - Segment B (North Side of Creek)
Matadero Creek - Segment C (South Side of Creek)
Matadero Creek - Segment D (North Side of Creek)
Matadero Creek - Segment E (Henry W Seale Park & Maddux Drive)
Matadero Creek - Segment F (North Side of Creek)
Low Volume Street Crossings (5 locations)
High Volume Street Crossings (1 location)
Total Construction (above project sections)
Environmental (15%)
Design (15%)
Construction Management (10%)
Total

$750,000
$550,000
$380,000
$390,000
$10,000
$440,000
$650,000
$290,000
$3,460,000
$520,000
$520,000
$350,000

$4,850,000
ROM COST

Matadero Creek Ped-Only Option
Matadero Creek - Segment A (El Carmelo)
Matadero Creek - Segment B (Pedestrian Option Thru Hoover Park)
Matadero Creek - Segment C (South Side of Creek)
Matadero Creek - Segment D (North Side of Creek)
Matadero Creek - Segment E (Pedestrian Option Thru North Side of Creek)
Matadero Creek - Segment F (North Side of Creek)
Low Volume Street Crossings (5 locations)
High Volume Street Crossings (1 location)
Total Construction (above project sections)
Environmental (15%)
Design (15%)
Construction Management (10%)
Total

$5,000
$160,000
$310,000
$320,000
$330,000
$360,000
$650,000
$290,000
$2,425,000
$360,000
$360,000
$240,000

$3,385,000
ROM COST

Loma Verde Class IV (Protected) Bikeway Route
Protected Bikeway on Loma Verde

$1,400,000

Total Construction (above project sections)
Environmental (15%)
Design (15%)
Construction Management (10%)

$210,000
$210,000
$140,000

Total

P&TC Packet Page 216 of 217

$1,400,000

$1,960,000

Palo Alto Midtown Connector
Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Planning Cost Estimate
Page 2

4/28/2016
ROM COST

Undercrossings
Alma/Caltrain Tunnel Undercrossing*

$13,000,000

101 Undercrossing

$1,500,000
$14,500,000

Total Construction (above project sections)
Environmental (15%)

$2,200,000

Design (15%)
Construction Management (10%)

$2,200,000
$1,500,000

Total
*Depending on location, an undercrossing may require the purchase of rightof-way (not included in this estimate).

P&TC Packet Page 217 of 217

$20,400,000

