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PROJECT

Caltrans Bay Area Bicycle Superhighways

ORGANIZER

Caltrans Bay Area

SUBJECT

Working Group Meeting #1

DATE

November 6, 2020

TIME

9:00 – 10:30 am

https://zoom.us/j/96469205868?pwd=Y3NzamI3MW
U5Y1QrLy9yWlVoOWN2Zz09

VENUE

Passcode: BayArea1
Meeting Overview:

This meeting was the first in a series of stakeholder meetings convened by Caltrans Bay Area to solicit input at key intervals
of the planning process for its Bicycle Superhighways Concept Study (the project). The focus of the first meeting was to
receive input from bicycle advocacy and transportation organizations on the bicycle superhighway name, definition within
Bay Area context and how it will be used, possible locations, how to communicate with communities of concern and enlist
them as ambassadors, and define constraints and opportunities of the project. This meeting was also intended to
familiarize attendees with the project in order to enlist their help in engaging their cohorts and constituents in future
outreach phases. The following document provides a summary of comments received throughout the meeting. It is
complemented by feedback received via ConceptBoard which was developed by the Project Team to allow participants to
share ideas and feedback on topics at hand. The ConceptBoard can be found under
https://app.conceptboard.com/board/o7nb-805x-di0d-xm64-ycoa#
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Lola Torney, Santa Clara Valley Transportation
Authority (VTA)
Lauren Ledbetter, Santa Clara Valley Transportation
Authority (VTA)
Emma Shales, Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition (SVBC)
Mikaela Hiatt, City/County Association of
Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG)
Bjorn Gripenburg, Marin County Bicycle Coalition
(MCBC)
Chris Marks, Alameda CTC
Eris Weaver, Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition (SCBC)
Lee Huo, Bay Trail Project
Laura Cohen, Rails to Trails Conservancy
Janice Li, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition (SFBC)
Kara Oberg, Metropolitan Transportation
Commission / Association of Bay Area Governments
(MTC / ABAG)
Susie Hufstader, Bike East Bay
Mike Pickford, San Francisco County Transportation
Authority (SFCTA)
Diana Meehan, Napa Valley Transportation Authority
(NVTA)
Colin Clarke, Contra Costa Transportation Authority
(CCTA)
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1. Agenda Review
No changes were made to the agenda.

2. Welcome & Introductions
Alta provided instructions on how to use Conceptboard, announced the Zoom meeting would be
recorded, and asked attendees to record their name and organization on a post-it on the Conceptboard to
show how the process worked.
Attendees provided their name, organization, title, and an overview of why they are excited about the
possibility of a “bicycle superhighway” in the Bay Area. These reasons included:
•

The completion of long-term goals identified in other master transportation plans

•

Shared vision / goals with other bicycle mobility projects currently in development

•

Opportunity to help inform a national discussion of designing more ways to increase bicycle
transportation

•

An opportunity to improve safety and attract more people to bicycling

•

Being transformative for the Bay Area

•

Providing an alternative form of transportation to travel long distances

•

A major opportunity given the rising popularity of e-bikes

•

Providing connectivity to other existing trails

•

Providing economic development opportunities

•

Allow people who ride bikes to enjoy the same privileges as car drivers and provide a bike route

•

Allow people to ride longer distances and provide safer and easier routes to encourage people to

that is as logical, direct and easy to navigate as car networks are
also bike shorter and mid-length distances
•

Transpose county lines and provide greater connectivity within a region

•

Provide an opportunity for all ages and abilities to bicycle via a fully dedicated facility for
bicyclists

3. Project Goals
Caltrans provided an overview of its policy-level goal for the project, which is to evaluate the potential
opportunities to develop bicycle superhighways along State Highway System (SHS) corridors in Caltrans
Bay Area (District 4). The project is in line with larger strategic initiatives as identified by local and
statewide plans:
•

In 2015, Caltrans’ Strategic Management Plan set the aggressive goal of tripling bike, doubling
walking and transit by 2020, which it is not yet close to

•

In the Statewide Active Transportation Plan completed in 2017, one strategy that is part of the
larger mobility strategy is creating connective and comfortable networks, with the suggestion to
explore opportunities to creating connected bike highways to support regional and interregional
travel

•

The 2018 District 4 Bike Plan also referenced bicycle highway opportunities, which include using
Bay Area trails or creating separated bikeways on conventional highways, which are two very
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different visions of a bicycle superhighway, thus, another goal of this project is to figure out
where the intersection of these two visions is
Attendees suggested the following goals for the project:
•

Focus on connectivity, safety

•

Improve travel time and safety

•

Reduce GHGs by encouraging people to walk/bike, especially for distances less than 5 miles

•

Increase micromobility / connection to other transport forms and existing networks

•

Look at possible corridors from a regional perspective and examine how these can connect the
Bay Area using existing infrastructure

•

Create consistency and best practices of high-quality bicycle infrastructure between jurisdictions

•

Establish regional guidelines for bike superhighways

•

Ensure the bicycle superhighway is accessible for those who are not avid cyclists

•

Provide clear, logical and direct routes to key destinations

The Project Team is currently reviewing how other countries define bicycle superhighways and developing
a list of best practices: Common features include a high-quality, uninterrupted bikeway that includes
separation from other vehicles.
VTA suggested developing a regional funding strategy, e.g., if MTC were to lead a regional funding
strategy rather than Caltrans and different organizations banded together as a region, this could create
more opportunities for funding. Significant funding will be needed to actually build out a bicycle
superhighway
•

MTC noted there are plans to identify funds through their active transportation plans

•

There is lots of momentum on different projects with similar goals

The Project Team asked if the facility should be only for bicyclists or also pedestrians. Attendees discussed
the pros and cons of each:
Pros of including space for pedestrians in design:
•

Increase micro-mobility / connection to other transport forms

•

Provide more equitable access, whereas creating a modally exclusive highway perpetuates issues
of access

•

Expand constituency of stakeholders this project is trying to target from just bicyclists

Marin County Bicycle Coalition representative notes “'I’m against prohibiting peds as a blanket policy. We
have many sections of MUP along 101 in Marin that are popular with people on foot and bike, especially
within and between neighboring cities. Let's try to provide adequate width to separate modes/speeds.”
Cons of including space for pedestrians in design:
•

Potential danger to pedestrians due to high speed travelling by bicyclists (20-25 mph) as the term
“highway” connotes

•

Potential limiting of speed at which bicyclists can travel if pedestrians are present, which seems
counterintuitive to purpose of a bicycle superhighway

Alta Planning + Design, Inc.
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4. Terminology & Project Branding
A robust discussion was held on the connotations of the name “bicycle superhighway” (used throughout
this meeting summary to refer to the project). A final name has not yet been determined, as additional
stakeholder input will be gathered throughout the coming months.
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition representative noted that the name of new bike infrastructure is incredibly
important to the politics of constructing it in order to gain buy-in (both fiscally and at the concept level)
from the public and elected officials. Representatives suggested that the word “highway” could connote
an expensive, overbuilt system and that quick build projects that are more “infrastructure-light” have
received more support in SF.
Marin Bicycle Coalition representative noted the term “highway” can also connote visions of a “concrete
monstrosity” that will tear through natural spaces. The Project Team also added that it may also be
reminiscent of the destruction of the construction of highways caused to communities.
Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition representative noted whether including “bike” in the name would
exclude other modes, such as scooters and pedestrians. However, if this project is truly designed to create
greater bicycle connectivity, then it should be named as such. This does not mean it has to be bike
exclusive, but the name should reflect that it is primarily designed for biking. There seems to be a general
consensus that the bicycle superhighway should also allow micro-mobility options that are of similar
sizes/speeds, such as scooters. Perhaps it is possible to use “bike" as shorthand for e various micromodes.
Bay Trail Project representative added that the more inclusive and understandable the project name is,
the more funding/support it will garner. This infrastructure will be difficult to design and find an
appropriate location for, and the project may lose support if a clear name and definition is not provided
from the onset.
Marin County Bicycle Coalition representative noted experiencing similar issues with branding, and has
previously branded a bike path as a “linear park with access.” Other names discussed included:
•

Greenway – Suggests more integration with natural landscaping, but can also imply trails that
feature trees, dirt, and nature, which may be misleading

•
•

Bikeway – clearly defines what it is and who it’s for, without being reminiscent of cars
o

Peninsula Bikeway and Central Bikeway are already being used in SMC and SCC

Regional Bikeway – Has benefits of the above name and implies greater connectivity

Alameda CTC representative suggested it may be worthwhile to create a survey that asks stakeholders for
their input on possible names.
As many attendees at this meeting are approaching this discussion from a technical lens, it is noted that
possible names for this project may be different than what will resonate with the general public. There
was also a chicken/egg issue as a name is being discussed before the actual concept and design has been
fully developed.

Alta Planning + Design, Inc.
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5. Community Engagement with Communities of Concern
The Project Team provided an overview of their data-driven approach, which focuses first on feasibility
and then on suitability. First, they will identify corridors in which this project is physically feasible, and
then in the suitability phase, they will identify where it would be equitable to build such a project while
keeping in mind where there is demand for it. It is during the suitability phase that public input will be
solicited. The Project Team will also work with community members in selected areas to gather feedback
on building a bicycle superhighway in their community. The Project Team asked attendees to share what
practices have helped them successfully engage with communities of concern. These included:
•

Paying CBO partners, including those not traditionally included in bicycle planning processes, for
their input (Caltrans notes funding cannot be used for this purpose on this particular project)

•

Employing paid ambassadors from target communities who can spread the work among their
networks

•

Going to existing CBO meetings/events to share information

•

Coordinating Facebook Live events with CBOs

•

Doing pop-ups in target areas (on the street/trail, etc.) to talk about the project (Alta notes this is
particularly successful, but there are limited opportunities for this due to COVID, so consultant
team is reviewing opportunities for digital engagement)

•

Drafting and distributing surveys

Attendees were highly in favor of engaging CBOs early in the process to gain support, particularly because
highways have historically been damaging to these communities, and bike lanes/bikeways may also be
perceived as a sign of gentrification/displacement. As previously discussed, the naming of this project will
be important and community input on the name will be highly valuable.
SFCTA cautions that they have heard that many CBOs are experiencing outreach fatigue recently, so this is
something to be sensitive to.
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6. Preliminary Brainstorming
Design Features
Attendees discussed preliminary design features they would like to see as part of this project, while
noting that the target user will have a large impact on the overall design.
Bay Trail Project representative raised several important questions: “We also have to ask ourselves are we
just designing this for fast and confident bicyclists? Is that a significant enough crowd to put the resources
that it will take to build this? Or do we want to build this project in a way that will attract a broader user
group and different skill levels that may create for a more significant shift in modes in the long wrong?
We have an opportunity to design a place that people want to use and be versus creating another paved
transportation corridor.”
It was noted that there will be higher usage if the project is incorporated/connected to existing local
trail/bike/street networks.
Aesthetic Considerations:
•

Include vegetation/landscaping – creation of this highway potentially presents an opportunity to
provide greenspaces in communities where there are none

•

Create a wayfinding/sign program for key locations – this project will only work if people know
where it is, where it goes and how to use it. The wayfinding program should include a time
estimate as well as distance to be more user-friendly.

•

Make the path wide enough for two-way traffic and passing

•

Create visual and sound barriers as necessary from vehicle traffic

•

Incorporate ways to make this a low-stress experience

•

Avoid blocking views of natural landscape

Safety Considerations:
•

Fully separate path from cars

•

Ensure there are safe crossings,

•

Ensure spaces are well-lit

•

Have bike signals

•

Create protected intersections

•

Integrate ITS/Signal Timing

•

Create ability for emergency access if necessary

•

Provide space for occasional pull outs / bike repair stations

•

Provide water/restroom access

•

Create wind protection

•

Incorporate exit ramps to encourage slower speed

Alta Planning + Design, Inc.
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There are also suggestions to review existing designs, including:
•

Bay Trail Design Guidelines

•

Best design practices from other superhighways around the world

VTA has also been working on a definition of a bicycle superhighway, as follows: High quality,
uninterrupted, long-distance bikeways separated from motor vehicles that traverse across the county. As
envisioned, the bicycle superhighway network will consist of a network of trails connected by high-quality,
low-stress, on-street bikeways. The bicycle superhighway network is intended to serve “strong and
fearless,” “enthused and confident,” and “interested but concerned” bicyclists. Most sections of the
network, especially the trails, may be used by students and families but the bicycle superhighways are
primarily focused on providing a high-quality transportation option for commuters, people who want to
run errands by bike, and recreational or weekend bicycle riders.
Reception to this definition was positive, as it included 95% of the public. It was suggested that Caltrans
can strengthen it by shortening the definition and including other modality forms.
Although brainstorming on selection criteria and potential routes was limited due to time constraints, the
following suggestions were recorded on Conceptboard:
Selection Criteria:
•

Balance between rural and urban communities

•

Prioritize sections where existing/parallel alternatives are not available

•

Safety - where are there more crashes as well as barriers (like freeways, rail lines, etc.)

•

Equity

•

Selection criteria should be based on goals. Could be mode shift potential, equity, safety, etc.,
but each of these goals would show a different map. Also sub goals would be important - shovel
ready to give us a quick win, etc.

Potential Routes:
•

A route that crosses the Bay

•

Include the North Bay in planning

•

San Pablo Ave and several Bay Crossings if possible

•

Dumbarton Corridor

•

El Camino Real from Daly City to San Jose

Alta Planning + Design, Inc.
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7. Constraints and Opportunities
This portion of the agenda was skipped due to time constraints, but the following opportunities /
constraints were listed on Conceptboard:
Opportunities:
•

Existing facilities

•

Coordination with other planning efforts in the region

Constraints:
•

ROW availability

•

Inconsistency of region-wide geospatial data

8. Next Steps
•

Attendees were encouraged to leave additional feedback on Conceptboard, which will remain
live for several more days.

•

The Project Team will use Conceptboard and meeting recording and notes to summarize the
meeting.

•

The Project Team and Caltrans Bay Area will be developing an interactive website which will
provide more information on the project.

•

The Project Team and Caltrans Bay Area are exploring ways to conduct outreach to different
communities within COVID-19 constraints.

•

Attendees will be enlisted to help share information, surveys, and other outreach materials with
their communities once these are developed.

Alta Planning + Design, Inc.
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MEETING NOTES
PROJECT

Caltrans Bay Area Bike Highways

ORGANIZER

Mauricio Hernández

SUBJECT

Working Group Meeting #2

DATE

February 5, 2021

VENUE

Via Zoom, Passcode: BayAr3a

TIME

10 a.m. – 12 p.m.

Meeting Overview:
This meeting was the second in a series of working group meetings convened by Caltrans Bay Area to solicit input
at key intervals of the planning process for the Caltrans Bay Area Bike Highway Study (the project). This meeting
provided an update on the project timeline, public engagement materials, and a summary of findings from the
review of international Best Practices in the implementation of bike highways. Participants also had the
opportunity to discuss design elements for bike highways, and how to optimize bike travel while supporting other
modes. Attendees were split into two groups to help facilitate robust discussions. Group A was composed of
representatives from various transportation agencies. Group B was composed of various advocacy groups. The
following document provides a summary of comments received throughout the meeting. It is complemented by
feedback received via ConceptBoard (see links below), which were developed by the Project Team to allow
participants to share ideas and feedback on the topics at hand. Notes included in this document have been
organized thematically (not chronologically)
Conceptboard Group A: https://app.conceptboard.com/board/au8u-6u3p-egru-81xf-er7z
Conceptboard Group B: https://app.conceptboard.com/board/x6hg-d7ka-kaxt-81z7-e6g2

GROUP A

Project Team

•
•

Brett Hondorp, Principal, Alta Planning + Design
Libby Nachman, Assistant Project Manager. Alta
Planning + Design

Caltrans Bay Area

•
•

Sergio Ruiz, Caltrans Bay Area, Complete Streets
Coordinator
Gregory Currey, Caltrans Bay Area, Active
Transportation Branch Chief

Working Group Members

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Lola Torney, Valley Transportation Authority (VTA)
Chris Marks, Alameda CTC
Mike Pickford, San Francisco County
Transportation Authority (SFCTA)
Diana Meehan, Napa Valley Transportation
Authority (NVTA)
Kara Oberg, Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC)
Nicola Szibbo, (Metropolitan Transportation
Commission) MTC
Colin Clarke, Contra Costa Transportation
Authority (CCTA)
Mikaela Hiatt, City/County Association of
Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG)

C A LT R A N S B AY A R E A B I K E H I G H W AY S T U D Y

GROUP B

Project Team

•
•

Mauricio Hernández, Project Manager. Alta Planning
+ Design
Regina Merrill, Circlepoint

Caltrans Bay Area

•
•

Elliot Goodrich, Caltrans Bay Area, Project Manager,
Associate Transportation Planner
Erik Alm, Caltrans Bay Area District Office Chief –
Transit & Community Planning

Working Group Members

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Emma Shlaes, Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition (SVBC)
Janice Li, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition (SFBC)
Eris Weaver, Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition (SCBC)
Lee Huo, Bay Trail Project
Ben Kaufman, Rails to Trails Conservancy
Laura Cohen, Rails to Trails Conservancy
Dave Campbell, Bike East Bay
Warren Wells, Marin County Bicycle Coalition (MCBC)
Carlotta Sainato, Napa County Bicycle Coalition
(NCBC)
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Project Updates

Since the last meeting in November, the project team launched the project website
(https://d4bikehighwaystudy.org/) and a community survey (to remain active through the month of
February). The survey asks respondents about their current and pre-COVID bicycle trip frequency and
purpose, as well as barriers to bicycling. It also asks specific questions about preferred terminology, user
and design preferences, and safety concerns relating to bike highways. The project team asked working
group members to share the survey with their constituents and noted that if any additional resources
beyond those provided in the communications toolkit were needed, they would be happy to supply
them to help facilitate survey dissemination.

Best Practices

The Project Team provided a summary of best practices for implementing bike highways around the
world. Although “Bike Highway” is still a working name for the project, it has been updated from
“Bicycle Superhighway” since the previous meeting. While the exact definition of a bike highway varies,
based on a review of worldwide best practices, it is typically high-quality, uninterrupted paths that allow
for higher speed travel, support large volumes of people bicycling, connect regional destinations and
provide mobility as opposed to accessibility.
Intended users included bicycle commuters, recreational riders, powered micromobility devices and ebikes. Bike highways best serve bicycle commuters, as they provide safe and attractive spaces for longdistance biking as an alternative to driving. The increasing presence of e-bikes has generally supported
additional bicycle commuting and longer bicycle trips. Well-designed bike highways allow for multiple
types of riders to easily coexist together, promoting more uses of the route.
The Project Team provided an overview of the three main categories of design elements that will
contribute to creating safe and comfortable user experiences on bike highways: alignment,
intersections, and materials and amenities.
Several polls were held throughout the meeting, including questions about members’ available
communications channels for survey distribution, who they thought were the key users for a bike
highway, their favored bike highway case studies, and which key principles should drive the design of
the facility.

Group Discussions

Following the update from the Project Team, each group engaged in two discussions, both facilitated
using a ConceptBoard (see links above).
Discussion A centered around the following questions:
• Which principle for bike highway implementation is most important to you and why?
• What are barriers to implementing bike highways in your area?
• What can Caltrans provide to help other agencies implement their own hike highways?
Discussion B Centered around the following questions:
• Draw what you think a bike highway should look like and note which design elements it should
include.
• How can we optimize bike travel while supporting other modes in the Bay Area?
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Discussion A Highlights
Principles
Members were asked to vote on which principles were the most important to them and discuss why.
Generally, from both the poll and discussion, members felt that the most important principles were
dedicated, direct, and mobility, although it was noted that many of these principles overlap and support
one another, and ultimately, elements of each will be needed to attract more people to a bike highway.
Users
A discussion was held on intended users. In a poll, members mainly identified commuters, people
connecting to transit, and recreational/ utilitarian riders as the key users. The concern was raised that if
we try to make every project meet every need of every potential user then we end up with facilities that
don’t meet anybody’s needs very well. Several members agreed that the key to capturing new or more
cautious riders and changing the way people travel would be to create routes that feel safe and
dedicated to bicyclists. It was suggested that one way to do this was by including amenities like bike
repair stations and rest stops, although others noted that these are not as important if there are enough
offramps. Other members felt it’s possible for facilities to accommodate both fast travelers and the
average bicyclist as long as there is enough room, and noted there are many examples of this already. It
was also discussed that if the facilities are wide enough, e-bikes are a great way to encourage more
people of varying abilities to travel by bicycle.
Routing
The Project Team asked if members preferred more circuitous, safer routes, or those that were faster
and more direct. The general consensus was that more comfortable, dedicated bikeways were
preferred.
Speed
Although there was agreement that dedicated facilities make new users feel more confident, it was
suggested that there’s space for a highway concept that is higher speed, designed for a more confident
cyclist. It was noted there are existing routes for people who travel slowly, but not a long uninterrupted
path that could potentially replace a car commute. Supporting this, SVBC representative noted they
recently concluded a survey which found that the main factor driving a person’s choice of transportation
is how long it will take them to get to their destination.
A key discussion point was whether a bike highway should act as a regional backbone or connect all
riders to everywhere they need to go. Most members prioritized creating a facility that acted as a
regional backbone, but noted that if there are not enough connections, the facility will be underutilized.
Nomenclature
The name “bike highway” continues to be polarizing to some members, which affects their perspective
on who the intended users are. The term highway has negative connotations for some community
members, but it is a term that everyone is familiar with. Other suggestions included greenway and
bikeway.
Barriers
In regards to barriers to bike highway implementation, members discussed finding direct routes along
actual corridors, coordination with multiple agencies, political will, well-designed intersections, width,
community buy-in, funding, physical barriers like rivers/creeks, serving a key corridor within ROW
constraints, and that many areas are already built-out.
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Discussion B Highlights
Using ConceptBoard, participants were given approximately five minutes to create a drawing of what
they envisioned a bike highway to look like, making sure to include any critical design elements.
Participants were to consider alignment (e.g., separation, design speeds, width, slope, vehicles
permitted), intersections (e.g., access points, intersection treatments, green wave), and
materials/amenities (e.g., surface, branding/wayfinding, lighting, support facilities).
Common themes that emerged included:
• Separated facilities
• Branding/wayfinding
• Emphasis on greenery/foliage
• Physical grade separation for different
types of users

•
•
•
•
•

Local access points
Rest stops and other amenities
Parallel to adjacent highways
Wayfinding
ADA Accessibility

The Project Team mentioned that bike highways work best when they optimize long distance bike travel
and noted that many stakeholder respondents have voiced the importance of having a highway that is
inclusive of pedestrians and those using other mobility devices. Several members discussed the
importance of width to making the facility accessible and accommodate riders going various speeds. In
the future, the project team will deliver a set of design best practices, which will include suggestions on
width, amenities, placemaking etc., that members will be asked to weigh in on in the future. It was
noted by several San Francisco-based representatives that this facility would look different within the
context of the City, and thus not all concepts being discussed may apply to possible infrastructure there,
given how built-out San Francisco already is.
There was also discussion on the need for green infrastructure and for rethinking green highways so that
the new project can set an example of what paving new surfaces can look like. The Ohlone and
Richmond Greenways were frequently mentioned as positive examples of bike highways that are used
by multiple types of cyclists, incorporate wayfinding, and have community support.
Throughout the meeting, a major theme that emerged was the importance of community involvement
at every stage of the project. From creating advertising that reflected the diverse audiences the project
is targeting, to involving them in design decisions and eventually creating a facility with a focus on
placemaking that is a community resource. Several members provided examples of facilities that
included community features, such as those with outdoor seating or dining areas that run along the
bikeway, and noted that amenities like these also encourage businesses to more readily support trail
maintenance while also increasing trail safety by having more people around looking over it.
Next Steps
To close the meeting, the Project Team thanked all members for attending and presented the next
steps, which include:
• Using stakeholder/public feedback to Finalize Route Selection Methodology
• Route Selection
• Concept Development
The next Working Group meeting is anticipated to be scheduled for the spring or summer of 2021.
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OVERVIEW

AGENDA
•

Welcome & Introductions (10 min)

•

Project Updates & International Best Practices
(30 min)
•
•
•
•
•

•

Project Timeline
Public Engagement
Bicycle Highways Background
Case Studies
Design Elements

Group Discussion (60 min)
•
•

Breakout Groups
Conceptboard

•

Report Back (10 min)

•

Next Steps (5 min)
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Sergio Ruiz
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PROJECT TIMELINE

Timeline

WE ARE
HERE
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PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

WEBSITE LAUNCH
d4bikehighwaystudy.org
• About the project
• Link to survey & [future] events
• Project timeline
• Resources
• Comment box
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PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

SURVEY
QUESTIONS
• Current and pre-COVID bicycle trip
frequency and purpose
• Barriers to Bicycling
• Bike Highways
•
•
•
•

Preferred terminology
User preferences
Safety concerns
Design preferences

• Demographics

C A LT R A N S B AY A R E A B I K E H I G H W AY S T U D Y

Working Group Mee ting Notes

C

BIKE HIGHWAYS
BACKGROUND
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BIKE HIGHWAYS BACKGROUND

What are Bike
Highways?*
• High-quality, uninterrupted, and longdistance bikeways
• Support higher speed travel
• Support large volumes of people bicycling
• Connect regional destinations
• Mobility vs accessibility
Bike Highway in Denmark. Photo: Maurits Lopez Cardozo
* Based on review of worldwide best practices
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BIKE HIGHWAYS BACKGROUND

Intended Users
• Bicycle Commuters
• Recreational riders
• Powered micromobility
• E-bikes

Bike Highway in the Netherlands. Photo: Maurits Lopez Cardozo
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BIKE HIGHWAYS BACKGROUND

Principles
• Higher speed
• Mobility
• Dedicated
• Low Effort
• Direct
Photo: Alta Planning + Design;
Maurits Lopez Cardozo;
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CASE STUDIES

Farumruten C95
Copenhagen, Denmark
• Constructed: 2013
• Length: 13 miles
• Facility type: Separated by curb
or on-street parking.
Bi-directional path in rural areas
• Facility width: 13 feet
• Connections: Connects multiple
urban areas to Copenhagen
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Photos: Maurits Lopez Cardozo
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CASE STUDIES

Ciclorruta de la Calle 26,
Avenida El Dorado
Bogotá, Colombia
• Constructed: 2012
• Length: 5.4 miles
• Facility type: Median-running
facility, integrated with BRT
• Facility width: 12 feet
• Connections: Downtown BTA,
international airport, university,
other destinations
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Photos: Maurits Lopes Cardozo
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CASE STUDIES

Bicycle Skyway, Xiamen,
China
• Constructed: 2015
• Length: 4.7 miles
• Facility type: fully grade
separated, median facility
• Facility width: 10 feet
• Connections: Downtown
multimodal corridor
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Photo: Ma-Weiwei
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DESIGN ELEMENTS

Design Elements
• Alignment
• Intersections
• Materials and
Amenities

Photos: Alta Planning + Design;
Maurits Lopez Cardozo;
Sergio Ruiz
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thank you!
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MEETING NOTES
PROJECT

Caltrans Bay Area Bike Highways

ORGANIZER

Elliot Goodrich

SUBJECT

Working Group Meeting #3

DATE

August 27, 2021

VENUE

Zoom Meeting

TIME

10:00–11:30 a.m.

Meeting Overview:
This meeting was the third in a series of Stakeholder Working Group (SWG) meetings convened by
Caltrans Bay Area to solicit input at key intervals of the planning process for the Caltrans Bay Area Bike
Highway Study (the project). This meeting provided an update on the project timeline and objectives,
design guidance for the implementation of Bike Highways in the Bay Area, and a review of corridors
under consideration following the completion of the suitability and feasibility analyses.
Participants were divided into breakout groups by geographic area to discuss considerations for corridor
selection and their suggestions to facilitate region-wide implementation of bike highways. The following
document provides a summary of comments received throughout the meeting. It is complemented by
feedback received via ConceptBoard (see link below), which was developed by the project team to allow
participants to share ideas and feedback on the topics at hand. Notes included in this document have
been organized thematically (not chronologically).
SWG members suggested it would be helpful to create design guidance for how bike highways would
interface with/serve the following:
• Rural highways
• Existing transit options
• Recreation and transportation needs
• Regional parks and natural settings
• Various land use types
• Arterial state highways
• Existing infrastructure
• New mobility/e-bikes
• Corridors adjacent to water
• Grade separation
• Sensitive environmental areas
• Wayfinding from local to regional
routes
• Corridors that span multiple
municipalities
• Rail crossings
• Areas where there is limited excess
• Underutilized spaces
ROW
• Existing on-street parking
ConceptBoard: https://app.conceptboard.com/board/4kog-4sp1-hd13-zom4-9s3n

EAST BAY / NORTH BAY
Project Team

•

•

Mauricio Hernández, Project Manager, Alta
Planning + Design
Regina Merrill, Circlepoint

Caltrans Bay Area

•

Elliot Goodrich, Caltrans Bay Area, Project
Manager, Associate Transportation Planner
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SAN FRANCISCO / PENINSULA
Project Team

Brett Hondorp, Principal, Alta Planning + Design
Libby Nachman, Assistant Project Manager, Alta
Planning + Design
• Ivy Morrison, Circlepoint
Caltrans Bay Area
• Sergio Ruiz, Caltrans Bay Area, Complete Streets
Coordinator
•
•
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EAST BAY / NORTH BAY
Working Group Members

•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Ben Kaufman, Rails to Trails Conservancy
Diana Meehan, Napa Valley Transportation
Authority (NVTA)
Chris Marks, Alameda CTC
Colin Clarke, Contra Costa Transportation
Authority (CCTA)
Eris Weaver, Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition
(SCBC)
Lee Huo, Bay Trail Project
Warren Wells, Marin County Bicycle Coalition
(MCBC)

SAN FRANCISCO / PENINSULA
Working Group Members

•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Lola Torney, Valley Transportation Authority (VTA)
Mike Pickford, San Francisco County Transportation
Authority (SFCTA)
Mikaela Hiatt, City/County Association of
Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG)
Sandhya Laddha, Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition
(SVBC)
Scott McDonald, Transportation Authority of Marin
(TAM)
Toshi Shepard-Ohta, Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC)
Nicola Szibbo, Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC)

Project Updates
Since the last meeting in February, the project team completed the suitability and feasibility
assessments completed an analysis of results for the first community survey. Prior to the third meeting,
the Caltrans team shared the final design guidance memo for which SWG members were asked to
provide input on it. Some members of the group provided comments and Caltrans staff will share an
updated memo with their feedback incorporated.
The project team also reviewed the project objectives which were further solidified to:
• Identifying a network of bike highways on Caltrans right-of-way (ROW);
• Providing a set of tools to jurisdictions to assist with implementation;
• Providing conceptual design best practices and example typologies across a diversity of land
uses, regions and populations;
• Identifying appropriate terminology for this facility type.
Bike Highway Design
In the Bay Area and California, Bike Highways may best be thought as a route “overlay” intended for a
specific type of user (i.e., higher speed, longer distance cycling), rather than a single specific facility type.
The project team provided an overview of current design considerations relating to speed, width, grade,
route identification and wayfinding, lighting, materials and surface, intersections and crossings,
transitions when moving from a bike highway to another facility, and amenities.
A full account of design considerations can be found in the Design Considerations Memo (Password:
BKHghwD4)
Corridors Under Consideration
The project team provided an overview of the prioritization methodology. This included suitability and
feasibility analyses, which took into account equity, potential demand, existing demand, geographic
balancing, available space, and engineering considerations. Stakeholders asked about how “available
space” (i.e., ROW) was defined), about the source of the data utilized and whether safety data was
considered. Other questions requested information about what happens if there isn’t excess ROW on
which to fit a bike highway, and how different land use contexts factored into considerations. The
project team noted that potential corridors were determined using high-level data with the primary goal
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of identifying corridors that could facilitate high-capacity long distance travel. Once corridors are
selected, there will be an opportunity to consider additional data that should be factored into design
and implementation of a bike highway.
The project team re-emphasized that the bike highway should be viewed as an overlay rather than a
new bikeway classification. The final scoring and selection of a corridor will not reflect the highest
priority for implementation. However, the final corridor selection will be used to develop templates for
bike highway implementation that could be replicated throughout the Bay Area.
Breakout Groups
Following the project overview and updates on design guidance, attendees were separated into two
virtual breakout rooms by geographic location to discuss parameters and considerations for concept
corridor selection and how the concept development task facilitates regionwide implementation. A
summary of discussion highlights from each group is provided below.
North Bay / East Bay Discussion Highlights
Considerations for Corridor Selection
SWG members in the North Bay and East Bay group wanted to know more about how collision and
fatality data factored into corridor identification. Some felt that corridors that are high injury networks
(such as Highway 12 in Santa Rosa) should be prioritized so that a safe option for bikes can be created in
these places. Although different land uses and typologies are a factor in the design considerations, some
members also expressed concerns about the different needs among the diverse areas within the
Caltrans Bay Area region and how broad concepts might not be applicable to all. For example, the North
Bay is more rural and less dense; some members felt that the needs of this community were not as
highly prioritized in comparison to those of urban communities.
SWG members also wanted to know how a bike highway would work on rural highways and within
existing freeway ROW and traffic, particularly as there are some very narrow stretches on existing roads.
Although the project team is developing typologies for rural, urban and suburban locations, members
noted that rural highway types are not one-size-fits-all, citing the differences between SR 29 and SR 128
in Napa County as an example. The project team noted that their goal is to develop treatments and
attributes that should be a checklist for different typologies.
Other considerations discussed included engineering challenges in designing a bike highway that spans
different land use types and waterways, conflicting ROW within different parts of the District,
connections to regional parks, sound barriers, parallel facilities not in Caltrans ROW, how to retrofit and
narrow freeways that were overbuilt to create safe, comfortable spaces, what type of user is prioritized
(e.g. recreational vs. commuter), and environmental challenges for corridors that are adjacent to water,
such as SR 37.
Region-Wide Implementation
To help facilitate region-wide implementation, SWG members discussed overcoming limitations posed
by existing infrastructure, such as freeways, train lines, and sewer systems, and barriers like on-street
parking. They also noted that there may be challenges in working with local municipalities to accomplish
this, so high-level direction for implementation from Caltrans as a respected transportation organization
could lead towards easier implementation. Some noted that as the different typologies proposed are
site specific, making general suggestions about how to implement them could be challenging. They also
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suggested providing solutions for what happens if a bike highway crosses multiple jurisdictions, guides
for when there isn’t extra ROW, and suggestions for what to do when compromises on constraints
cannot be made. A vision for a type of facility that serves competing needs, such as those of recreational
users vs. commuters, was also desired, and several members also expressed that navigating projects
with Caltrans itself can be challenging. Streamlining this process could allow more projects to be
implemented.
San Francisco / Peninsula Discussion Highlights
Considerations for Corridor Selection
The SWG members in the San Francisco and Peninsula had questions about different feasibility scores
for tunnels and bridges, if the San Francisco – Oakland Bay Bridge was competing with other corridors
and if other bridges were under consideration. They noted it would be helpful to have guidance on
typologies for an access-controlled facility with a parallel local roadway, coastal areas, regional parks
and natural settings, and arterial state highways. They also said guidance on how to build trails that
don't affect water resources, speeds for new mobility/e-bikes, and how to avoid conflicts at grade
separation would be helpful. Design concepts they felt would be helpful to illustrate included how a bike
highway would interact with transit options, wayfinding from local to regional routes, what happens at
rail crossings, concepts for underutilized space under freeways in urban areas, and showing what
potential tradeoffs there might be to implement a bike highway, such as reducing parking or
narrowing/removing lanes. It was noted in San Francisco, where parking is already limited, this may be a
particularly important factor to consider.
Region-Wide Implementation
SWG members in this group discussed examining underutilized urban areas and studying how local and
regional routes interface. Members in this group also noted it would be helpful if there was a document
that could help local agencies work with Caltrans to get permits for implementation.
Next Steps
The Project Team thanked all members for attending and presented the next steps for the project:
•
•
•

Selection of example corridors for typology development
Public Outreach around Selected Corridors
Concept Development
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