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Palo Alto Pedestrian and
Bicycle Advisory Committee

SPECIAL MEETING
Tuesday, December 1, 2020 at 6:15 P.M.
Join Meeting Via Zoom
Join Online: https://cityofpaloalto.zoom.us/j/97119915594; Dial-in: 669-900-6833
Meeting ID: 971 1991 5594

PART I: TDA 3 – BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PLAN UPDATE
1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL/CONFIRM QUORUM
A quorum of this Committee shall be a majority of its membership (10).

6:15 PM

2. AGENDA CHANGES

6:18 PM

3. APPROVAL OF ACTION MINUTES

6:20 PM

4. PUBLIC COMMENTS
Note: Written comments submitted by email to Transportation@CityofPaloAlto.org
before 12:00pm on November 23, 2020 are attached with the agenda packet.

6:22 PM

5. ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS
6:40 PM
a. Individual PABAC members to provide their preference for other transportation
elements for inclusion in the Plan Update (Table 2 of the October 23, 2020
Staff Memo, included in the November 3, 2020 Agenda and Minutes Packet p.11)
6. ADJOURNMENT

8:00 PM
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0
Palo Alto Pedestrian and
Bicycle Advisory Committee
Tuesday, November 3, 2020
6:15 P.M.
VIRTUAL MEETING
Palo Alto, CA

Members Present:

Chair Ken Joye, Vice Chair Art Liberman, Arnout Boelens, Nicole Zoeller
Boelens, Bill Courington, Cedric de la Beaujardiere, Kathy Durham,
Penny Ellson, Paul Goldstein, Robert Neff, Eric Nordman, Rob Robinson,
Steve Rock, Jane Rothstein, Richard Swent, Alan Wachtel, Bill Zaumen

18

Members Absent:

Bruce Arthur

19

Staff:

Joanna Chan, Sylvia Star-Lack

20
21

Guests:

Sandra Slater, Susan Chamberlain, Bart Anderson, Hilary Glann, Joaquin
Antonio

22

PART 1: TDA 3 – BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PLAN UPDATE

23

1.

24

Joanna Chan confirmed that a quorum is present.

25

2.

26

None

27

3.

28
29

Motion by Ms. Rothstein, second by Mr. Goldstein, to approve the minutes of the October 6,
2020 meeting as presented. Motion passed 13-0 with 1 abstention.

30

4.

31
32

Sandra Slater encouraged PABAC members to allocate funding to the many aspects of active
transportation and to ensure City projects align with projects in adjacent cities.

33
34

Susan Chamberlain, 350 Silicon Valley Palo Alto Climate Team, strongly encouraged PABAC
to fund a more robust Bike and Pedestrian Transportation Plan (Plan) that includes Safe Routes
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1
2

to School (SRTS), Safe Routes for Older Adults, Complete Streets, and Vision Zero so that
biking is safe and accessible to all.

3

Bart Anderson encouraged PABAC to think about expanding bicycle infrastructure.

4
5

5.

6
7

Chair Joye suggested PABAC members submit written comments to staff. The most important
thing PABAC can do is consider the needs or desires of the interested but concerned cohort.

8
9
10
11

Mr. Goldstein preferred to update the 2012 Plan rather than draft a new Plan and to use savings
from the update for projects. The main difficulty with the Plan is its use of the innovation
category as a policy. Data collection was identified as the highest priority project in the 2012
Plan; yet, the City has not increased its data collection.

12
13
14

Mr. Rock indicated the primary components of a Plan are maximizing CO2 reduction,
minimizing congestion, and safety. PABAC has to prioritize projects and select Plan
components, the optimum combination of competing goals, and quality versus quantity.

15
16

Mr. Boelens supported including motivational programs in the Plan and proposed reevaluating
the bicycle network for upgrades or changes to infrastructure.

17
18
19

Vice Chair Liberman believed the 2012 Plan is difficult to understand and the priorities are
confusing. He supported drafting a new Plan, developing a scoring system for projects, and
emphasizing community engagement, low-stress routes, and infrastructure.

20
21

Mr. Wachtel objected to the strong and fearless category and preferred the Plan use an approach
that integrates bicycle and pedestrian traffic with engineering principles for vehicular traffic.

22
23

Mr. Neff wanted to proceed with some projects in the 2012 Plan and suggested a discussion of
the most important elements listed in Table 2 of the staff report.

24
25

Mr. Swent advised that the Plan should focus not only on building infrastructure but also
maintaining it in a safe and usable condition.

26

Ms. Rothstein supported including programs that educate and motivate people to bike.

27
28
29

Ms. Durham wanted to include programs that inspire people to bike and that reduce barriers, but
the focus should be on safety. She suggested the level of attention given to biking should be
given to pedestrians as well.

30
31

Mr. Zaumen noted most projects, especially those for cycle tracks, assume bicyclists do not
make left turns. Projects should be more carefully thought out.

32
33
34

Mr. Courington proposed evaluation criteria for projects include the number of car trips
converted to bicycle trips. A project that can restore the community's trust in the Office of
Transportation should be given a higher priority.

ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS
a.
Discuss the Potential Framework of the City's Bike/Pedestrian Plan Update
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2

Mr. Nordman suggested projects that can be accomplished with minimal budgets should be
prioritized.

3
4
5
6
7
8

Ms. Ellson agreed with the need to prioritize projects, but PABAC should develop criteria for
prioritizing projects. She supported efforts to restore the community's trust in the Office of
Transportation, finishing the Charleston/Arastradero project, marrying engineering
improvements with programs that encourage bicycling and that educate the public. Perhaps
PABAC should approach the Council about eliminating the policy that prohibits barriers on
some streets.

9

Ms. Boelens supported incorporating the SRTS program into the Plan and prioritizing safety.

10

Mr. Robinson concurred with the need to prioritize projects.

11
12
13
14

In answer to Vice Chair Liberman's question, Ms. Star-Lack explained that the City, PAUSD,
and the PTA are partners in the SRTS program. A formal plan that includes some or all of the
SRTS program would be useful. SRTS could be a criterium for prioritizing projects. SRTS
projects could be incorporated in list of projects.

15
16
17
18

Chair Joye felt programs may provide a greater return compared to infrastructure facilities. The
SRTS program should be the top priority in the Plan update. He suggested inviting members of
the community who strongly opposed Phase I of the Neighborhood Traffic Safety Bike
Boulevard project to participate in the Plan update.

19

Mr. Goldstein noted Chapter 7 of the 2012 Plan includes SRTS as a program.

20
21

Mr. de la Beaujardiere encouraged staff to adopt a community outreach approach that fosters
consensus building.

22
23
24

Mr. Rock advised that distance reduction rather than net trip reduction should be the goal.
Because the final 100 feet of a trip often feels like the most dangerous portion of a trip, he
proposed emphasizing safety for the final 100 feet.

25

b.

Continue in a December Special Meeting

26
27
28

Motion by Mr. Goldstein, second by Vice Chair Liberman, to hold a special meeting in
December to continue discussion of the potential Framework of the City’s Bicycle/Pedestrian
Transportation Plan Update. Motion passed 13-2, Rothstein, Robinson no, 1 abstention.

29

6.

30
31

Motion by Chair Joye, second by Mr. Goldstein, to adjourn the meeting. Without objection,
Chair Joye adjourned the meeting at 7:35 p.m.

32

PART II – OTHER ITEMS

33

Chair Joye called the meeting to order at 7:35 p.m.

ADJOURNMENT
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1

1.

2

None

3

2.

4
5

Motion by Mr. Goldstein, seconded by Chair Joye, to approve the minutes of the October 6,
2020 meeting, as presented. Motion passed 11-0 with 1 abstention.

6
7
8
9

3.

10
11
12

AGENDA CHANGES

APPROVAL OF ACTION MINUTES

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

Hilary Glann remarked that safety is always a concern for bicyclists, especially older bicyclists.
She supported including programs for bicyclists of all ages in the Plan update.
Vice Chair Liberman recalled in 2018 a development project was required to make
improvements to the Bol Park Bike Path between Hanover and the project. He announced that
the improvements will be made in December and January.

13

a.

Election of Chair and Vice Chair in January 2021

14
15

Chair Joye announced election of Chair and Vice Chair will be scheduled for the January
meeting.

16
17

4.

18
19
20
21
22

Ms. Chan reported the El Camino Real project focuses on improving pavement life and
pedestrian and ADA access. Caltrans anticipates having a 65-percent design in early 2021 and
environmental documents and right-of-way certifications by the end of 2021. Construction could
begin in 2022. The City will construct Phase 3 of the Charleston/Arastradero project, and
Caltrans will not modify the project after it is complete.

23
24

In response to Mr. Rock's and Mr. Neff's questions, Ms. Chan indicated that the City anticipates
releasing the project for bids in December 2020.

25

Mr. Robinson remarked on the poor condition of El Camino Real.

26
27

5.

28
29

Mr. Goldstein requested discussion of an earlier start time. Mr. de la Beaujardiere preferred a
start time after 5 p.m. Mr. Nordman and Ms. Rothstein preferred 6:15 or later.

30

Chair Joye noted the lack of support for changing the start time from 6:15 p.m.

STAFF UPDATES
a.
Caltrans El Camino Real Project Schedule Update

DISCUSSION ITEMS
a.
2021 Virtual and In-Person Meeting Time
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1
2

6.

STANDING ITEMS
a.
VTA BPAC Update

3
4
5

Mr. Neff advised that the VTA BPAC learned about standards for vehicle miles traveled (VMT).
The BPAC requested funding for the TDA and Transportation Funds for Clean Air set aside be
used for either pedestrian or bicycle improvements.

6

7.

ADJOURNMENT – 7:54 p.m.

PABAC Minutes November 3, 2020

Page 5

Public Comment Instructions For
City of Palo Alto Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan Update
Members of the Public may provide public comments on the City of Palo Alto Bicycle/Pedestrian
Plan Update as follows:
1. Written public comments (including visuals such as presentations, photos, etc) may be
submitted by email to Transportation@CityofPaloAlto.org. Please follow these
instructions:
A. Please email your written comments by 12:00 pm (noon) on the Monday before the
upcoming Palo Alto Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee (PABAC) meeting,
unless otherwise indicated. Details of upcoming PABAC meetings are available on the
City’s PABAC webpage.
• Written public comments will be attached to the upcoming PABAC meeting
agenda packet.
• Written comments submitted after 12:00pm (noon) on the Monday before the
upcoming PABAC meeting will be attached to the following PABAC meeting
agenda packet.
B. Please lead your email subject line with “BPTP Update”.
C. When providing comments with reference to the current City of Palo Alto
Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan 2012, please be as specific as possible by indicating the
chapter number, section heading number, and/or page number.
2. Spoken public comments using a computer will be accepted through the teleconference
meeting. To address the Committee, click on the URL in the agenda packet for Zoom.
Please follow these instructions:
A. You may download the Zoom client or connect to the meeting in-browser.
• If using your browser, make sure you are using a current, up-to-date browser:
Chrome 30+, Firefox 27+, Microsoft Edge 12+, Safari 7+. Certain functionality
may be disabled in older browsers including Internet Explorer.
B. You may be asked to enter an email address and name. We request (but do not
require) that you identify yourself by name as this will be visible online and will be
used to notify you that it is your turn to speak.
C. When you wish to speak, click on “raise hand.” Staff will activate and unmute speakers
in turn. Speakers will be notified shortly before they are called to speak.
D. When called, please limit your remarks to the time limit allotted by the Chair.

3. Spoken public comments using a smart phone app will be accepted through the
teleconference meeting. To address the Committee, download the Zoom application onto
your smart phone from the Apple App Store or Google Play Store and enter the Meeting
ID in the agenda. Please follow the instructions B-D above.
4. Spoken public comments using a phone (cell or land line) without an app will be
accepted through the teleconference meeting. Use the telephone number listed in the
agenda. When you wish to speak, press *9 on your phone to “raise hand.” You will be
asked to provide your first and last name before addressing the Committee. When called,
press *6 on your phone to unmute. Please limit your remarks to the time limit allotted by
the Chair.

Public Comments for
City of Palo Alto Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan Update

This Packet Includes:
A compilation of written comments on the City of Palo Alto Bicycle/Pedestrian
Plan Update submitted by email to Transportation@CityofPaloAlto.org.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Debbie Mytels
Joye, Ken
Susan Chamberlain; Sandra Slater; Hilary Glann; Chan, Joanna
Re: Urge you to pass a robust plan for update to the 2012 bike and transportation plan budget and framework
Thursday, October 29, 2020 8:54:13 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Thanks for your note, Ken… and for your service in chairing the PABAC group!
Cheers,
Debbie Mytels
On Oct 29, 2020, at 5:47 PM, Ken Joye <kmjoye@gmail.com> wrote:
Without a doubt, the update to the 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation
Plan (BPTP2012) will be better if there is more input like yours.
At the monthly PABAC meetings, we will have a public comment period devoted
to the BPTP2012 update. Please let other community members know that their
input is welcome during public comment.
City staff is also preparing an email address which can be used to provide public
comment, that should be available soon. We will use that as a way to capture
written comments. Stay tuned...
Ken Joye
chair, PABAC
On Oct 29, 2020, at 10:20 AM, susan chamberlain
<suschamberlain@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear PABAC,
Thank you for all you’re doing on behalf of Palo Alto residents to
promote biking in our City.
We are writing this letter on behalf of the 350 Silicon Valley Palo
Alto team. Our mission is to educate and organize the residents of
Palo Alto in order to amplify our voices and advocate for robust
climate policy decisions at the City and regional level. We also
provide education on ways to take action at the personal level to
protect Earth's climate.
We note that you will recommend an update to the 2012 bike and

pedestrian transportation plan budget and framework that will be
going to Council next year. We’d like to strongly encourage you to
fund the more robust bike/ped plan. If Palo Alto is to meet our GHG
reduction goals of 80% by 2030, we must make biking safe and
accessible to ALL Palo Alto residents of all ages, make complete
streets the de facto choice and to fund Vision Zero which will make
everyone feel safer while travelling in our community.  
Getting residents out of their cars and into alternative modes of
transportation is one of the primary levers to get reduction in our
GHG emissions. Biking and walking, while not for everyone, is
certainly an under-utilized method of transportation in our city.
Since many don’t feel safe biking, we need to include all age
groups and abilities, and we need to use a variety of street plans
and other methods to make them feel comfortable and safe.
Studying a more robust plan seems to be in order. If we don’t plan
for it, it won’t happen.
While funding to implement the plan may still be a hurdle to
overcome, we need to know what the costs and ramifications of an
inclusionary plan would be. Please support the Safe Routes to
School, Safe Routes for Older Adults, Vision Zero and
Complete Streets planning elements so we can all walk and
ride safely in our community.
Sincerely,
350 Silicon Valley Palo Alto Climate Team
Susan Chamberlain, Hilary Glann, Debbie Mytels, Sandra Slater —
Steering Committee Members

Debbie Mytels
2824 Louis Road. Palo Alto, CA  94303
(650) 759-0888
dmytels@batnet.com
"Remembering the Future in our Actions Every Day"

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Transportation
Kamhi, Philip; Star-Lack, Sylvia; Baird, Nathan; Bhatia, Ripon; Chan, Joanna
FW: Item #5, Potential Framework of the City’s Bike/Ped Plan Update
Monday, November 2, 2020 2:05:36 PM
Ped and Bike Advisory Committee_Oct2020.pdf

Forwarding from Transportation@CityofPaloAlto.org.

From: Palo Alto Forward <palo.alto.fwd@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 2, 2020 12:09 PM
To: Zaumen, William <bill.zaumen+pabac@gmail.com>; alan.wachtel@gmail.com; Rothstein, Jane
<janer@stanford.edu>; ser84@columbia.edu; rmrneff@sonic.net; Goldstein, Paul
<marmot@stanford.edu>; Durham, KathyF <kfdurham@earthlink.net>; cedricdlb@gmail.com;
Zoeller-Boelens, Nicole <nicole.zoeller@gmail.com>; Boelens, Arnout <a.m.p.boelens@gmail.com>;
Joye, Ken <kmjoye@gmail.com>; Liberman, Art <art_liberman@yahoo.com>; Transportation
<Transportation@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: Item #5, Potential Framework of the City’s Bike/Ped Plan Update
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear PABAC Members,
Palo Alto Forward is a non-profit organization focused on innovating and expanding
housing choices and transportation mobility for a vibrant, welcoming, and sustainable
Palo Alto. We believe in getting vehicle commuters off the roads and people housed
closer to their jobs, in order to reduce our GHG emissions. Our multi-generational
membership supports transportation mobility changes that help us better locate
homes and make it possible for community members of all ages and abilities to safely
utilize our shared infrastructure.
While much of our recent public advocacy has been focused on housing affordability
and access, the development of new homes is integrally tied to our transportation
planning. In recent public meetings we have been thrilled to hear how housing
builders are designing for increased bike storage and use. In order for these new
homes to effectively rely on more sustainable modes of transportation, we must fund
an updated bike and pedestrian transportation plan.
Palo Alto Forward supported the 2012 Bike and Pedestrian Plan and given the
current development context, we hope that you will invest in a more robust mobility
planning process in 2021/2022. Our housing and climate goals can be
complementary - but only if we plan the surrounding infrastructure to sustainably meet
those goals. Please provide adequate funding in order to plan for and implement Safe
Routes to School, Safe Routes for Older Adults, Vision Zero and Complete Streets.

Thanks so much,
Palo Alto Forward Board

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ken Joye
Star-Lack, Sylvia; Chan, Joanna
Re: thoughts on current plan and how to make it better
Tuesday, November 3, 2020 5:38:12 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

In the agenda materials for the November 2020 PABAC meeting, these questions are posed to
the committee:
1. What chapters do you like/dislike about the BPTP 2012 and why?
2. Which appendices in the BPTP 2012 were useful and should be updated? Which appendices could be removed?
3. With reference to the BPTP 2012 table of contents, what additional contents within the scope of the BPTP 2012 could improve the
BPTP Update?
4. What additional contents including other transportation planning elements described in Table 2 could advance the BPTP Update into a
more holistic active transportation planning document?
Those are more specific questions than the ones I attempted to address after our agenda planning meeting, here are my thoughts.
BPTP2012 chapters I like/dislike:
1. In section 1.5, there does not seem to be any acknowledgement that some residents feel as though input provided during public
outreach was ignored. Can that perception be addressed in the plan update? See: section 5.3.2
2. Section 2.3 seems too long, I question what value it adds.
3. Section 3.5.2 “Engineering” does not seem to be tied to “Programs”, but rather “Projects” (or facilities). The five “E’s” are a
good way to think about programs, but the contents of Section 3.5.2 seem forced (unlike the others). If Section 3.5.2
“Engineering” remains in the plan, should NTSBB be mentioned (Many features of NTSBB1 would fall into the “Traffic
Calming” category)? Map 3-5 may have become obsolete quite soon after BPTP2012 was published; can such items be
removed from the plan update? How do sections 3.5 and 5.4 interact (redundancy?)?
4. One portion of section 4.2.2 refers to High Frequency Collision Locations; it may be the case that such data changes over time
(see note above regarding Map 3.-5), could there be a pointer in the plan to a maintained online data source?
5. Section 5.2.1 is perhaps the most important part of BPTP2012, should be referenced in section 2.2 under “Inclusion”. Contrast
Figure D-3 to Portland distribution
6. Section 6.3.4 conceivably could contain reference to HAWK beacons in place on El Camino Real
7. Section 6.4.2 makes no reference to an ABC Matadero=LomaVerde (though 6.4.3 does)
Note: I do not like or dislike any particular chapter
BPTP2012 appendices (useful, update, remove):
1. Possibly have an appendix which shows all of the recommendations from BPTP2012 which have been implemented or are in
progress (status report).
2. Have a list of worst streets with rolled curbs (e.g., Curtner Ave)
3. Appendix A Design Guidelines does not mention curb extensions as pedestrian facility (see: section 3.1.3 Intersection Facilities)
nor does it mention street lighting at intersections as a pedestrian safety feature
4. Potentially remove Appendix B Municipal Code Bicycle Parking
5. Appendix D does not seem to address any resident opinions raised regarding NTSBB1
6. Is Table E-1 redundant?

BPTP2012 table of contents (additional contents):
1. I don’t see “Safety” listed in the table of contents, that might be an additional element in one section
2. BPTP2012 section 2.1 was “Plan Objectives”. In the update, have a report on which objectives were attained and why others
were not. Similarly, which of the recommendations in section 5.4 were attained and why were some not?
3. I believe that data-based decisions are desirable, could labelling section 4 “Data Collection” reinforce that emphasis (both travel
demand and collision analysis seem tied to data collection, though section 4.1.7 acknowledges a data collection deficit)? Q:
what ever happened to the microwave-based equipment mentioned in section 3.5.6? NOTE: data collection is addressed in
sections. 3.5.6, 4.1.7, 5.1.1
4. It would appear to me that things like SRTS or SRFOA belong in section 1.4 “Relation to Other Plans”; how would SRTS differ
from an ABC project such as the Adobe Creek/Hwy 101 overpass?

Additional Table 2 elements which might produce a more holistic active transportation planning document:
<unclear on this question>

On Oct 15, 2020, at 4:17 PM, Ken Joye wrote:
During the agenda planning meeting today, one of you discussed posing two
questions to members of PABAC:
What don’t you like about the current BPTP?
How could we make it better?
These are among the things that I don’t like about BPTP2012:
1. There is no ranking of projects across categories; Table 7-1 contains nine
categories and it is not clear whether E-1 (Safe Routes To School) is a
higher priority than ABC-1 (Adobe Creek Highway 101 Overcrossing); is
PR-1 (Safe Routes To School) a higher priority than E-1 (Safe Routes To
School)?
2. There are projects included in BPTP2012 which apparently were carried
over from BPTP2003 (e.g., Quarry/Everett is mentioned in section 6.1.6),
but it is not clear how prior projects are to be prioritized vs. newer ones (or
how projects ever are removed from BPTP)
These might be ways to make the next BPTP better:
1. In any reference to the Comprehensive Plan, give the date of that plan
(rather than “which is under revision”)
2. Add “Equity” as a prioritization criteria (for example, between San
Francisquito Creek and Oregon Expwy (2.08 miles), there are currently 7
places to cross the train tracks, where between Oregon Expwy and San
Antonio Rd (2.23 miles) there are 2 places, 3 if you include the San
Antonio Caltrain station (2.40 miles))
3. Can there or should there be ties to Sustainability/Climate Action Plan (to
avoid repeating what it contains?)
4. Give a sense of scale for bike infrastructure—BPTP2012 Table 3-5 lists 4.2
miles of existing bicycle boulevards, but does not show what percentage of
the city’s roadways that constitutes. For each table in section 3.2, show the
percentage of roadways each covers. (There may be 487 miles of roadway
in Palo Alto, TBD)
5. Make the weighting of prioritization criteria transparent (e.g., how
important is Inclusion vs. Connectivity?)
6. State explicitly whether barricades may be used on bicycle boulevards to
reduce automobile volume
thanks for considering this input,
Ken

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Arnout Boelens
Transportation
Chan, Joanna; Star-Lack, Sylvia
BPTP Update
Thursday, November 5, 2020 11:17:48 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hi Joanna and Sylvia,
Hereby my feedback:
4: If there is funding, I would like to see all options in table 2 implemented.
1-3: I like the overall layout of the plan, but the chapters can be improved. Probably more
things will come up as we go through the process of updating the plan.
The comprehensive plan goals are very ambitious, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation
Plan should reflect this.
Chapter 2: Objectives, Key Strategies, and Guiding Principles
2.1 Key Strategies
For improved readability there should probably be one list of Key strategies
instead of multiple lists.
In my mind there are two categories of strategies:
1. Infrastructure for all ages and abilities. This should be designed following the 5 design
principles for bicycle infrastructure:
Cohesion: The bicycle network should allow cycling from anywhere to everywhere
Directness: Create short and fast routes
Safety: avoid differences in speed and mass of different modes of transport
Comfort: minimal stops and nuisance
Attractiveness: create infrastructure that people enjoy using
2. Programs to foster a bicycle/pedestrian culture, so people will use the infrastructure
2.2 Five I's
The 5 I's should probably be updated. e.g. see SVBC prioritization tool.
Integration. Stronger language is needed to make sure all modes are considered in
design process (no repetition of grade separation project).
Equity
Larger focus needed on filling in gaps in the bicycle network. Bike from anywhere of
everywhere.
Innovation. Don't try to reinvent the wheel. Denmark and the Netherlands have 50
years of experience in designing complete streets. Use proven concepts from all over the
world (these concepts might be new for the US).

Chapter 3: Existing Facilities and Programs
SRTS should have it's own section under programs. Students are probably the main users of
the bicycling network. I think the Stockton plan could provide a nice framework. Use the 6 E's
and add a recommendations section.
To promote cycling among adults I would love to see a nudging unit that has a
budget to try different strategies to get adults biking.
In addition to EV incentives and rebates, there should be electric bike
incentives and rebates.
3.5.5 Enforcement
More focus needed on street designs that encourage road users to obey the rules. E.g. narrower
car lanes reduce speeding. Reduced speeds make it more likely car drivers yield for bicyclists
and pedestrians.
Chapter 4: Travel Demand and Collision Analysis
4.1.4 Transit Connectivity
Caltrain: Last/first mile problem. Palo Alto has a too low population density
for a traditional bike share system with docking stations all over town. A Dutch style transit
bikes system should be considered:
Pick up and drop off bikes at transit hubs (no re-balancing needed)
Low price per day/month (comparable with transit fare)
Integrated with clipper card (ease of use)
Overhauling the transit center to make it better accessible for pedestrians and bicyclists and
properly connecting it to downtown and Stanford University should have a high priority. The
current state of affairs is really bad.
4.2 Collisions Documentation and Assessment
City needs Systematic Safety approach (e.g. Vision Zero)
City needs to collect it's own data or endorse something like TIMS as data source
(https://tims.berkeley.edu)
City needs to commit to timeline to fix hazardous locations in their jurisdiction
Whenever a crash happens, in addition to a police report, a traffic engineering report is
needed with suggestions on how to make the crash location safer. These suggestions
need to be implemented.
Do not only focus on deaths, or crashes, but also high stress points.
Whenever a street is repaved, implement (small) safety improvements in coordination
with the neighborhood.
Chapter 5: Needs Analysis and Recommended Programs
5.2 Bicyclist Needs and Recommendations
It is not always clear why projects are proposed. The current bicycle network
needs to be reevaluated/updated.

A map is needed indicating:
Bicycle highways
Main bicycle network
Basic network
          Not just what kind of infrastructure is currently present
What is the cohesion of the current network? Can I safely bike from anywhere to
everywhere?
How effective is the network? What is the grid size (1000 to 1500ft?) and interconnectivity? Is about 70% of cycle route miles covered by the main cycle network?
What is the cohesion of the network with public transit?
What is the cohesion of the network with neighboring communities?
How about directness? Does the main cycling network have a detour factor of at most
1.2?
A map with the updated proposed bicycle network is needed which fills any gaps.
Bicycle highways
Main bicycle network
Basic network
Based on updated map and local conditions, recommendations can be made on what
kind of infrastructure is needed. Improvements to the Bicycle highways and the Main bicycle
network should probably get priority. Also, improvements to Walk and Roll routes should
receive higher priority.
NACTO "Don't give up at the intersection" and CROW "Design manual for bicycle
traffic" should be added as references.
Chapter 7: Implementation and Funding
Hire consultants and engineering firms which have a proven track record designing complete
streets.
Table 7-1. Top Recommended Projects by Category
A more formal scoring and ranking system should be introduced. E.g. SVBC prioritization
tool.
7.4 CEQA Environmental Analysis
What does the transition from LOS to VMT mean for cycling and walking infrastructure?
Appendix A: Design guidelines and standards
5 design principles for bicycle infrastructure should be adopted (CROW design manual):
Cohesion: bike from anywhere to everywhere
Directness: create short and fast routes
Safety: avoid differences in speed and mass of different modes of transport
Comfort: minimal stops and nuisance
Attractiveness: create infrastructure that people enjoy using

Add section on bicycle as Human Powered Vehicle (HPV) with design recommendations:
Bicyclists need to keep momentum (i.e. minimize stops)
Bicyclist need to keep balance (i.e. cannot take sharp corners)
Bicyclist use their muscles (avoid steep gradients)
Bicycling is social (Make sure people can ride two abreast)
Use NACTO "Don't give up at the intersection" and CROW "Design manual for bicycle
traffic" for intersection design. Stop using "Green Bike Lanes through Conflict Areas". These
are not safe for all ages and abilities. Use protected
intersections instead.
In addition, the city needs to install protected bicycle lanes/bicycle tracks
for any road where cars go faster than 20mph.
Install separate facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians. Avoid the situation at the California
Ave tunnel.
Filtered permeability/traffic diversion can be a cheap way to create walkable
and bicycle friendly neighborhoods.
Traffic chokes need separate lanes for bicycles. Don't use the Ross design
again.
When there is a bulb-out, also make clear where the parking lane is. Preferably the parking
lane should be made of a different material than the road (e.g. Park Blvd north west of Cal
Ave). We want bicyclist to stay in their lane, not merge into their lane in front of a car when
the road narrows.
Gutters should not be part of the bicycle lane. They are poorly paved and
the groove between asphalt and concrete is dangerous (like getting your wheel
stuck in train tracks).
Parking should not be allowed in bicycle lanes.
Residential sidewalks are too narrow. During the pandemic it has been hard to
pass people. Almost impossible to walk next to each other while also pushing a
stroller.
Get rid of rolled curbs. They just invite cars to park on already too narrow sidewalks.
Kind regards,
Arnout

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Arnout Boelens
Transportation
Star-Lack, Sylvia; Chan, Joanna
BPTP Update (SRTS)
Saturday, November 7, 2020 4:25:33 PM
SRTS_5_year_plan.pdf
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Hi Joanna and Sylvia,
I have some additional feedback for the Safe Routes To School part of the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Transportation plan. I previously suggested using the Stockton plan for inspiration.
However, I realized that SRTS already has a 5 year plan (see attached). To me it would make
most sense to use that as the starting point for a SRTS section in the BPTP.
Cheers,
Arnout

2019 PALO ALTO SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL PARTNERSHIP FIVE-YEAR WORK PLAN*

Mission
To enhance and sustain the City/PAUSD/PTA/Youth community partnership to reduce risk to students en route to and from school, and to encourage more families to
choose healthy, active, sustainable alternatives to driving solo more often.
Goal
To grow and strengthen community-wide support through the SRTS 6 E's (Education, Encouragement, Engineering, Enforcement, Evaluation, and Equity) model for
safe, active, healthy, sustainable, school commutes.
Long-Term Objective
LONG-TERM OBJECTIVES: CONTINGENT ON SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL FUNDING/CAPACITY AND SUBJECT TO CHANGE AS DEMAND DICTATES.
OBJECTIVE - 1
OBJECTIVE- 2
OBJECTIVE - 3
Adopt and institutionalize Provide, continue and Expand and enhance
key SRTS practices and policies enhance school and
SRTS events and
community-based
encouragement
across the Partnership and
SRTS education
programs and materials
gather best practices from
programs, materials
to communicate the
elsewhere
and communications value of SRTS to parents,
students and the
community
S-1
Work toward PAUSD SRTS policy
adoption

S-2
S-3
Build out two
Develop SRTS Public
Stanford service
Service Announcements
learning education,
evaluation &
Increase Spanish and
Mandarin materials
enforcement projects
Expand Youth for
Environmental
Sustainability Conf.
Participation

S-1

S-2
Develop a PAUSD SRTS policy to Explore optional and
sustain ongoing commitment from
compulsory SRTS
PAUSD
high school education
(On hold due to staff transitions)
programs
(Completed)

S-1
Develop school report cards
summarizing travel mode split,
SR2S activities undertaken, and
the level of green travel status

S-1
Hold two PAUSD/City/PTA
Partnership meetings to reinitiate PAUSD SRTS policy
implementation and renew
Partnership Consensus
Statement
Include Youth as the Fourth
Partner of the PA SRTS
Partnership

Develop SRTS
educational posters

OBJECTIVE - 4
Gather data to assess
and improve SRTS
program outcomes

Year One Strategies

S-4
Participate in
countywide SRTS data
pilot

Integrate Statewide
Traffic System (SWITRS)
data into SRTS

Year Two Strategies

S-3
Develop a
communications plan
outline
(Completed)

S-4
Develop a PAUSD
parent survey to
evaluate participant
demographics and
identify challenges to
more active
transportation
(In Process)

Develop a public list of
carpooling resources
(Completed)

S-2
S-3
Implement optional Develop fact-based and
and compulsory SRTS consistent Safe Routes
high education
to School messages that
programs
can be used on social
media

S-3
Ensure updated,
standardized SRTS
language is included in
Enhance SRTS online all PAUSD websites and
parent handbooks
educational materials
and resource library
Pilot one Winter Walk
and Roll event

S-5
Complete two
site assessments
and update Walk
and Roll Maps

OJECTIVE - 7
Commit to an equitable
distribution of SRTS
resources to encourage
broad SRTS community
participation

July 1st 2017 to June 30th 2018

S-6
Update City
Comprehensive Plan
policies

S-7
This goal was not developed

Pilot online travel tally

Year Three Strategies

S-2
Enhance High School
youth outreach

OBJECTIVE - 5
OBJECTIVE - 6
Engineer routes
Increase awareness &
to school to
engagement between City
develop a more
Departments and the
safe and efficient community to advance
network for
awareness of the SRTS
families choosing mission, goals & strategies
active
transportation

S-4
Administer a PAUSD
parent survey to
evaluate participant
demographics and
identify challenges to
more active
transportation

Year Four Strategies

July 1st 2018 to June 30th 2019

S-5
S-6
S-7
Complete two
Create an enforcement
Conduct a bike repair class
site assessments
strategy
with student input
with updated to reflect changing staffing
(Completed)
Walk and Roll
levels by shifting traffic
Maps for Palo enforcement role to patrol Promote safer routes for
Verde and Gunn
East Palo Alto PAUSD
officers
H.S.
student bicyclists
(Completed)
(On hold due to
(Completed)
staff vacancies)

July 1st 2019 to June 30th 2020

S-5
S-6
S-7
Complete two
Work with PAPD/City to
Work with PAUSD Family
site assessments promote the Bike Index
Engagement Specialists to
with updated
Registry as a means of
develop an Equity Action
Walk and Roll
preventing bike theft and Plan to expand on the need
Maps for Palo create a workflow at PAPD
to support
Verde and Gunn
to include Bike Index
underrepresented and
H.S.
checks on all recovered
under-resourced
communities
bikes

July 1st 2020 to June 30th 2021

S-4
S-5
S-6
S-7
Complete Year 3
Complete two Work with the Community Complete Year 3 Strategy to
Strategy to distribute a site assessments Services Department to
Work with PAUSD Family
PAUSD parent survey
administer a bicycle facility Engagement Specialists to
develop an Equity Action
needs
Develop a behavior
Plan
assessment ie. “Safe
change-focused SRTS
Routes to Parks”
infographic
Increase SRTS outreach to
students with special needs
Ensure that relevent
and other disabilities by
transportation concept
plans, updated Pedestrian conducting a minimum of
Conduct two local family
one SRTS presentation
cycling events
Bicycle Plans and proposed
community engagement
strategies are reviewed by
the CTSTSC

*Five-Year Work Plan goals and strategies depend on the Safe Routes to School Partnership’s funding and capacity, and may be subject to change as demand dictates.

Last Edited - April 2020

Ongoing Strategies
Objective 1: Adopt and institutionalize key SRTS practices and policies across the Partnership and gather best practices from elsewhere
S-1
S-2
S-3
S-4
S-5
S-1
S-2
S-3
S-4
S-5
S-6
S-7
S-8
S-9
S-10

Support Safe Routes to School Transportation Safety Representatives at each school site
PTA inspires action and educates potential leaders about public process, governance and SRTS Advocacy
Support increased uniform patrol presence to encourage and enforce compliance with existing laws
Maintain the City School Traffic Safety Committee (CSTSC) as a forum to further the Safe Routes Partnership's mission, goals, and strategies
Improve communication of SRTS Consensus Statement and other policies, including PAUSD Building for Excellence Requirements, Palo Alto Traffic Safety Control
guidelines and the use of the HeadsUp Construction communication tool
Objective 2: Provide, expand and enhance school and community-based SRTS education programs and materials
Cultivate a community of parents and others to build a network of skilled leaders for education and advocacy
Support active transportation events during the year by setting up information tables, assisting families with route planning and responding to infrastructure concerns
Maintain K-2 in-class educational offerings and optimize the program to match students capabilities, support educational best practices and incorporate infrastructure
updates
Maintain 3rd grade Bicycle Life Skills in-class Curriculum and optimize program to match student capabilities, support best practices and incorportate infrastructure
updates
Maintain 5th grade in-class educational offerings and optimize the program to match studnets capabilities, support best practices and incorporate infrastructure
updates
Maintain 6th grade in-class educational offerings and optimize programs to match student capabilities, support best practices and incorporate infrastructure updates
Maintain 8th grade offerings and optimize programs to match student capabilities, support best practices and incorportate infrastructure updates
Align parents message with student educational programming
Grow youth participation in educational programming opportunities, such a Youth for Environmental Sustainability Conference Partcipation
Build out bus/shuttle resources and assist with schedules

Objective 3: Expand and enhance SRTS encourgagement programs and materials to communicate the value of the SRTS program to parents and across the community
S-1
S-2
S-3
S-4
S-5
S-6
S-7
S-8
S-9
S-10
S-11

Support Spring Walk & Roll Week
Support Fall Walk & Roll Week
Support Bike to Work Day
Support City participation in Bike Palo Alto as communicated by the City Manager's Office
Communicate program activities and successes to the broader community
Use Walk and Roll Maps and "Safety Tips for Peds/Bikes/Drivers" as part of messaging
Employ purposeful incentives to support SRTS partcipation
Communicate the value of bicycling, walking, transit and sharing rides
Enhance website functionality and user experience
Support parent education, including Back to School Nights, spring information nights for rising 5th, 6th, and 7th graders and providing SRTS information in Back to
School packets
Develop a communication plan outline for crisis communications

Last Edited - April 2020

S-1
S-2
S-3
S-4
S-5

Objective 4: Gather data to assess and improve SRTS program outcomes
Incorporate traffic and engineering data into mode split and modal share assessments
Explain the purpose of data collection to PAUSD administrators and share the data in a way that encourages and does not compare schools
Conduct yearly online travel tallies for PAUSD grades K-12
Conduct yearly bike counts
Manage local and administrative data requests
Objective 5: Engineer routes to school to develop a more safe and efficient network for families choosing active transportation

S-1 Assist with bicycle infrastructure design review to inform the planning process
S-2 Design and provide materials and education about new infrastructure improvements
S-3 Advovate as a Partnership for the rapid implementation of bike network, bike boulevards, bike racks, arterial projects and bicycle plans
S-4 Respond to Safe Routes to School -related Palo Alto 311 request
S-5 Conduct community site visits
S-6 Provide crossing guard management, including assessing needs, developing contracts and replying to public feedback
S-7 Develop material to support new engineering/infrastructure treatments
Objective 6: Deepen SRTS awareness and engagement across City Department and among community representatives to advance and institutionalize awareness of the SRTS
mission, goals and strategies
S-1 Support the build-out of the City of Palo Alto Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan
S-2 Provide students and families with transit system information and offer guidance of proposed transit changes
S-3 Model walking, biking, carpool, and transit through daily transportation decisions
S-4 Assist with plans to develop a more efficient roadway network for families choosing active transportation
S-5 Collaborate with local agencies, including public works, utilities, law enforcement and district officials to support motorist, pedestrians, and bicyclists
S-6 Update SRTS Onboarding Manual
Objective 7: Commit an equitable distribution of SRTS resources to encourage broad SRTS community participation
S-1 Develop Spanish and Chinese language materials
S-2 Promote a "no-guilt approach" to encourage participation via all transportation modes
Support free service, such as bike repair, helmet and bike light distribution and compulsory education to ensure that under-resourcesd students can access important
S-3
safety resources in a way that does not stigmatize them
S-4 Ensure ongoing awarness regarding the geopgrahic distribution of SRTS staff time and resources among Palo Alto regions and across neigborhoods
S-5 Support off-site free or low-cost alternative commute transportation services that are targeted to at-risk families
Last Edited - April 2020

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Transportation
Chan, Joanna
Transportation
FW: BPTP Update
Monday, November 9, 2020 9:34:21 AM

JC,
Forwarding.

From: Eric Nordman <eric.nordman12@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 8, 2020 9:39 PM
To: Transportation <Transportation@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: BPTP Update
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Comments on BPTP Update
Eric Nordman, member of PABAC
November 8, 2020
Questions for PABAC:
1. What chapters do you like/dislike about the BPTP 2012 and why?
2. Which appendices in the BPTP 2012 were useful and should be updated? Which
appendices could be removed?
3. With reference to the BPTP 2012 table of contents, what additional contents within
the scope of the BPTP 2012 could improve the BPTP Update?
4. What additional contents including other transportation planning elements
described in Table 2 could advance the BPTP Update into a more holistic active
transportation planning document?

R1: I really liked chapter 4 (travel demand and collision analysis) as this
information is hard to find elsewhere. In general I thought chapters 1-7 were
reasonable to include.
R2: I found Appendix A and B to be unnecessary as the information can be
found elsewhere. Instead I would have a page with links to things like NACTO,
VTA bicycle technical guidelines, etc.
R3: I would include a section on prioritization. While the plans should include
things that might be relevant in the future, it seems important to identify the

projects that are higher priority from those that could be done later.
R4: For multiple reasons, spending may be restrained for many years.
While I like the idea of vision zero, we lack the information needed to
understand what should be done. Providing access to redacted collision
reports (Spring 2021) will allow data to start to be gathered and analyzed.
While some reports identify intersections with lots of collisions, they don’t
identify what the cause is. Is it the intersection, driver education, rider
education, etc? I think PABAC could help out with some of this analysis.
The complete streets design guideline is even harder to justify spending by Palo
Alto. These guidelines are important, but have been done developed by
others. For example, the VTA Bicycle Technical Guideline is an excellent
reference.
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From: William Courington <billcour@sonic.net>
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 8:19 PM
To: Transportation <Transportation@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: BPTP Update
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Here are my comments on the 2012 plan.

What chapters do you like/dislike about the BPTP 2012 and why?
Chapter 1. Introduction - Don’t like because Purpose is vague on the subject of plan intent and
use. “Strategically guides public and private investments”. Does the City commit to
implementing any program or project defined in the plan? Or is it a menu of possibilities? Can
anything be done that is not in the plan? What is the plan not intended to do/address?
Chapter 2. Objectives, Key Strategies, and Guiding Principles. This is a good, clear chapter. Add
a section on the importance of data collection as a means of prioritizing and evaluating
programs and projects. Drop Innovation as a principle.
Chapter 3. Existing Facilities and Programs. What is the point of this chapter? It’s pretty much
a catalog of what’s been done in the past. Move to an appendix; it’s background info.
Chapter 4. Travel Demand and Collision Analysis. Move to Appendix; it’s background info.
Chapter 5. Needs Analysis and Recommended Programs. This chapter is worth keeping. (Note
that chapter title on top of right pages is incorrect.)
Chapter 6. Recommended Facilities and Conditions. Keep.
Chapter 7. Implementation and Funding. (Running chapter head is also wrong.) Keep, it’s the
heart of the plan.

Which appendices in the BPTP 2012 were useful and should be updated? Which
appendices could be removed?
Appendix A, Design Guidelines and Standards. Remove. This amounts to a 38-page catalog of
“innovative” facilities that serves little purpose in this plan. Design Guidelines and Standards is
a valuable topic, but it should reference standards produced by the State and County (e.g.,
Bicycle Technical Guidelines) and mention that experimental departures from standards
should follow the state provisions for such. In fact, this might already be covered in Appendix
E. Policy and Plan Framework.
Appendix B. Municipal Code Bicycle Parking Recommendations. Revise, align with and refer to
VTA Guidelines.
Appendix C. BTA Requirements Checklist. Revise if still relevant.
Appendix D. Public Outreach and Survey Summary. Consider eliminating given that it dates
from 2011.
Appendix F Funding - Update.
With reference to the BPTP 2012 table of contents, what additional contents
within the scope of the BPTP 2012 could improve the BPTP Update?
The plan should start with a Summary chapter that does two things: For the reader who has
only 15 minutes, describe the plan’s most important elements/conclusions. For the reader
who has more time, make a case for reading each of the chapters and sppendices.
Add an appendix that defines levels of stress for bicycle (and pedestrian?) routes. This is an

important concept that did not formally exist in 2012.

What additional contents including other transportation planning elements described in
Table 2 could advance the BPTP Update into a more holistic active transportation planning
document?
Don’t know.
Further observations/suggestions
Consider renaming to Cyclist and Pedestrian Plan (“Bicycle” doesn’t bring to mind long bikes or
e-bikes).
What about designing for — or at least acknowledging — pedestrian-cyclist conflicts on

shared paths? This problem might get worse as e-bikes become more popular. Ditto e-bike vs
standard bike conflicts in bike lanes. Both were less prominent in 2012.
Somewhere mention design for long bikes. Maybe it’s a principal: Design for all bikes,
including long and e-bikes.
Bill
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From: William Robinson <williamrobinson@goldenworld.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 15, 2020 10:39 AM
To: Transportation <Transportation@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: Public comments for Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Please consider the attached few comments.
William’Rob’ Robinson, member PABAC (Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee), Palo Alto
since 2005

William Robinson comments to consider for Bicycle Pedestrian Transportation Plan 2021
Background: PABAC Member since 2005 (shortly after Homer tunnel and track side path premiered).
Was on 2012 BPTP review committee and had benefit of 2003 BTP as guidance. I revisited hard copies
of January 2012 Draft and July 2012 Final BPTP to inform these comments. I noticed about 10% project
cuts from Draft to Final. Possibly those cuts were decided by overlaps and budget restraints.
Improve cover photo for 2021: Add cargo and/or trailer bike with children.
Overall impression. Little envisioned in 2012BPTP was built. 2017-18: BB-4 and BB-6 (Ross Road, Louis,
Amarillo Moreno [Phase 1 of 2 Transportation Safety….]. Phase 2 (halted) is to be Park, Wilkie,
Maybell, Bryant.
Move chapter 5 (Needs) under Chapter 2 (Objectives). Needs analysis must include biking
demographics “vehicle miles traveled”, “from where?”. Similarly, pedestrian “blocks traveled, how”
survey data must be gathered.
Recast Chapter 3 : Make it more visionary. Where will new housing generate new transportation
needs? What features facilitate walking and riding with less stress.
Eliminate chapter 6 (Let chapter 7 do the work)

Chapter 7 is the meat of the plan From 2012, examine with intention to include each of the 59
Projects enumerated in 11 categories. Edit each and fine tune the rankings. Eliminate the few actually
done (celebrate elsewhere). Add new ones. OK to continue planning costs
Example from 2012 plan:

The above ABC-1 is now being built: “Innovation” appears to be No. Time and money was wasted on
“innovative” (read artsy) designs.

Another example:

Delayed due to negotiations with PAUSD and now affected by rail grade crossing issues at Alma. Was
the identity of an institutional partner discussed? As planned I would declare the Innovation is No. If
Churchill closes to motor traffic, innovation would be Yes (a bike/ped tunnel)
Specific Project suggestions in no particular order.
1. Recover functionality and data capability of 2017 VIMOC system. Equipment discriminates
cycles and pedestrians nicely. When it worked, data was poorly displayed.
2. Extend west Bayshore bike lanes both sides from Green Park to Adobe Bridge and trail.
3. Provide safety beacon support for cyclists and pedestrians crossing Meadow at Bryant.
4. Improve Crossing safety for pedestrian crossing Embarcadero at St Francis.
5. Finish the traffic rotary at Park Stanford. (Park BB)
6. Implement traffic calming and stress lowering features on Wilkie Way. (BB)

7. Formalize pedestrian path from east side CalTrain parking lot to Homer Tunnel. Consider
cyclists sharing Alma for that distance.
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From: Art Liberman <art_liberman@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2020 8:52 PM
To: Transportation <Transportation@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: BPTP Update
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

My comments on the BPTP update are in the attached PDF.
Art Liberman

From: Art Liberman
To: Transportation

Date: 11/22/2020

Subject; PABAC member comments on the update to the 2012 BPTP.

I feel the Palo Alto Bicycle Plan should be a concise description of the status of bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure in Palo Alto, which promotes bicycle usage and describes proposed
prioritized new infrastructure as well as maintenance and improvements to existing bikeways.
The document should readily accessible and referred to by residents and stakeholders as new
projects evolve from proposals to concrete projects.
The document should be relatively brief, with description of proposals of new bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure and improvements that will make biking and walking simpler, safer and
more enjoyable, and which would also be able to support the needs of increased number of
cyclists and pedestrians for the next 10 or so years.
In my opinion, it would make sense to separate the BPTP into two parts: a Bicycle Plan and a
Pedestrian Plan (as Sunnyvale and Mountain View have done). The Pedestrian Plan could
accommodate the Safe Routes for Older Adults). My comments below address the Bicycle Plan
element.
Some members of the community have suggested that the Bicycle Plan be a broad -based
transportation document, including (and promoting) other the modes of non-motorized
transportation. I feel that the larger transportation policy issues and goals of the City of Palo Alto
(Vision Zero. Complete Streets and Sustainability) should be in a separate City of Palo Alto
Mobility Plan as has been done by Mounain View. These are very broad and complicated issues
that go beyond the bicycle infrastructure and involve policies and projects involving roadway
design for motorized transportation and interface with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan.
There is an argument for making the Bicycle Plan into a living document, that would be online
and updated as circumstances (building and road developments, critical safety issues, new
funding opportunities) warrant. If not the entire Bicycle Plan, then perhaps the section that has
the final list of projects, and also section with interactive access to maps (low stress bikeways,
bike to school maps). After a number of years, a Bicycle Plan becomes ‘long in the tooth’ and it
is not as useful a document when a resident is searching for safe bicycle routes, or when a
committee is discussing and arguing about the competing needs of current projects.
The new Bicycle Plan should separate ‘straightforward’ projects, ones that could be done
provided the City provides funding, from a wish list of projects that may be difficult or virtually
impossible to implement because of private property ownership rights and ones that would
require City Council action (street closure or other policy changes).
The current 2012 BPTP is a very lengthy document. It contains a considerable amount of useful
text for first time readers, but using it is awkward because of the inordinate amount of verbiage
and so I find it time consuming to find specific information on particular bicycle infrastructure
plans. My vision of a Bicycle Plan is a readable guide that residents and schools and employers
would reference regularly during the next 5 to 10 years. Its objective should be (1) to increase
bicycle riding by the public and (2) create support by the citizens of Palo Alto for investments in
changes to some roadways that enhance safety and might prioritize bicycle safety and bicycle

riding over auto travel, and (3) create a network of low-stress bicycle routes that would allow
citizens to ride safely within their neighborhoods and to nearby business centers and schools,
and provide connections to networks of bikeways in adjacent communities.
A corollary is to avoid (inadvertently) prioritizing projects that would receive significant
community pushback during the design phase or (worse) during or following the project
construction, as occurred with the Ross Road ‘bicycle boulevard.’ Another Ross Road imbroglio
can be avoided by‘pro-active’ outreach. This means OOT must reach out into the community to the individual neighborhood associations, the PAN association, Stanford, SRP, Calave and
the Downtown business associations and other businesses before a new plan is drafted, and
not wait for their reactions until after projects have been proposed. My hope is that the City
spends less money this time on producing a slick document and more money on getting input
first from stakeholders and city residents on what new projects they want to see and their
priorities.
In my view, the community outreach for the 2012 plan (summarized in section 1.5 of the 2012
BPTP and then more fully described in Appendix D) was inadequate and I strongly urge OOT to
approach the community outreach differently for this plan. I was not a member of PABAC then
but I was an officer and on the Board of the Barron Park Association. Contacts by
Transportation Staff with our community was minimal. I wrote a long article in the Fall 2011
issue on the draft plan that had been released by the City. My article received little comment
from my neighbors; this is not surprising as Barron Park and adjacent Green Acres were
focused at the time on the reconfiguration of Arastradero from Foothill to El Camino, proposed
in the 2003 plan and the community was undergoing a fierce debate precisely because of the
lack of effective prior outreach to the community.
By emphasizing low stress bicycle routes and roadways, the plan should encourage more
people to use their bicycles instead of their autos. When asked why they don’t cycle more often,
people frequently say it’s because they don’t feel safe. A key objective of the BPTP is to
encourage these people to use their bicycles by proposing bicycle infrastructure improvements
that would make riding safer for youngsters on their way to school, commuters on their way to
and from work, older recreational riders keeping fit and enjoying the outdoors, folks biking for
running errands and encourage folks to leave their car parked at home.
It is clear from these comments that my preference is for OOT to produce a new Bicycle Plan
rather than update the current BPTP. Nonetheless, members of PABAC were asked by OOT to
provide comments on the existing plan. The current BPTP table of contents is below with my
annotations.
Table of Contents
List of Acronyms .................................................................................................................................. iv
Chapter 1 Introduction Replace Chapter 1 with EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.1 Purpose
1.2 Setting
1.3 Benefits of Bicycling and Walking .
1.4 Relation to Other Plans
1.5 Public Outreach Summary
1.6 Plan Organization

Chapter 2 Objectives, Key Strategies, and Guiding Principles
2.1 Plan Objectives
2.2 Strategic Guiding Principles - The “Five I’s”
2.3 Comprehensive Plan Policies and Programs Assessment

Eliminate Chapter 2

Chapter 3 Existing Facilities and Programs
3.1 Existing Pedestrian Facilities Mostly Unnecessary verbiage 3.2 Existing Designated Bikeways Include map of current Low Stress Bikeways, Safe Streets to School
maps
3.3 Pedestrian and Bicycle across Barrier Connections Include mention of HAWK beacons, Adobe
Bridge, Bikeway connections to Mtn View and Menlo Park
3.4 Bicycle Support Facilities 3.5 Existing Programs Refer to Stanford and Google Low Stress Bike maps; need to create CalAve and
Downtown business area low stress bike maps
3.6 - Need a section on maintenance needs, and regular improvements (Appendix A-34); bicycle riders
are more susceptible to injury from potholes and badly maintained roadways, and Trail / multipath
lighting (Appendix A-37)
Chapter 4 Travel Demand and Collision Analysis
4.1 Travel Demand Overview
4.2 Collisions Documentation and Assessment Compare 2003- 2011 to 2011-2020 periods; highlight
current critical locations;
Chapter 5 Needs Analysis and Recommended Programs Replace Chapter 5 with Priortization Analysis
5.1 Promoting Nonmotorized Transportation Neighborhoods Assessments, Business Assessments,
School Assessments
5.2 Bicyclist Needs and Recommendations Estimated costs of types of infrastructure, current
prohibition for Street Closure and Impact on Bike Boulevards, Essential safety needs
5.3 Pedestrian Needs and Recommendations Priortization Matrix: factors, ratings,
5.4 Recommended Programs and Policies Summary (Five E’s)
Chapter 6 Recommended Facilities and Conditions - Sections 6 and 7 are good –
6.1 Bicycle Network Recommendations New cross barrier routes: El Camino, Alma, Caltrain connections;
Map 6.1 : putting current and proposed bikeways on same map is confusing. Show separate maps:
current low stress bikeways map and proposed low stress bikeways map; shared Class III bikeways on
major arterials should be discouraged
6.2 Relationship of Recommended Bikeway Network to 2003 Plan Maintenance of existing bikeway
facilities, paving some multiuse Bayland paths; neighborhood maps are hard to understand (make
separate current and proposed maps)
6.3 Priority Pedestrian Areas and Treatments

6.4 Recommendations by Sub-Area - include section of Baylands bikeways; propose paving these paths
as many bicyclists won’t ride on unpaved surfaces
Chapter 7 Implementation and Funding
7.1 Design Guidelines Toolkit - Eliminate consultant lingo;
7.2 Project Prioritization – Use prioritization from Chapter 5 to list projects in different categories
7.3 Key Potential Funding Sources
7.4 Approach to CEQA
Appendix A. Design Guidelines and Standards – OK, but link to VTA guidelines, less consultant lingo
Appendix B. Municipal Code Bicycle Parking Recommendations – OK, but simplify and update and
include section on acceptable and unacceptable bicycle racks
Bicycle Parking Design Guidance
Bicycle Parking Location and Placement Guidance
Development Requirements
Appendix C. BTA Requirements Checklist - probably obsolete?
Demand and Benefits Model
Appendix D. Public Outreach and Survey Summary – recommend much more aggressive pre-plan
outreach than was done here
Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee
Public Meetings
Community Survey - results of surveys depend upon questions, which should be vetted by
PABAC
Appendix E. Policy and Plan Framework – emphasize Palo Alto reliance on VTA Technical Guidelines
Planning Overview - Nice, but needed? - almost no one will read this
Appendix F. Funding

