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DRAFT 2009 COUNTYWIDE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN

Comments Received at Workshops and
RTPC Meetings

The following lists significant comments and questions raised at the various

meetings on the draft Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. Please note: the

comments don’t necessarily reflect the consensus of the attendees. In fact, the

comment often generated opposing comments by other attendees.

11 JUNE........ WCCTAC-TAC

Expand relationship to 511 Contra Costa and its role in implementing the

plan.
Add links on Authority website to local bicycle and pedestrian plans
Update the technical data in the CBPP more frequently than every 5 years

Should new projects have higher priority than improvements to existing

facilities

17 JUNE....... SWAT-TAC

Page 37: terminology in the CBPP on pedestrian districts and other
pedestrian locations is confusing. Are routes to transit and important

destinations (schools, shopping, public facilities, etc.)

Is low cost and low complexity a good criterion for choosing projects for
funding? Why not fund projects if they provide more benefit even though

they are more complex.
Add that the criteria on page 96 are “not listed in priority order”.

Will Measure ] Pedestrian, Bicycle and Trails Facilities funds be divided
among regions? (No, but the TLC funds will.)
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Can EBRPD apply for Measure ] ped/bike/trails funds beyond its 1/3 allotment?
(Yes, as there’s nothing in Measure ] to prevent them from doing so, but such a

request likely wouldn’t be well received.)

Are the maps available on the Authority’s website/electronically?

22 JUNE....... PUBLIC WORKSHOP: SAN PABLO

Develop a consistent signage scheme between cities or provide guidelines
Objective on walk/bike mode is too modest

Publish annual progress report on goals/objectives

Develop GIS sidewalk inventory

Compare pedestrian attractiveness of Contra Costa cities to other cities in

the Bay Area

25 JUNE ...... TRANSPAC-TAC

Ina Gerhard is the new Caltrans bike coordinator and Beth Thomas is the

pedestrian coordinator

Do we need separate bicycle and pedestrian plans? The needs of the two

groups may be sufficiently distinct.

Can Measure ] funds be used for support programs? To develop local

plans?

25 JUNE. ...... PUBLIC WORKSHOP: ANTIOCH

Construct bike/ped facilities to and around eBART stations; show eBART

stations on map

Plan/CCTA should educate voters on green values and other community

benefits of walking and biking

Rank cities in effectiveness of their efforts (make it a contest)
Measure ] funds need to be used with input of community voice
Need countywide signage system, like in Santa Cruz

Add bike racks/lockers at all Park and Ride sites
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26 JUNE...... WCCTAC BOARD

Some of the criteria for selecting projects are more important than others.

Some should be waited more highly than others.
The draft plan has bicycling rates. Can’t we get walking rates as well?

The bike boulevards in Berkeley are a good idea. Aren’t they better than
bike lanes on streets with high traffic volumes? Shouldn’t the plan

recommend them?

Describe safety issues and conflicts, for example, 23" at San Pablo or the

San Pablo Dam Road / I-80 interchange.

29 JUNE...... PUBLIC WORKSHOP: PLEASANT HILL

The section of the Iron Horse Trail north of Mt. Diablo Blvd. has

significantly rippled pavement that is dangerous to ride on

Separating bicyclists and pedestrians would be a good thing on many

Class I facilities

Contra Costa relies too much on Class I facilities and needs to add more

Class II and III bikeways

Signage in some parts of the county may need to be translated into other

languages

Correct the following in the plan: The Safe Routes to Transit program

(using RM-2 funds) will actually generate $10 million a year over 10 years

The plan should propose an approach for coordinated signage in Contra

Costa

The Authority needs to go to D.C. to lobby for earmark funds for bicycle

projects

Limited bike parking is a subtle stance against bicycling; add bike lock

loops to parking meter posts in Walnut Creek

The plan needs to focus more on on-street facilities (trails have curfew

hours/access limitations, EBRPD has no legal duty to maintain trails)

Page 3



Bike to Work and Bike to School days should be on same day; different
cities have different BtS days

6 JULY ........ SWAT BOARD

There have been a number of larger bike events with hundreds of riders
along Pinehurst Road and in Martinez recently which have affected people
along the routes and travel generally. Shouldn’t the presence of these

events be reflected in the criteria for selecting projects?

What is routine accommodation? What are the complete streets
principles? How will the Authority incorporate these principles and a

routine accommodation approach into project review and design?
Are safe routes to transit needs emphasized sufficiently?

Perhaps the Authority could give more Measure ] funds to smaller
jurisdictions, which are less able to deal with federal requirements, and
more federal funds to larger jurisdictions, which are better able to deal

with those requirements

9 JULY ........ TRANSPAC BOARD

Authority staff needs to disseminate the requirements for incorporating
standards and guidelines that support transit, bicycle and pedestrian access
in new developments to local jurisdictions so they can comply before the

compliance checklists are due
The plan needs to recognize and emphasize more strongly recreational use

The plan should recognize the effect that the current economic downturn
will have on rates of walking and bicycling and on the implementation of

the plan’s recommendations

Wayfinding signage that provides both facility names and directions to
important destinations will be important in encouraging walking and

bicycling, especially the latter

The “park-once” principle will be helpful in making districts more

pedestrian-friendly
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SUBMITTED BY E-MAIL

Identify safe routes to transit and include them in the plan

Crash data should be available and maintained online for public access and
used to identify intersections and streets with the most accidents and to

implement the most important routes

What has the old plan accomplished in the past 5 years? The updated plan

should fully support and expand upon these accomplishments

The table of unbuilt segments should have sufficient detail so that the
public can determine the limits of the planned bicycle facility and any

changes of Class (I,ILIII) along the way
There should be parallel on-street routes for trails that are closed at night

Arterial streets within four miles of BART stations need to be called out for

special consideration for bike lanes to the stations
Include the city of Oakland’s wayfinding signage document

The CCTA board should commit to maintaining an online “tool box” for

jurisdictions regarding the creation of pedestrian and bicycle facilities

Will the list of local projects determine the projects that will be eligible for
funding under the CBPP? Proposed Bay Trail segments should be fully

represented on the list

Verify that the entire planned Bay Trail in Contra Costa County is proposed
as part of the CBN and work with Bay Trail staff to determine accuracy of

bikeway classes of the proposed Bay Trail shown on the maps

The table of unbuilt segments should be modified to provide a more
specific description of the proposed alignments; also, it is confusing in

terms of the bikeway classes listed for several of the segments

Include facilities that cross county boundaries and other facilities of

regional significance as one of the funding criteria

To make the objective on miles of bicycle facilities quantifiable, the plan

must list either the current or proposed number of miles
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It is unclear and potentially misleading why some of the criteria for
funding are discussed in greater detail and some not; consider grouping the

discussions on funding criteria together in the Implementation chapter

Include a listing of any local jurisdictions that have bicycle parking

ordinances
Provide more explicit support for the Bike Mapper program

Giving funding priority to “projects with countywide or multi-jurisdictional
benefits” presumes that a roadway analogy (“routes of regional significance”)

is appropriate in scoring non-motorized projects

Give BART station areas special priority, above and beyond other transit

centers

So long as a project can demonstrate significant demand or address an
observed safety problem, and provide a cost-effective solution, it should

have equivalent priority to a project on the CBN

The County believes that the application process should have a mechanism
to ensure that the most cost-effective option of a project is being funded
(for example, the scoring should require and consider an explanation why a

grade separation would be better than a cheaper at-grade crossing)

The CBPAC should consider a cap on Measure ] funding by project, to
prevent a large project, over time, from taking an inequitable share of

available funds
Update Measure ] funding amounts with the latest revenue projections
Provide BART station access information/data

Information on local bike data (Appendix C) for the unincorporated areas
should be included in either an unincorporated section in each sub-region

table or a standalone table for all the unincorporated areas
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June 22, 2009

Brad Beck, Senior Transportation Planner
Contra Costa Transportation Authority
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100

Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

RE: Draft 2009 Contra Costa Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan

Dear Brad:

East Bay Regional Park District appreciates the opportunity to review the 2009
update to the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. Contra Costa Transportation
Authority and your consultant team have done an excellent job of addressing the
existing conditions and potential enhancements to the county’s non-motorized
transportation facilities. The Park District would like to provide the following
comments on the draft:

Contact information for the Authority should be included near the front of the
plan.

On page viii and xi of the executive summary, the plan notes that the county’s
development patterns range “from a few older, compact, pedestrian-oriented
districts to large swaths of low-density suburban sprawl.” In fact, development
patterns include new (as well as under construction and in the planning stage)
compact, pedestrian and transit-oriented districts. The area surrounding the
Pleasant Hill and Concord BART stations, plans for the Walnut Creek, North
Concord and Bay Point BART stations, and the Hercules Transit Center are just a
few examples. And, while we are aware that planners generally prefer compact,
transit-friendly developments, the term “sprawl” is a bit pejorative and probably
doesn’t belong in a planning document.

While we applaud the plans’ conformance with and focus on the requirements of
BTA funding, it should be noted clearly that the BTA provides relatively little
actual funding compared to the amount of space it is given in the plan. Given the
state’s financial position, it is unlikely that that will change significantly in the next
five years.

On page |3 under Commute Statistics, the data on mode splits is nearly ten years
old. It is likely that commute patterns have changed in that time period.

On page 20 under the heading of Regional Plans, the park District’s plan should be
referred to as East Bay Regional Park District Master Plan.



On page 23, under East Bay Regional Park District, there are several corrections
to be made. In line 7, describing the District’s trails, the statement in parentheses
should read “the majority of which are unpaved.” The East Bay Greenway is
entirely “proposed” at this time, no portion of the greenway has been
constructed as of yet. The statement that EBRPD closes its trails at night is
incorrect. Currently, the trail curfew extends from 10:00PM to 5:00AM, which
well after dark for most of the year. Commuters are also welcome to request a
permit for later or earlier commutes. The District hopes to begin updating its
master plan in 2010.

On page 49, the statement that the Iron Horse Trail connects to the Benicia
Bridge is incorrect. The trail presently ends at Marsh Road near Highway 4.

On page 50 there are several corrections to be made under the heading of
“Regional Trails.” The Delta DeAnza Trail terminates at its junction with the Iron
Horse Trail in Concord, and is not planned to extend to Martinez. The Lafayette-
Moraga Regional Trail extends from Olympic Blvd. in Lafayette to EBMUD’s Valle
Vista Staging Area in Moraga. It does not extend to Alameda County. We suggest
changing “many” in the last paragraph on page 50 to “some.” The major
commute-oriented regional trails, including the Iron Horse, Delta DeAnza,
Contra Costa Canal and Bay Trails, are all paved. And, as noted above, the
statement that EBRPD trails are closed at night is not exactly accurate.

Please note the following corrections to Table || on pages 53-56: In West
County, “Carquinez Straits” should be called Carquinez Strait Bay Trail. The two
“Shoreline Trail” segments should be called Bay Trail segments. In Central
County, the Pleasant Hill BART and Concord gaps have been closed, and can be
removed from the table. The Iron Horse Trail will eventually extend to
Waterfront Road in Martinez, but won’t include the Benicia Bridge. The Great
California Delta Trail should be added to Central and East County. A segment of
the Delta DeAnza Walnut Creek Channel gap has been closed, the remaining gap
is 4 miles. The remaining gap in the Big Break Regional Trail is .5 miles. Finally, it
would be helpful if the plan included a map showing the gaps the bikeway
network.

We appreciate the discussion of separated paths and Caltrans Class| facilities on
page 58. You may consider including a link to Chapter 1000 of the Highway
Design Manual in the document

The Park District is very pleased to see that, on page 94 under Local Jurisdictions,
the plan calls for the accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians in all new or
rebuilt projects. By this we are assuming that any funding provided by CCTA to
the Highway 4 Bypass Authority would include a requirement that the
Mokelumne Overcrossing be completed as part of the funded project.



On page 95 under Other Agencies, we request that the Contra Costa Water
District be added to #5. The Park District already operates miles of trails in
cooperation with CCWD, and hopes to continue to work cooperatively with
them to expand the regional trail network in the future.

On page 96, in the discussion of funding prioritization criteria, the park District
suggests removing “low cost, low complexity” from the Feasibility criteria. Most
of the low cost and low complexity projects have already been built, and the
remaining gaps the bicycle and pedestrian network tend to be the most
technically challenging.

Under Funding Sources, a discussion of EBRPD’s Measure WW should be
included. Besides providing $48 million directly to local jurisdictions in Contra
Costa County that can be used to support non-motorized transportation
projects, an additional $33 million is specifically allocated to trail projects in the
county.

The Existing and Proposed Bikeway Network map does not do a good job of
delineating where the CCC and MTC networks overlap. The Local and Regional
Bikeway Facilities Map should be enlarged to become more legible. Neither map
shows the Great California Delta Trail, which should be added to the network.

East Bay Regional Park District appreciates the opportunity to provide these
comments, and offers its appreciation to the Authority and its consultants on a
fine effort. Please feel free to call me if you have any questions regarding these
comments.

Yours truly,

Jim Townsend

Trails Development Program Manager
East Bay Regional Park District
510-544-2602



Brad Beck

From: Patton, Jason [JPatton@oaklandnet.com]

Sent: Monday, June 22, 2009 11:14 AM

To: Brad Beck

Cc: Rochelle Wheeler

Subject: Draft 2009 Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
Hi Brad,

| looked briefly at the CCC Draft 2009 Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan and I’'m curious about the connections
between Contra Costa County and Alameda County along Oakland’s border, specifically via Pinehurst Rd, connecting to
Skyline Blvd (in Oakland), Canyon Rd (in Contra Costa County), and Redwood Rd (in Alameda County). The map of the
CCC proposed countywide network does not include these connections. But it does have some facility off of Canyon Rd
that appears to end in the trees at the Alameda County line. (Proposed gondola? Rope tow?) Please address the role of
Pinehurst Rd in connecting to facilities in Alameda County and Oakland. Also note that the existing bicycle volumes on
Pinehurst Rd are quite heavy.

Thanks, Jason

Jason Patton, PhD

Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Manager

City of Oakland, Community and Economic Development Agency
Transportation Services Division

250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 4344

Oakland, CA 94612

510-238-7049 (phone)



Supplemental Corrections and Clarifications

Supplemental Staff Corrections and Clarifications on 2009 Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan, Pubic Review Draft, 6/1/2009

ID# Page# Subject Comment

1. 10, last Land use patterns:...”while low- and very  Clarify the reference to housing in the downtowns’ of Southwest jurisdictions:
sentence  low-density housing predominate in “...Southwest County, except in the jurisdictions’ downtowns.”

Southwest County.”

2. 18 Table Bicycle fatalities and injuries Additional information should be provided so jurisdictions are able to see how they

9 compare with other jurisdictions in the county. Add rows showing the median and
average countywide. Add a column showing the jurisdictions’ rankings for the
Injuries per 10,000 population.

3. 36, top Overview of Facilities in Contra Costa The Lafayette-Moraga Trail is a key link in the pedestrian and bikeway network in
of right Lamorinda. Please include it in the list of trail facilities listed as examples.
column

4. 39 Access routes to transit Consider adding School Bus routes to the bulleted list of transit providers. Being

able to provide walking routes to school bus stops encourages the use of school
buses and discourages the use of single-occupancy vehicles.
5 39 Access routes to other activity centers: It’s unclear and potentially misleading to the reader why some of the criteria for
“...For the Authority’s purpose of funding are discussed in greater detail and some not. Consider grouping all of the
prioritizing funding using this criterion, a discussions regarding funding criteria together in one central spot such as the
proposed pedestrian facility must be Implementation Chapter.
oriented to facilitate access...”
6 39 Additional activity centers to be added To the third bullet add Libraries
To the fifth bullet add and community facilities.

7 42 Safe intersections Re-title this section to “Intersection Safety” since no one can guarantee a safe
intersection.
When improving the safety of an intersection an additional measure, less costly
than those cited, is to install high-visibility crosswalk measures, such as enhanced
striping and signage.

8/5/2009 Page 1 of 3



Supplemental Staff Corrections and Clarifications on 2009 Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan, Pubic Review Draft, 6/1/2009

ID# Page# Subject Comment

8. 42 right  Sidewalks and walkways The term sidewalk typically implies a concrete walking surface adjacent to a street;
column however other surfaces such as asphalt are also commonly used throughout the
& thru- pedestrian network. Additionally, when developing context sensitive designs, some
out jurisdictions prefer to use alternatives to concrete so a project fits better within the

existing environment. Consider using the more generic term “walkway”
throughout the draft plan where a specific pedestrian construction type or material
is not intended to be specified.

9 50 Regional trails The Lafayette-Moraga Trail does not extend to Redwood Regional Park. The

Redwood Trail that does extend is an EBMUD trail where bikes are not permitted.
The plan should also include newly planned regional trails such as the EBMUD
Agqueduct Multi-Purpose Pathway through central Lafayette along the SR 24
corridor.

1. 67, Three primary needs for accessing transit Using the term “amenities” when describing transit facilities implies that these
bullets 1- facilities are extras, provided for comfort, when most of the facilities noted should
3and be provided for the basic operation and utilization of transit. Consider revising the
thru-out text to substitute the term “amenities” with the term “facilities”.

10. 72 Bicycle parking Include a listing of any local jurisdictions that have bicycle parking ordinances.

11. 72 Table 14: Bicycle parking guidelines Under the Bicycle Capacity column clarify whether and how the parking should be

divided by type, i.e. how many long-term (lockers) and short-term (racks).

12. 96 Criteria and types of projects Clarify that the bulleted list is not in priority order.

Under “Destinations served” add “community facilities” to the examples provided.
Under “Connectivity” add projects that would “shorten the distance”
8/5/2009 Page 2 of 3



Supplemental Staff Corrections and Clarifications on 2009 Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan, Pubic Review Draft, 6/1/2009

ID# Page# Subject

Comment

13. 95&98 MTC Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian
grants

Page 95 the plans says, “The CBPAC will review and recommend for funding to
the Authority pedestrian and bicycle projects...under two main funding
sources:...MTC’s ‘Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Program’” On page 98 it says
that that program is administered by MTC. Please clarify the project funding
selection arrangement between the CBPAC, Authority and MTC for this funding
source.

14. 97 Major Streets, Safe Transportation for
Children and Local Streets and Roads

The funding figures cited and the description for these programs in the draft plan
may inappropriately lead a reader to conclude that those funds are actually
available for pedestrian and bicycle projects; when really ped-bike projects are at
least a secondary consideration within this fund category or in the case of STFC
funding is available to Central County jurisdictions.

8/5/2009

Page 3 of 3



Brad Beck

From: Jay [ravn@astound.net]

Sent: Monday, June 29, 2009 9:52 AM
To: Brad Beck

Subject: CoCo Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
Mr. Beck,

Unfortunately, work commitments will prevent me from being present this evening.

As an active and committed bicycle driver (for both transportation and recreation),
I of course support all efforts to facilitate non-motorized access to all areas of
the

county. The current plan certainly lays some groundwork.

In particular, I would love to see much greater use of the "sharrow" on public road
throughout the county. Since bicycle-drivers do have legal access to all these
roads, I believe this is the most cost-effective method of remind motorized-vehicle
operators that we have a right to our space. The sharrow should be incorporated
into any lane/line painting on any road in the county where bicycles are allowed.
Hey, it's cheap and easy :).

Thanks for your time.

Jay Fraser
Walnut Creek



Brad Beck

From: bruce ohlson [bruceoleohlson@hotmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2009 10:22 PM

To: Brad Beck; niko@eisenletunic.com

Cc: jenke@cityofmartinez.org; Bay Point Nancy Baer; Co Co Mike Carlson; EBBC

Robert Raburn; EBRPD Jim Townsend; adillard@ci.danville.ca.us; EBBC Dave
Favello; lochirco@walnut-creek.org; hall@walnut-creek.org;
bruceoleohlson@hotmail.com; Pitt Staff Paul Reinders;
noshinsky@ci.antioch.ca.us; jercatras@value.net; WCCTAC John Rudolph;
EBBC Craig Hagelin; Concord Steve Ardrey; m.ridgway@fehrsandpeers.com;
joannap@ci.san-pablo.ca.us; Co Co Rich Shimano; TRANSPLAN John
Cunningham

Subject: Review Letter Draft Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Dear Brad and Niko,

Here are some suggested changes to and adjustments for the CCTA's
Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. These improvements were
engendered while reading the document. In an e-mail to follow, I'll make
further general recommendations.

Page 21. As I recall, the East Contra Costa County Bikeway Plan is slated to be
updated in 2010. You might check with TRANSPLAN staff and update the
description in the sidebar in the text.

Page 22. (second paragraph) The text describing the potential funding that we
can expect from Measure J needs to be updated. Although we do not know how
much money that will be available, the $27 million referenced is probably
optimistic in light of the current difficulties that the economy is undergoing.

Page 23. (first paragraph) The text needs to be updated just before being
adopted regarding latest information available on the MTC's update of the Bay
Area Regional Bicycle Plan.

Page 23 (second column, first paragraph, second sentence) Gramatical error.
Existing sentence: "It encompasses more than 98,000 acres, with 65 parks and
over 1,100 miles of trails (the majority of which is unpaved). Change to: It
encompasses more than 98,000 acres, with 65 parks and over 1,100
miles of trails (the majority of which are unpaved).

Page 23 (second column, first paragraph, add a last sentence) EBRPD

1



provides commute cyclists who need to use its trails during the night-
time closure with a pass to present to any officer enforcing the curfew.
The availability of the pass is not well publicized. Apply for the pass
with the Deputy Director of the EBRPD.

Page 25 (end of second column) The document quotes part of the updated
Caltrans Deputy Directive 64. Why not quote the entire Deputy Directive 64?

It is a short document with a lot of implications for readers and implementers of
the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrain Plan.

Page 29 (second column, first complete paragraph) (word choice
disagreement) Existing sentence: "The vision statement is the expression of
what walking and bicycling conditions will be like in Contra Costa if the
Authority successfully implements the CBPP." Change to: "The vision
statement is the expression of what walking and bicycling conditions
will be like in Contra Costa when the Authority successfully implements
the CBPP."

Page 29 (second column, last sentence) Vision Statement (Word choice
disagreement). Existing sentence: "Agencies within Contra Costa will
collaborate on creating inter-jurisdictional facilities and accommodate the needs
of pedestrians and bicyclists when planning, designing and approving all
development and transportation projects.” Change to: "Agencies within
Contra Costa will collaborate on creating inter-jurisdictional facilities
that accommodate the needs of pedestrians and bicyclists when

planning, designing, approving, building and maintaining all
development and transportation projects."

Page 30. (second column) Objective 1. To make this objective quantifiable,
we must either list the number of miles of bicycle facilities existing at the start
of the Plan or we must predict the number of miles of bicycle facilities that will
be existant by 2020.

Page 30. (second column) Policy 1.4 It appears that this Policy encourages
the estimation of costs of maintenance of bicycle facilities on streets and
roads. | have no problem with this, but the Policy does not go quite far
enough. It should also (at minimum) encourage the jurisdictions to actually
maintain the facilities.

Page 30. (second column) Add a Policy (1.5) that actively discourages entities
in Contra Costa County from removing or converting bicycle facilities into motor
vehicle facilities.

Page 31. (first column) Policy 2.2 Wording clarification. Existing wording:
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"Provide funding for traffic calming, intersection improvements and other
prjects if they improve safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.” Change to:
Provide funding for traffic calming, intersection improvements and
other projects only if they improve safety for both pedestrians and
bicyclists.

Page 31. (second column) Policy 3.1 Word choice disagreement. EXisting
wording: "Work with local and regional agencies to develop encouragement
and promotion programs for walking and bicycling aimed at a broad range of
audiences and potential users.” Change to: Work with local and regional
agencies to develop and disseminate encouragement and promotion
programs for walking and bicycling aimed at a broad range of
audiences and potential users.

Page 32. (first column) Clarification of Fourth Objective. Existing wording:
"Help every local jurisdiction in Contra Costa to develop a bicycle and
pedestrian plan by 2015." Change to: Help every local jurisdiction in

Contra Costa to develop, and adopt into the jurisdiction's General Plan,
a bicycle and pedestrian plan by 2015.

Page 32. (first column) delete weasel words in Policy 4.3  Existing wording:
"Inform local agencies of funding opportunities for pedestrian and bicycle
projects and provide them with assistance, as appropriate, in developing grant
applications.” Change to: Inform local agencies of funding opportunities
for pedestrian and bicycle projects and provide them with assistance in
developing grant applications.

Page 32. (second column) delete weasel words from last line of last
paragraph. Existing wording: "For this reason, all new transportation and land
use projects should generally incorporate facilities for non-motorized travel--
including temporary ones needed during construction--from the earliest stages
of development.” Change to: For this reason, all new transportation and
land use projects incorporate facilities for non-motorized travel--
including temporary ones needed during construction--from the
earliest stages of development.

Page 33. (last sentence of first paragraph) needs clarification. EXxisting
sentence: "Where demand for non-motorized travel is low or the cost of
facilities would be excessive, agencies should consider creative and alternative
ways to accommodate the needs of pedestrians and bicyclist in the area.”
Change to: Where demand for non-motorized travel is low or the cost of
facilities would exceed 20%b of the entire project cost, agencies may
consider creative and alternative ways to accommodate the needs of
pedestrians and bicyclist in the area.

3



Page 33. (first column) delete weasel words from Policy 5.4 existing
wording: "Insist that roadway projects funded by the Authority incorporate
"complete streets" principles as appropriate to each project so that they provide
safe and convenient access to all users, including bicyclists and pedestrians.”
Change to: Insist that roadway projects funded by the Authority
incorporate ""'complete streets™ principles in each project so that they
provide safe and convenient access to all users, including bicyclists and
pedestrians.

Page 33. (second column) word choice disagreement in Policy 5.5 Existing
wording: "For transportation projects funded by the Authority that result in the
removal or degradation of pedestrians or bicycle facilities, provide at |least
equally safe and convenient alternatives.” Change to: For transportation
projects funded by the Authority that result in the removal or
degradation of pedestrians or bicycle facilities, provide at minimum
equally safe and convenient alternatives.

Page 48. (first column) Conceptual disagreement with statement. EXxisting
wording: "The Authority does not plan, design or build bicycle facilities; these
are the roles of the local jurisdictions.” What, then, is this document? It sure
looks like a plan to me.

Page 48. (first column) In light of the above observation, delete or completely
revise the non sequitor next sentence: "For this reason, the CBN is only a
suggestion, rather than a requirement, to local jurisdictions.” After the local
jurisdiction adopts the CBN, it is, in fact, a requirement.

Page 48. (second column, first sentence, first paragraph) fact challenge.
Existing sentence: "The Authority does, however, provide funding to local
jurisdictions for the implementation of facilities.” Change to: The Authority
does, however, provide some funding to local jurisdictions for the
implementation of facilities.

Page 49. (first column, first bulleted point) word choice disagreement.
Existing sentence: "The Bay Trail is a planned bicycle and bicycle

and pedestrian corridor connecting all nine Bay Area counties along the
shoreline of San Francisco and San Pablo bays, using on- and off-street
facilities."” Change to: The Bay Trail is a planned bicycle and pedestrian
recreational corridor connecting all nine Bay Area counties along the
shoreline of San Francisco and San Pablo bays, using on- and off-street
facilities.

Page 49. (first column, first bulleted point) word choice disagreement.
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Existing sentence: "Many segments of the Bay Trail have already been built in
Contra Costa, including around the Richmond Inner Harbor, in Point Pinole
regional Shoreline and in Carquinez Strait Regional Shoreline.” Change

to: Some segments of the Bay Trail have already been built in Contra
Costa, including around the Richmond Inner Harbor, in Point Pinole
regional Shoreline and in Carquinez Strait Regional Shoreline.

Page 49. (second column, second bulleted point) disagreement with description
of existing facilities. Existing paragraph: "West County-Central County
Connections: Steep hills and narrow roads make bicycle travel between West
and Central Counties challenging. While cyclists may use bike rack-equipped
buses from County Connection and WestCAT to make this connection, road
options are unattractive to most cyclists. The CBN envisions enhancements to
three corridors: Franklin Canyon/Highway 4, Alhambra Valley Road and San
Pablo Dam Road.” Change to: West County--Central County
Connections: Steep hills and narrow roads make bicycle travel
between West and Central Counties challenging. While cyclists may
use Amtrak, BART, and the limited facilities on bike rack-equipped
buses from County Connection and WestCAT to make this connection,
road options may be unattractive to some cyclists. The CBN envisions
enhancements to four corridors: Franklin Canyon/Highway 4, Alhambra
Valley Road, San Pablo Dam Road and Carguinez Scenic Drive.

Page 49. (second column, third bulleted point) disagreement with description
of existing facilities. Existing paragraph: "Central County--Alameda County
connection: On-road bicycle access from Central County and Lamorinda to
Alameda County is hampered by the East Bay Hills and the Caldecott Tunnel.
Instead, cyclists may use BART (during non-peak times) and buses to make
this connection. Access between Central County and Lamorinda and within
Lamorinda are reasonably good, but improved facilities are needed to bridge
the important gap from Lafayette and Orinda to Oakland.” Change to:
Central County--Alameda County connection: On-road bicycle access
from Central County and Lamorinda to Alameda County is made
challenging by the East Bay Hills and the lack of access through the
Caldecott Tunnel. As an alternative, cyclists may elect to use BART
(during non-peak times) and limited facilities on night owl buses to
make this connection (there are no scheduled transit buses during the
day). Access between Central County and Orinda are reasonably good,
especially when using the St. Stephens Trail, but improved facilities
are needed to bridge the important gap from Orinda to Oakland.
Currently, bicyclists are permitted on the shoulder of 10-lane Highway
24 between Camino Pablo and Fish Ranch Road. A route between
Moraga and Oakland that is popular with recreational cyclists exists via

Pinehurst Road and Shepherd Canvon Road.
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Page 49. (second column, fourth bulleted point extending onto page 50)
disagreement with description of existing facilities. First part of existing
paragraph: ""Central County--San Ramon Valley corridor: The Iron Horse
Trail provides excellent off-road access through this area, connecting all the
way from Alameda County to the Benecia-Martinez Bridge. However, the very
popularity of the trail encourages some bicycle commuters to use parallel
streets, while many activity centers are near, but not next to the trail.” Change
to: Central County--San Ramon Valley corridor: The Iron Horse Trail
provides off-road access through this area, connecting all the way from
Alameda County to Concord. However, the very popularity of the trail
encourages some bicycle commuters to use parallel streets. As one
proceeds south, many activity centers are near, but not directly
accessible from the trail. As one gets more north into Central County,
activity centers become progressively farther from the Iron Horse Trail
and more difficult to access safely.

Page 49. (first column, first bulleted point) Central County connections:
(second sentence) disagreement with wording. EXisting wording: "Much of the
travel in Contra Costa occurs on 1-680 and State Highway 242 through this
area.” Change to: Much of the motor vehicle travel in Central Contra
Costa occurs on 1-680 and State Highway 242 through this area.

Highway 242 does not have parallel bicycle facilities, and both 1-680
and Highway 242 are barriers to the passage of cyclists who want to

access destinations that are on the other side of the freeway.

Page 49. (first column, first bulleted point) Central County connections:
(last sentence) Add Concord Avenue to the list of streets that need bicycle
facilities added.

Page 49. (first column, second bulleted point) Additions and corrections
Existing paragraph: "Central--East County corridors: Even as State
Highway 4 is one of the most congested thoroughfares in Contra Costa,
bicycling connections between Central and East Counties remain limited. The
CBN envisions improvement on Pittsburg-Antioch Highway, Kirker Pass Road
and Marsh Creek Road, among other thoroughfares to improve east-west
access."” Change to: Central--East County corridors: Even as State
Highway 4 is one of the most congested motor vehicle thoroughfares in
Contra Costa, bicycling connections between Central and East Counties
remain limited. The CBN envisions improvement on Kirker Pass Road,
Marsh Creek Road, and Bailey Road to improve east-west access. The

EBRPD's master trails plan envisions Class | access along the

6




maintenance road of the Contra Costa Canal between Bay Point and
Concord. Additionally, the Class 1 trail that parallels Highway 4 on the
north side of the freeway over Willow Pass needs to be extended
between Willow Pass Road and Port Chicago Highway. Activists are
working to secure access to the closed seament of the Port Chicago
Highway through the tidewater portion of the Concord Naval Weapons
Station. (Note: Although Pittsburg Antioch Highway is an important

route connecting Pittsburg and Antioch, it is not a direct connection between
East County and Central County.)

Page 50. (second column) First bulleted point (grammar error) Existing
sentence: "The Iron Horse Trail, which is one of the premier bike trails in the
country.” Change to: The Iron Horse Trail is one of the premier bike
trails in the country.

Page 50. (second column) Second bulleted point. Add facts. Existing
sentence: "The Delta de Anza Trail threads through the East County
communities of Bay Point, Pittsburg, Antioch and Oakley, with a planned
extension to Martinez." Change to: The Delta de Anza Trail threads
through the East County communities of Bay Point, Pittsburg, Antioch
and Oakley. The Delta de Anza Trail connects to the Marsh Creek Trail
in Oakley and is planned to connect with the Iron Horse Trail in
Concord.

Page 50. (second column) Seventh bulleted point. Add facts. Existing
sentence: "Mokelumne Aqueduct Regional Trail, planned to run through
Martinez, Concord, Pittsburg, Antioch, and Brentwood.” Change to:

The Mokelumne Aqueduct Regional Trail is planned to run through
Martinez, Concord, Pittsburg, Antioch, Brentwood and then proceed
east into San Joaguin County. The Mokelumne Aqueduct Reqgional Trail
is currently complete in Antioch and Brentwood except for a
discontinuity created by the construction of the Highway 4 Bypass

freeway.

Page 50. (second column) last paragraph. Add: Because of these
restrictions, regional trails mentioned in this plan with potential for
use as commute routes need a parallel, on-street route designated
within a 1/4 mile of the regional trail.

Page 51. (first column) First bulleted point. Add facts. Existing sentence:
Alameda County: There are numerous existing and proposed bikeway
connections to Alameda County, including the Bay Trail and Ohlone Greenway,
which link El Cerrito and Albany, EBRPD trails across the East Bay hills;
Highway 24 from Orinda; Crow Canyon Road, San Ramon Valley Boulevard and
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the Iron Horse Trail in the south; and Vasco Road in the East.” Change to:
Alameda County: There are numerous existing and proposed bikeway
connections to Alameda County, including the Bay Trail and Ohlone
Greenway, which link El Cerrito and Albany; EBRPD trails across the
East Bay hills; shoulders of 8-lane Highway 24 from Orinda connecting
to Fish Ranch Road; Crow Canyon Road, San Ramon Valley Boulevard
and the Iron Horse Trail in the south; and Vasco Road in the East.

Page 51. (second column) Second bulleted point. Add information to first
sentence. Existing sentence: "San Francisco: Currently, bicyclists may use
BART trains during non-peak times or AC Transit's transbay bus lines (which
depart variously from EIl Cerrito, Richmond and Kensington).” Change to: San
Francisco: Currently, bicyclists may use BART trains during peak hours
in the non-commute direction and during non-peak times or the limited
bike racks on AC Transit's transbay bus lines (departing variously from
El Cerrito, Richmond and Kensington).

Page 53. Table 11 seems to rely heavily on trails that in the introductory
paragraph (last paragraph on page 50) are described as "generally unsuitable
for bicycle commuting.” As mentioned previously, each trail segment needs a
parallel street segment to be mentioned in this document.

Pages 53 through 56. The unbuilt segments listed in Table 11 need sufficient
description/listing of change points from Class | to Class Il, and mention of end
points so that a cyclist or an interested member of the public can determine
where the proposed bikeways exist or will be built.

Page 54. Add to Table 11: Delta de Anza Trail segment on the north side of
Highway 4 between Willow Pass Road and Port Chicago Highway (a replacement
for the segment of Highway 4 that currently allows bicycles on the shoulder of
the freeway): Class I.

Page 54. Add to Table 11: Arnold Industrial Way between Port Chicago
Highway and Solano Way: Class IlI.

Page 54 Add to Table 11: Imhoff Drive between Solano Way and Blum
Road: Class IlI.

Page 54. Add to Table 11: Blum Road between Imhoff Drive and Pacheco
Boulevard. Class IlI.

Page 54. Add to Table 11: Pacheco Boulevard between Blum Road and Pine
Street/Susanna Street. Class II.



Page 54. Add to Table 11: Bailey Road between Leland Road and Concord
Boulevard.

Page 55. Correction to Table 11 line 15: (Mokelumne Coast to Crest Trail.)
Jurisdiction: Highway 4 Bypass Authority. Distance: 250 yards.

Page 58. First complete paragraph, first sentence: This is an opinion that is
not held by everyone.

Page 58. Last sentence: Perhaps we should also indicate that most of the
existing levees, canals and abandoned railroad corridors are either already
developed as bicycle facilities or don't go where transportation-oriented
utility/commute cyclists want/need to go.

Page 58. Second complete paragraph, second sentence. Disagreement with
pejorative wording. EXxisting sentence: "Bicycle lanes are of limited use to
highly experienced cyclists, who feel comfortable riding in traffic lanes, but are
favored by beginner and intermediate cyclists because they provide segregated
space and a demarcated path of travel that is also clearly visible to drivers."
Change to: Bicycle lanes may be avoided by highly experienced cyclists,
who feel comfortable riding in traffic lanes, but are favored by beginner
and intermediate cyclists because they provide segregated space and a
demarcated path of travel that is also clearly visible to drivers.

Page 58. Second complete paragraph, fourth sentence. Disagreement with
word use. Existing sentence: "However, retrofitting existing streets and roads
with bicycle lanes is not always feasible, however, due to inadequate right-of-
way." Change to: However, retrofitting existing streets and roads with
bicycle lanes is not always feasible due to insufficient rights-of-way."

Page 58. Second complete paragraph, fifth sentence. Disagreement with tone
of sentence. EXxisting sentence: "Removing traffic lanes to accommodate bike
lanes is rarely an option because of concerns about increased traffic
congestion.” Change to: Removing traffic lanes to accommodate the

stripping of bike lanes is an option that is rarely exercised because of
concerns about increased motor vehicle traffic congestion.

Page 58. Second complete paragraph, last sentence. Disagreement with tone
of sentence. EXxisting sentence: "Less desirable alternatives to safe, well-
designed bicycle lanes are to simply mark with signage a roadway as a bike
route; and to detour bicycle traffic to a less direct but quieter parallel route.”
Change to: A less desirable alternative to safe, well-designed bicycle
lanes might be to use signage to mark the roadway as a bike route and
to suggest that some bicyclists may want to detour to a less direct but
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quieter parallel route. Unfortunately, in some cases there is no
acceptable parallel route.

Page 59. Second main heading, first sentence. (incorrect use of quotation
marks and parenthesis). Existing sentence: "The Victoria Transport Policy
Institute, an advocacy and research organization on sustainable transportation,
has published a "Guide to Best Practices" in bicycle (and pedestrian) planning.”
Change to: The Victoria Transport Policy Institute, an advocacy and
research organization on sustainable transportation, has

published several quides to best practices in bicycle and pedestrian
planning.

Page 60. second column, second bulleted point, first sentence. Wording
adjustment. Existing sentence: "Bike routes (Class Ill) are on-street facilities
shared with motor vehicles that are used, generally, when Class | and Il
bikeways are not feasible.” Change to: Bike routes (Class 111) are on-
street bicycle facilities shared with motor vehicles that are used,
generally, when Class 11 bike lanes are not feasible.

Page 60. second column, second bulleted point, third sentence. Wording
adjustment. Existing sentence: ""Sharrows" are an innovative way to improve
bike routes with lanes that are too narrow to be shared safely by cars and
bicyclists.” Change to: "Sharrows'™ are an innovative way to improve
bike routes that occupy traffic lanes that are too narrow to be shared
safely by cars and bicyclists at the same time.

Page 60. second column, fourth bulleted point, additional sentence:
Designers need to be careful when designing bulbouts, chicanes, and
curb extensions to be sure that safety for cyclists is not compromised
by the narrowing of the roadway.

Page 61. first bulleted point. second sentence correction. Existing sentence:
"The reconfiguration is achieved with traffic calming devices and similar other
elements.” Change to: The reconfiguration is achieved by using traffic
diverters with calming devices and other similar elements.

Page 61. fourth bulleted point. first sentence. word choice. EXxisting
sentence: "Bicycle-activated signal detectors: These are used at signalized
intersections, especially along designated bikeways, to trigger a green light for
bicyclists and provide extra seconds in the signal phase to give cyclists
adequate time to clear the intersection.” Change to: Bicycle-activated
signal detectors: These are used at signalized intersections, especially
along designated bikeways, to trigger a green light for bicyclists and
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provide sufficient time in the signal phase for cyclists to clear the
intersection.

Thank you for all the work that it took to create this document.

Sincerely,

~Ole

Windows Live™ SkyDrive™: Get 25 GB of free online storage. Get it on your BlackBerry or
iPhone.
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Brad Beck

From: Tim Tucker [ttucker@cityofmartinez.org]
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2009 11:28 AM
To: Brad Beck

Subject: Bike Plan

Attachments: Martinez plan 2009 draft.pdf

Hi Brad:

Not sure if this comment is timely but on the Draft Martinez Countywide Bikeway Network Plan | would
suggest the labeling of Berrellesa St. Moved to the West side of street so line work on Alhambra Avenue is
visible.

Tim Tucker, P.E.
City Engineer

City of Martinez
525 Henrietta Street
Martinez, CA 94553

Phone: (925) 372-3562
Fax: (925) 372-0257

% please consider the environment before printing this email



Brad Beck

From: Robert Reber [RReber@ci.hercules.ca.us]

Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2009 2:51 PM

To: Diane Bodon

Cc: Brad Beck; Dennis Tagashira; Lisa Hammon

Subject: FW: Draft 2009 Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Dear Ms. Boodon,

On behalf of the City of Hercules, | am forwarding for your consideration comments regarding the draft
version of the 2009 Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. The plan is largely consistent with Hercules’s
own plans and policies, with the following comments and corrections:

. p. 14: The estimate of 300 daily bicycle commuters in Hercules seems exceptionally high.
Our own empirical estimate is about 10—-20% of the number, ~30-50 daily bicycle commuters.

. p. 38: Replace the hyperlink reference to www.herculeswaterfront.com with
www.herculesbayfront.com (Anderson Pacific’s web site for the Waterfront)

. p.39: Recommend including the Hercules Intermodal Transit Center (which, once

constructed, will offer WestCAT, ferry, and Capitol Corridor service) as one of the public transit
facilities near which projects can be credited for providing pedestrian access to transit

. p.49: Enhancing the Franklin Canyon/Highway 4 corridor as a West County—Central County
bicycle corridor seems neither feasible nor desirable. However, enhancing the existing access
via Cummings Skyway/Franklin Canyon would be a viable goal.

. Table 11, p. 53: Same as above in reference to Highway 4 Corridor.

. Table C-1, P. C-2: References to “East of I-80” and “West of 1-80” are wrong and need to be
swapped.

. Table C-1, P. C-3: Change reference from “6 schools [in Hercules]” to “4 schools.”

. Table C-1, P. C-3: Franklin Canyon Rd. exists well outside Hercules city boundary and sphere
of influence.

. Table C-1, P. C-4 & C-6: Delete, “The city is developing a GIS that will contain, among other

information, the location of bike-parking facilities (the anticipated completion date for the system
is summer of 2008).”

Hope these comments are beneficial. Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or need
clarification.

Sincerely,

Robert Reber

Assistant Planner

City of Hercules

111 Civic Dr.

Hercules, CA 94547
510-964-1718
rreber@ci.hercules.ca.us

From: Diane Bodon [mailto:dbodon@ccta.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 8:50 AM



Cc: Brad Beck; Martin Engelmann
Subject: Draft 2009 Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

The Contra Costa Transportation Authority has released a draft of the 2009 Countywide
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for public review and comment. When adopted, the CBPP will
update the current plan from 2003. The draft responds to changes in policies, guidelines
and funding programs, including the passage of Measure ] and MTC’s new requirements
for routine consideration of the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians in designing projects
that it funds. The draft CBPP can be downloaded from the Authority’s website at:
http://www.ccta.net/EN/main/bike/cbpp.html

As described in the attached notice, the Authority will hold three public workshops on the
draft plan throughout the county. Comments can also be made in writing or by email. We
hope that those interested will take the time to look over the draft CBPP and let us know
your thoughts.

Thank you.

Diane Bodon

Planning Assistant

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
3478 Buskirk Ave., Suite 100
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

Phone; 925-256-4720

Fax: 925-256-4701



Brad Beck

From: Jeremy Lochirco [Lochirco@walnut-creek.org]

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 4:03 PM

To: Brooke DuBose; Greenblat, Leah

Cc: Brad Beck; niko@eisenletunic.com; ryee@cityoforinda.org; John Cunningham
Subject: RE: CCTA map

Hi Brooke

Well we do — sort of. Both Springbook Rd and Boulevard Way are shown as proposed Class Il facilities in
our “unofficial” plan but we haven’t adopted our Bike Plan. However, the areas in question are within
unincorporated County so if John has issues with these two facilities designated as a Class Ill then maybe we
need to reconsider. Otherwise we're fine with Class IIl at these locations.

A few more comments | have:

1) Main Street is not proposed to be a designated bike facility in the draft Walnut Creek plan. | know
there’s plenty of conversation around this roadway and it may be added as we continue through
the review process; but as of now, our Bicycle Advisory Committee is recommending against it.
My advice is to keep it in the plan — with the knowledge that it may conflict with the City’s plan.
Keeping it in the plan may help spur the future designation as a Class II.

2) Putnam Blvd is actually Buena Vista Ave south of Geary. The plan calls out Putnam south of
Geary.
3) Geary Blvd is an existing Class Il facility from Main Street to Pleasant Hill Road. The plan shows

this as proposed.

It should also be noted that Walnut Creek will propose additional Class Il and IlI facilities throughout the City
but until we have an adopted plan, these should probably not be reflected. Once our plan is approved, we
can include these facilities in the network.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

Jeremy W. Lochirco, Senior Planner
City of Walnut Creek

1666 North Main Street

PO Box 8039

Walnut Creek, CA 94596
925-943-5834, ext 2251
925-256-3500 fax

b% Please consider the environment before printing this email

From: Brooke DuBose [mailto:b.dubose@fehrandpeers.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 3:51 PM

To: Greenblat, Leah

Cc: Brad Beck; niko@eisenletunic.com; ryee@cityoforinda.org; John Cunningham; Jeremy Lochirco
Subject: RE: CCTA map

Thanks Leah. We'll be sure to incorporate these notes into the finalized map. Jeremy and John, do you have
any comments on points 4 & 5?

Best,



Brooke.

From: Greenblat, Leah [mailto:LGreenblat@ci.lafayette.ca.us]

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 2:33 PM

To: Brooke DuBose

Cc: Brad Beck; niko@eisenletunic.com; ryee@cityoforinda.org; John Cunningham; lochirco@walnut-creek.org
Subject: RE: CCTA map

Brook,
Nice job. The Lafayette portion of the Bikeway Network map looks like it includes almost everything. Here
are some minor changes/updates/suggestions:

1. Label the street Moraga Rd. (it gets a little lost on the map and it's a landmark for orienting people)

2. Consider adding a school icon to the map. This would help the reader better understand the network

3. On the south side of Mt. Diablo Blvd. between Village Center and the Lafayette Reservoir Driveway,
add a completed multipurpose path. The Class Il bike lanes remain.

4. Confirm with the County and Walnut Creek: extend the planned Class Il bikeway on Boulevard Way
eastward to Mt. Diablo Blvd.

5. Confirm with the County and Walnut Creek: extend the planned Class Il bikeway on Springbrook Rd.
eastward to Camino Diablo and Mt. Diablo Blvd.

6. Confirm with Orinda: extend planned Class Ill bikeway on Hidden Valley Rd. westward to the St.
Stephens Trailhead

Items 4-6 would create linkages with the planned network in Lafayette.
Feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Leah

Leah Greenblat
Transportation Planner
City of Lafayette

b% Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

From: Brooke DuBose [mailto:b.dubose@fehrandpeers.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2009 5:27 PM

To: Greenblat, Leah

Subject: CCTA map

Hi Leah,

Here is the digital version of the CCTA map for Lafayette. Please let me know if you have questions or
comments in advance of the central county public workshop on June 29",

Thanks,
Brooke.

Brooke DuBose
Fehr & Peers





