CITY OF UNION CITY
PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE MASTER PLAN

NOVEMBER 2011

January 2012

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
MAYOR

Mark Green
CITY COUNCIL

Vice Mayor Pat Gacoscos
Emily Duncan
Lorrin Ellis
Jim Navarro
PLANNING COMMISSION

Chairperson Roy Panlilio
Vice Chair Lee Guio
Raymond Gonzales, Jr.
Jo Ann Lew
Gary Singh
Harpal Mann (Alternate)
Dave Sweilem (Alternate)
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Barry Ferrier
Eva Kamakea
Glenn Kirby
Rick LaPlante
Jo Ann Lew
Jim Lewis
TECHNICAL ADVISORY TEAM

Steve Adams
Farooq Azim
Carmela Campbell
Mintze Cheng
Murray Chang
Kris Fitzgerald
Joan Malloy
Thomas Ruark
Avalon Schultz
CONSULTANT TEAM

Alta Planning + Design

TABLE OF CONTENTS
1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Purpose of the Plan ........................................................................................................................................ 1-1
1.1.1. Improve Conditions for Walking and Bicycling ....................................................................... 1-1
1.1.2. Support Economic Development Goals ................................................................................... 1-1
1.1.3. Maximize Funding Sources for Implementation ...................................................................... 1-2
1.2. Strategy for Implementation ......................................................................................................................... 1-2
1.2.1. Prioritized Capital Improvements ............................................................................................... 1-2
1.3. Vision for the Future ...................................................................................................................................... 1-3
1.3.1. 2005 General Plan Amendment .................................................................................................. 1-3
1.4. 2011 Master Plan Update ............................................................................................................................... 1-8

EXISTING CONDITIONS
2. Existing Conditions ........................................................................................................................................... 2-1
2.1. Setting ............................................................................................................................................................... 2-1
2.1.1. Union City Land Uses ................................................................................................................... 2-1
2.2. Existing Pedestrian Facilities ......................................................................................................................... 2-2
2.2.1. Major Pedestrian Generators and Attractors ............................................................................ 2-2
2.2.2. Definition of Pedestrian Facilities ............................................................................................... 2-3
2.2.3. Existing Sidewalks, Walkways and Multi-Use Trails ................................................................ 2-3
2.2.4. Roadway Crossings and Intersection Design ............................................................................ 2-4
2.3. Existing Bicycle Facilities ............................................................................................................................... 2-5
2.3.1. Definition of Bikeways ................................................................................................................. 2-5
2.3.2. Existing Off-Street Bike Paths .................................................................................................... 2-6
2.3.3. Existing On-Street Bike Lanes and Routes ............................................................................... 2-6
2.3.4. Signage ............................................................................................................................................. 2-7
2.3.5. Bicycle Detector Loops ................................................................................................................ 2-7
2.3.6. Bicycle Parking ............................................................................................................................... 2-8
2.3.7. Bikeway Support Facilities ......................................................................................................... 2-11
2.4. Bicycle Facility Maintenance ....................................................................................................................... 2-11
2.5. Past Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Expenditures ................................................................................ 2-11
2.6. Encouragement and Education Programs ................................................................................................ 2-12
2.7. Multi-Modal Connections ............................................................................................................................ 2-12
2.7.1. Union City Transit ....................................................................................................................... 2-14
2.7.2. AC Transit .................................................................................................................................... 2-14
2.7.3. Bay Area Rapid Transit ............................................................................................................... 2-14
2.7.4. Dumbarton Express .................................................................................................................... 2-15
2.8. Safe Routes to School Conditions .............................................................................................................. 2-15
2.8.1. Rates of Walking and Bicycling to School ............................................................................... 2-15
2.8.2. Existing Safe Routes to School Grants and Projects ............................................................. 2-15

3.

PLANNING AND POLICY CONTEXT

3. Planning and Policy Context ............................................................................................................................ 3-1
3.1. City of Union City ........................................................................................................................................... 3-1

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan

i

3.1.1. City of Union City General Plan ................................................................................................. 3-1
3.1.2. Union City Municipal Code ......................................................................................................... 3-1
3.1.3. Climate Action Plan ...................................................................................................................... 3-1
3.1.4. Redevelopment Plan ..................................................................................................................... 3-1
3.1.5. Park and Recreation Master Plan ................................................................................................. 3-3
3.1.6. Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan .............................................................. 3-3
3.1.7. Station District Strategic Action Plan ......................................................................................... 3-5
3.1.8. Standard Specifications and Design Criteria ............................................................................. 3-5
3.2. City Of Hayward ............................................................................................................................................. 3-5
3.3. City Of Fremont.............................................................................................................................................. 3-5
3.4. City Of Newark ............................................................................................................................................... 3-5
3.5. Alameda Countywide Pedestrian Plan ......................................................................................................... 3-6
3.6. Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan ............................................................................................................... 3-6
3.7. MTC Regional Bicycle Plan ........................................................................................................................... 3-7
3.8. ABAG Bay Trail Plan ..................................................................................................................................... 3-8
3.9. East Bay Regional Park District .................................................................................................................... 3-8
3.9.1. EBRPD Master Plan ..................................................................................................................... 3-8
3.9.2. Planned EBRPD Projects in Union City ................................................................................... 3-8
3.10. Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project .............................................................................................................. 3-9
3.11. Caltrans ........................................................................................................................................................... 3-9
3.11.1. Interstate 880................................................................................................................................ 3-9
3.11.2. East West Connector .................................................................................................................. 3-9
3.11.3. State Route 92 .............................................................................................................................. 3-9

4.

NEEDS ANALYSIS

4. Needs Analysis.................................................................................................................................................... 4-1
4.1. Land Use and Bicycle and Pedestrian Trips................................................................................................ 4-1
4.2. Commute Patterns .......................................................................................................................................... 4-1
4.3. Trip Reduction and Potential Air Quality Benefits.................................................................................... 4-2
4.4. Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety and Collision Analysis ................................................................................ 4-6
4.5. Overview of Pedestrian Needs ..................................................................................................................... 4-7
4.6. Overview of Bicyclist Needs ......................................................................................................................... 4-8
4.6.1. Recreational Bicyclists ................................................................................................................... 4-9
4.6.2. Commuter Bicyclists ................................................................................................................... 4-10
4.7. Overview of School Access Needs ............................................................................................................ 4-12
4.8. Public Outreach............................................................................................................................................. 4-12
4.8.1. Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) ........................................................... 4-12
4.8.2. Public Workshops........................................................................................................................ 4-12

5.

RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS

5. Recommended Improvements ......................................................................................................................... 5-1
5.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................................................... 5-1
5.2. Project Prioritization Methodology .............................................................................................................. 5-1
5.3. Project Group Definitions ............................................................................................................................. 5-3
5.3.1. High-Priority Projects ................................................................................................................... 5-3
5.3.2. Mid-Term Projects ........................................................................................................................ 5-3
5.3.3. Long-Term Projects ...................................................................................................................... 5-3

ii

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan

5.3.4. Current and Future Use of Project Lists .................................................................................... 5-3
5.4. Recommended Pedestrian and Bicycle Network ....................................................................................... 5-3
5.4.1. Pedestrian Network ....................................................................................................................... 5-4
5.4.2. Bicycle Network ............................................................................................................................. 5-4
5.5. High-Priority Projects..................................................................................................................................... 5-9
5.6. General Design and Programmatic Recommendations .......................................................................... 5-54
5.6.1. Bicycle Facility Design ................................................................................................................ 5-54
5.6.2. Recommended Support Facilities and Programs .................................................................... 5-54
Recommendations ................................................................................................................... 5-54
5.6.3. Maintenance ................................................................................................................................................ 5-55
Recommendations ................................................................................................................... 5-56
5.6.4. Education Programs .................................................................................................................................. 5-56
Recommendations ................................................................................................................... 5-57
5.6.5. Encouragement Programs ........................................................................................................................ 5-58
Recommendations ................................................................................................................... 5-59
5.6.6. Bicycle and Bikeway Security ................................................................................................................... 5-61
Recommendations ................................................................................................................... 5-61

6.

RECOMMENDED SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL PROJECTS

6. Safe Routes to School ........................................................................................................................................ 6-1
6.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................................................... 6-1
6.2. Why Do We Need a Safe Routes To School Program? ............................................................................ 6-1
6.2.1. Elements of a Safe Routes to School Program ......................................................................... 6-1
6.2.2. What are the Benefits of a SR2S Program? ............................................................................... 6-2
6.3. Local Coordination and Involvement .......................................................................................................... 6-2
6.3.1. Champions ...................................................................................................................................... 6-3
6.3.2. Stakeholders – The SR2S Team .................................................................................................. 6-3
6.3.3. Task Force ...................................................................................................................................... 6-3
6.4. Enforcement Measures .................................................................................................................................. 6-3
6.5. Operational and Engineering Measures....................................................................................................... 6-4
6.6. Identifying and Improving Routes to School ............................................................................................. 6-4
6.7. Programs and Improvements that will make it Safer and More Attractive for Students to Walk and
Bicycle to School .................................................................................................................................................... 6-8
6.7.1. Educational Measures ................................................................................................................... 6-8
6.7.2. Encouragement Measures and Incentives ............................................................................... 6-10
6.7.3. Development of Capital Improvements .................................................................................. 6-10
6.8. Assessment of Union City Schools ............................................................................................................ 6-10
6.8.1. Alvarado Elementary School ..................................................................................................... 6-28
6.8.2. Alvarado Middle School ............................................................................................................. 6-28
6.8.3. Barnard-White Middle School ................................................................................................... 6-29
6.8.4. Cabello Elementary School ........................................................................................................ 6-30
6.8.5. Cesar Chavez Middle School ..................................................................................................... 6-31
6.8.6. Kitayama Elementary School ..................................................................................................... 6-32
6.8.7. Pioneer Elementary School ........................................................................................................ 6-33
6.8.8. Searles Elementary School ......................................................................................................... 6-33
6.9. Safe Routes to Private Schools ................................................................................................................... 6-34
6.10. Funding......................................................................................................................................................... 6-34
6.10.1. Program Funding....................................................................................................................... 6-34

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan

iii

6.10.2. Capital Funding.......................................................................................................................... 6-35
6.10. Resources ..................................................................................................................................................... 6-35

7.

IMPLEMENTATION

7. Implementation .................................................................................................................................................. 7-1
7.1. Implementation Process ................................................................................................................................ 7-1
7.2. Prioritization .................................................................................................................................................... 7-1
7.3. Cost Breakdown .............................................................................................................................................. 7-3
7.4. Funding ........................................................................................................................................................... 7-14
7.4.1. Federal Funding Sources ............................................................................................................ 7-14
7.4.2. State Administered Funding ...................................................................................................... 7-15
7.4.3. Locally Administered Funding .................................................................................................. 7-20
7.4.4. Other Sources............................................................................................................................... 7-23
7.4.5. Matrix of Funding Sources......................................................................................................... 7-24

APPENDICES:
APPENDIX A: PEDESTRIAN DESIGN GUIDELINES
APPENDIX B: BICYCLE FACILITY DESIGN GUIDELINES
APPENDIX C: TRAIL DESIGN GUIDELINES
APPENDIX D: PUBLIC OUTREACH
APPENDIX E: COST DOCUMENTATION
APPENDIX F: FEASIBILITY STUDIES
APPENDIX G: GLOSSARY
APPENDIX H: APPROVED CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION

LIST OF FIGURES
2-1 Existing Bicycle Facilities .............................................................................................................................. 2-9
3-1 City of Union City General Plan Land Use Diagram ............................................................................... 3-2
3-2 Community Facilities and Trails Map.......................................................................................................... 3-4
5-1 Project Development and Prioritization Flow Chart ................................................................................ 5-2
5-2 Existing and Proposed Pedestrian Network .............................................................................................. 5-5
5-3 Existing and Proposed Bicycle Network .................................................................................................... 5-7
6-1 MUTCD 2003 California Supplement Figure 7B-102, Example of Signing for Traffic Control in
School Areas (Sheet 1 of 2)................................................................................................................................... 6-6
6-2 MUTCD 2003 California Supplement Figure 7B-102, Example of Signing for Traffic Control in
School Areas (Sheet 2 of 2)................................................................................................................................... 6-7
6-3 Union City Pilot School Sites ..................................................................................................................... 6-13
6-4 Alvarado Elementary and Middle School Improvement Plan............................................................... 6-15

iv

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan

6-5 Barnard White Middle School Improvement Plan .................................................................................. 6-17
6-6 Cabello Elementary School Improvement Plan........................................................................................ 6-19
6-7 Cesar Chavez Middle School Improvement Plan.................................................................................... 6-21
6-8 Kitayama Elementary School Improvement Plan ................................................................................... 6-23
6-9 Pioneer Elementary School Improvement Plan ...................................................................................... 6-25
6-10 Searles Elementary School Improvement Plan...................................................................................... 6-27

LIST OF TABLES
1-1
2-1
2-2
2-3
2-4
2-5
4-1
4-2
4-3
4-4
4-5
5-1
7-1
7-2
7-3
7-4
7-5
7-6
7-7

Caltrans BTA Requirements ......................................................................................................................... 1-2
Major Employers in Union City ................................................................................................................... 2-2
Existing City of Union City Off Street Paths............................................................................................. 2-4
Existing Bicycle Facilities .............................................................................................................................. 2-7
Provision of Bicycle Racks and Showers at Major Employers .............................................................. 2-11
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Expenditures, 2003-2007 ...................................................................... 2-12
Mode of Transportation to Work ................................................................................................................ 4-1
Bicycle Commute and Air Quality Projections .......................................................................................... 4-3
Pedestrian Commute and Air Quality Projections .................................................................................... 4-5
Top Ten Bicycle Collision Locations, 2005-2010...................................................................................... 4-7
Top Ten Pedestrian Collision Locations, 2005-2010 ................................................................................ 4-7
Maintenance Program for Bicycle Facilities ............................................................................................. 5-55
Recommended High-Priority Projects ........................................................................................................ 7-4
Recommended Mid-Term Projects ............................................................................................................. 7-6
Recommended Long-Term Projects ........................................................................................................... 7-7
Recommended Safe Routes to School Projects Based on School Site Visits Listed in Chapter 6 .... 7-9
Annual Operations and Maintenance Cost Estimates ............................................................................ 7-13
Funding Acronyms and Jurisdictions ........................................................................................................... 7-24
Funding Sources ........................................................................................................................................... 7-25

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan

v

This page intentionally blank.

vi

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. PURPOSE OF THE PLAN
The Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master
Plan provides a blueprint for developing a
system of trails, bikeways, and other
transportation and recreation facilities for nonmotorized users. This Plan is consistent with
the Amendment to 2002 General Plan, adopted
March 8, 2005 with City Council Resolution
2936-05, which outlines goals and policies
designed to promote bicycling and walking.
This Plan considers a broad range of nonmotorized travel methods, including:


Commute bicycling;



Recreational on-road bicycling;



Recreational off-road bicycling;



Walking, jogging and running;



Motorized and non-motorized wheelchairs;



Other forms of non-motorized, wheeled transportation

1.1.1. IMPROVE CONDITIONS FOR WALKING AND BICYCLING
This Plan intends to make bicycling and walking integral modes of transportation in Union City. Union
City is well on the way to realizing this goal. The development of the Intermodal Station District around
the Union City BART Station is planned to occur in a manner consistent with the pedestrian and bicycle
transportation goals of this Plan and the Union City General Plan. In addition, Union City has the
opportunity to ensure that subsequent residential development features pedestrian and bicycle-friendly
design. The amended General Plan provides the framework for encouraging the accommodation of
bicyclists and pedestrians.
Union City’s location makes increased regional connectivity of bicycle and pedestrian facilities possible.
Pedestrian and bicycle networks recommended by this plan are designed with linkages to the networks of
Alameda County, Hayward, Newark and Fremont. In addition to providing connections to neighboring
bicycle and pedestrian networks, this Plan recommends integral connections to other modes of
transportation like BART and the Dumbarton Express Shuttle. Regional network connectivity will
encourage recreational cycling and pedestrian activity and will make bicycling and walking effective tools
for commuting throughout the East Bay.

1.1.2. SUPPORT ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GOALS
This Plan can also serve as an economic development tool to attract new businesses and retain existing
businesses within Union City. The availability of high-quality bicycle and pedestrian amenities that serve
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our residents and businesses is an important consideration and contributes to the overall quality of life
experience within the City.

1.1.3. MAXIMIZE FUNDING SOURCES FOR IMPLEMENTATION
A key reason for developing the Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan is to satisfy requirements
of the California Bicycle Transportation Account, and other state and federal funding programs for
bicycle transportation projects for which Caltrans plays an oversight and review role. In order to qualify
for available funding, the State of California requires that applicants have an adopted master plan that
includes the following specific elements, shown in Table 1-1 below:

Table 1-1:
Caltrans BTA Requirements
Required Element
1. Existing and Future Bicycle Commuters
2. Land Use Map/Population Density
3. Existing and Proposed Bikeways
4. Existing and Proposed Bicycle Parking Facilities
5. Existing and Proposed Multi-Modal Connections
6. Existing and Proposed Changing and Storage Facilities
7. Bicycle Safety and Education Programs
8. Citizen Participation
9. Consistency with Transportation, Air Quality, and Energy Plans
10. Project Descriptions/Priority Listings
11. Past Expenditures and Future Financial Needs

Page(s)
4-2 to 4-6
3-2
2-5 to 2-9 (existing)
5-7, 5-9 to 5-49 (proposed)
2-11 (existing)
5-51 to 5-52 (proposed)
2-13 to 2-15 (existing)
2-11 (existing)
5-51 to 5-52 (proposed)
2-13 (existing)
5-53 to 5-58 (proposed)
4-12
Chapter 3: Planning and Policy
Context
5-1 through 5-49
7-4 through 7-12
2-12 (past expenditure)
7-4 through 7-12 (future needs)

1.2. STRATEGY FOR IMPLEMENTATION
1.2.1. PRIORITIZED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
This Plan provides the City of Union City with a prioritized list of bicycle and pedestrian capital
improvements. This list reflects the input of Union City residents over the course of the Plan’s
development, gathered at public meetings and during the public comment period. Improvements are
also identified in discussions with City Staff and Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)
members, and are prioritized by these groups using a ranking system. The prioritized capital
improvements list allows the City to easily identify projects which have both popular support and
available funding. The list will also provide information for staff preparing funding applications.

1-2
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1.3. VISION FOR THE FUTURE
The City of Union City is at a unique point in its history. The development and adoption of this
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan is a part of the City’s third major transition in its land use history
since European settlement. The first major transition came with the Spanish Land Grant era and the
development of agricultural and commodities production in the region. This land use pattern persisted
well into the 20th Century when began the second major transition to industrial and residential land uses.
Late in the 20th Century, Union City began to achieve greater residential densities as developable
farmland and vacant parcels were subdivided. With this transition, an extensive street network was
developed to provide primarily for local vehicle circulation and north-south commute access to job
centers to the north and south. Also in the late 20th Century, Union City became part of the intra- and
extra-regional transit networks with the establishment of the BART station and AC Transit regional bus
service.
In recognition of its place in the region and current trends in transportation and land use planning in the
Bay Area, Union City has begun its third major transition – toward higher density transit-oriented
development at its core and multi-modal transportation planning for adjacent neighborhoods,
commercial centers and employment centers. The intermodal station will provide BART, passenger rail
and bus connection in one convenient location. This approach promises to better accommodate
pedestrians and bicyclists than have recent historical trends in order to provide greater transportation
options for the residents of Union City and the Bay Area as a whole.

1.3.1. 2005 GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT
On March 8, 2005 the City Council of Union City approved an Amendment to the 2002 General Plan
that included a revised section of the Transportation Element. The Amendment updated the goals and
policies of the General Plan related to bicycles and pedestrians. The amended goals and policies reflect
the current goals of Union City with regard to non-motorized improvements, and serve as a basis for the
development of this Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan. The Amendment to the Union City General
Plan’s Transportation Element forms an essential foundation for subsequent decisions made by
committee members, commissioners and council members about Union City’s bicycle and pedestrian
network.
The following goals, policies, and implementation actions are now a part of the General Plan:

GOAL TR-C.1: TO CREATE AN INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK THAT SUPPORTS BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN
TRAVEL THROUGH POLICY DEVELOPMENT, CITY STAFF AND COMMITTEE ACTIONS, AND CAPITAL
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION.
Policies
TR-C.1.1

TR-C.1.2

The City shall consider the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians in all future road
construction or widening projects and development projects (reference policies CDA.1.2, LU-A.6.4).
The City shall establish a Bicycle and Pedestrian Citizens Advisory Committee (BPAC)
composed of at least three (3) members who live or work in Union City. The BPAC
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shall meet on an as-needed basis to review plans and funding applications and to
prioritize bicycle and pedestrian projects.
TR-C.1.3

The City shall prioritize and increase funding (including seeking grant funding) for
bicycle and pedestrian projects.

TR-C.1.4

The City shall prioritize and increase funding for the maintenance of existing and future
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and shall adopt guidelines for scheduled maintenance of
such facilities.

TR-C.1.5

The City shall develop bicycle and pedestrian design guidelines to be used in the
development of all new bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

TR-C.1.6

The City shall examine existing flood control levees, abandoned railroad spur and main
line rights-of-way, and utility line rights-of-way as potential locations for bicycle and
pedestrian facilities. (reference policy CD-B.2.3).

TR-C.1.7

The City shall implement planned bicycle and pedestrian improvements to close gaps in
the bicycle and pedestrian networks and create an interconnected system that links all
facility types, including hiking trails, park trail, creek trails, and on-street bikeways.

TR-C.1.8

The City shall ensure that bicycle and pedestrian facilities (including on-street bicycle
facilities, secure bicycle parking, safe pedestrian crossings, and continuous sidewalks or
paths) are included in the Intermodal Station District and the Union Landing District,
and these districts are well-connected to neighboring areas by bicycle and pedestrian
facilities (reference policies CD-B.3.1, CD-B.1.9, ED-B.1.3, LU-B.2.3, TR-A.2.4, TRA.2.6).

GOAL TR-C.2: TO DEVELOP A COMPREHENSIVE SIGNED BICYCLE ROUTE NETWORK COMPOSED OF CLASS I
(PAVED OFF-STREET PATHS AND MULTI-USE TRAILS), CLASS II (BICYCLE LANES), AND CLASS III (SHAREDUSE ROADWAYS) FACILITIES CONNECTING ALL OF UNION CITY’S NEIGHBORHOODS AND ADJACENT
COMMUNITIES.
Policies
TR-C.2.1

The City shall develop a planned bicycle route network that conveniently and efficiently
links residential neighborhoods, parks and open space areas, transit centers, schools,
shopping areas, public facilities, major employment centers, and the regional bicycle
network.

TR-C.2.2

The City shall prioritize bicycle projects and seek funding opportunities in order to
implement the planned bicycle route network.

TR-C.2.3

The City shall integrate, wherever possible, its planned bicycle route network with the
Alameda Countywide Bicycle network and existing bicycle facilities in Fremont and
Hayward.

TR-C.2.4

The City shall work with BART, AC Transit, and UC Transit to ensure the bicycle route
network provides direct and convenient access to local and regional transit lines and that
bicycles are provided access to transit vehicles whenever feasible.

TR-C.2.5

The City shall give priority to bicycle improvements that connect neighborhoods and job
centers to the proposed Intermodal Station.
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TR-C.2.6

The City shall explore innovative bicycle facility treatments when necessary to
implement the planned bicycle route network (reference policy TR-A.1.15).

TR-C.2.7

The City shall require secure bicycle parking for all new or modified public and private
developments.

TR-C.2.8

The City shall implement a program to install secure bicycle parking in public areas.

TR-C.2.9

The City shall encourage the development of easily accessible and safe bike paths along
the State Route 84 extension.

TR-C.2.10

The City shall support as a priority project the construction of a bike path west of the
511 Area residential development.

GOAL TR-C.3: TO DEVELOP UNION CITY’S LOCAL TRAIL SYSTEM AND INTEGRATE LOCAL TRAILS WITH
REGIONAL TRAIL SYSTEMS WHENEVER POSSIBLE.
Policies
TR-C.3.1

The City shall continue to improve its local trail system and ensure that all local trails
meet the design requirements set forth in the bicycle and/or pedestrian design
guidelines.

TR-C.3.2

The City shall support regional efforts to implement trails (such as the Bay Trail and Bay
Area Ridge Trail), and shall identify opportunities to connect local trails with regional
trails.

TR-C.3.3

The City shall seek opportunities to connect existing and planned trails to the bicycle
route network.

GOAL TR-C.4: TO CREATE A CONTINUOUS PEDESTRIAN NETWORK THAT MEETS ADA STANDARDS AND
ALLOWS PEDESTRIANS TO SAFELY AND CONVENIENTLY ACCESS PARKS AND OPEN SPACE AREAS, TRANSIT
CENTERS, SCHOOLS, SHOPPING AREAS, PUBLIC FACILITIES, MAJOR EMPLOYMENT CENTERS, AND OTHER
SIGNIFICANT DESTINATIONS.
Policies
TR-C.4.1

The City shall examine all signalized intersections and prioritize improvements at these
locations, including crosswalk striping, pedestrian actuation, pedestrian countdown
signals, signal re-timing, and audible pedestrian signals (reference policy TR-A.1.15).

TR-C.4.2

The City shall examine pedestrian crossings and prioritize locations for pedestrian safety
improvements.

TR-C.4.3

The City shall prioritize locations for ADA improvements, including curb ramps,
sidewalk gaps, and sidewalk obstructions.

TR-C.4.4

The City shall examine and work with BART, AC Transit, and UC Transit to ensure that
transit stops are accessible and safe for pedestrians, and include amenities such as
weather shelters and lighting when possible.

TR-C.4.5

The City shall prioritize safety in the design of sidewalk improvements along major
arterials, including separating sidewalks from motor vehicle travel lanes where possible.
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TR-C.4.6

The City shall give priority to pedestrian improvements that connect neighborhoods and
job centers to the proposed Intermodal Station.

GOAL TR-C.5: TO DEVELOP EDUCATIONAL AND OUTREACH MATERIALS AND PROGRAMS THAT PROMOTE
SAFE BICYCLING AND WALKING, PARTICULARLY FOR CHILDREN.
Policies

TR-C.5.1

The City shall seek funding for and assist New Haven Unified School District in
implementing a Safe Routes to School program to make it safer and more attractive for
students to walk or bicycle to school, and shall encourage the NHUSD to implement
bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects on school grounds, including secure bicycle
parking.

TR-C.5.2

The City shall develop bicycle and pedestrian safety information material in multiple
languages, and distribute via the City’s website, printed materials, and other media.

TR-C.5.3

The City shall increase its participation in bicycle and pedestrian related events, such as
Bike/Walk to Work Days and Weeks.

TR-C.5.4

The City shall develop outreach materials, such as route maps, for new bicycle and
pedestrian facilities to encourage their use.

TR-C.5.5

The City shall work with transit providers operating in Union City to enhance and
facilitate bicycle and pedestrian use of transit, and shall coordinate with transit providers
to provide information that highlights facilities connecting bicycles and pedestrians with
transit.

TR-C.5.6

The City shall develop safety education programs aimed at motorists to improve
awareness of the needs and rights of bicyclists and pedestrians.

GOAL TR-C.6: TO ENSURE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS ARE CONSIDERED FOR
FUNDING.
Policies

TR-C.6.1

The City shall consider bicycle and pedestrian projects during development of the City’s
Capital Investment Plan.

TR-C.6.2

The City shall maintain a list of priority bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects.

Implementation Programs

TR-C.1

The City shall complete a Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan that addresses
opportunities for bicycle, pedestrian, and safe routes to school improvements, and
details and prioritizes a list of improvement projects.
Responsibility:
o City Council
o Economic and Community Development Department
o Public Works Department
o Union City Transit
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Time Frame:
o FY 2004-05

TR-C.2

The City shall seek funding and work to implement bicycle and pedestrian improvement
projects to complete the bicycle and pedestrian networks and support facilities.
Responsibility:
o City Council
o Economic and Community Development Department
o Leisure Services Department
o Public Works Department
o Union City Transit
Time Frame:
o FY 2005-10

TR-C.3

The City shall work with the Cities of Fremont and Hayward to ensure bicycle and
pedestrian facilities are continuous between neighboring jurisdictions.
Responsibility
o City Council
o Public Works Department
o Economic and Community Development Department
Time Frame:
o FY 2005-10

TR-C.4

The City shall consult the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan for design guidance when
implementing bicycle or pedestrian improvement projects, and when implementing
bicycle, pedestrian, or safe routes to school related events or programs.
Responsibility:
o City Council
o Leisure Services Department
o Public Works Department
Time Frame:
o FY 2005-10

On April 28, 2009, the Transportation Element of the General Plan was amended to include updates to
Figure TR-5, Existing and Proposed Bicycle Network, and TR-6, Existing and Proposed Pedestrian Network. These
updates removed the proposed bicycle connection between the Central Bay Industrial Park and the
Town Estates Neighborhood and reflected then-current conditions and plans, including modifications to
the pedestrian and bicycle network in the Station District Area. Additionally, both Figures TR-5 and TR6 were modified to reflect the latest proposed Bay Trail alignment at that time. The 2011 update
incorporated the above changes.
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1.4. 2011 MASTER PLAN UPDATE
The master plan was updated in 2011 to reflect current background information, pedestrian and bicycle
facilities that have been constructed since 2006, Safe Routes to School analysis completed in 2010 and
feedback received from the Planning Commission, Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee and the
public. Since 2006, the City has constructed approximately 21 percent of the recommended high-priority
bicycle and pedestrian project components listed in the plan.
The following provides an overview of the updates organized by chapter. Chapter 2 was updated to
reflect current information regarding the City’s major employers and their provision of bicycle support
facilities, existing bicycle facilities constructed since 2006, and bicycle and pedestrian expenditures
through 2010. Chapter 3 was updated to provide the current status of relevant planning and policy
documents from Union City, adjacent jurisdictions and other miscellaneous agencies. A subsection
regarding the City’s recently adopted Climate Action Plan and its relationship to the master plan was also
added. Chapter 4 was updated to reflect current estimates for mode share, analysis of current number
of people bicycling and walking to work as well as a projection of people walking and bicycling to work
in the year 2020 and the associated air quality benefits. Bicycle and pedestrian collision data was updated
to reflect the last five years. The public outreach section was updated to reflect outreach activities
associated with the 2011 update. Chapter 4 was also updated to reference an American with Disabilities
Act (ADA) Transition Plan prepared for the City. This plan is included in Appendix F.
The network maps and high-priority project sheets listed in Chapter 5 were updated to reflect
construction of bicycle and pedestrian projects since 2006. The following is a list of projects that were
built since 2006:
o 11th Street:


Bicycle lane striping and loop detectors at signalized intersections

o Alvarado-Niles Road:


Intersection improvements at Mann Avenue, Union Square, Dyer Street /
Smith Street, Meyers Drive, H Street / Royal Ann Drive, and Western Avenue



Bicycle lane improvements at Dyer Street and Smith Street

o Intermodal Station District / BART Improvements:
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Creation of new pedestrian and bicycle access points with sidewalks and bike
lanes off of Union Square and Decoto Road



Installation of signalized intersection at BART entrance and Union Square



Construction of a new 800-foot bus canopy along the entire frontage of the
BART Station to provide all-weather protection for bus patrons and pedestrians



Elimination of BART parking along Decoto Road to allow use of existing
bicycle lanes



Creation of new, signalized crossings on Decoto Road to the BART Station at
Station Way



Construction of 11th Street with broad sidewalks for pedestrians and bike lanes



Construction of the East Plaza and the bus loop road on the east side of BART
to provide access to the BART/Intermodal Station for pedestrians and bicyclists
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Construction of the Pedestrian Promenade between Blocks 3 and 4 of the
Intermodal Station District

o Decoto Road Intersections:


Intersection improvements at 5th Street, 7th Street , and 9th Street

o Dyer Street:


Intersection improvements at Whipple Road and Alvarado Boulevard



New Bike lanes from Courthouse Drive to Alvarado Boulevard

o Meyers Drive:


Sidewalk and intersection improvements

o Mission Boulevard:


Bicycle lane striping from Decoto Road to Fremont border

o San Carlos Way/San Luces Way/San Ramon Court/San Andreas Drive:


Installed bike route

o Smith Street:


Bike lane improvements

o Whipple Road:


Bike lane installation from Union City Boulevard to Kohoutek Way



Intersection improvements at Railroad Avenue

o Alvarado Elementary & Alvarado Middle Schools


High visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks have been installed at the majority
of the recommended intersections and the majority of recommended signage
has been installed.

o Former Barnard White Middle School


All crosswalks have been striped as high visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks
along and all recommended signage has been installed.

o Former Cabello Elementary School


High visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks have been installed at the majority
of the recommended intersections and the majority of recommended signage
has been installed.

o Cesar Chavez Middle School


Several of the recommended crosswalks have been striped as high visibility
yellow ladder-style crosswalks and several of the recommended signage projects
have been completed. There are some remaining striping and signage projects
that need to be completed along Alvarado-Niles Road, Dowe Avenue, Arizona
Street and Medallion Drive.
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o Kitayama Elementary School


High visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks have been installed at the
intersections of Kitayama Drive and Winchester Drive and Winchester Drive
and Medallion Drive. Recommended signage has also been installed.

o Pioneer Elementary School


All crosswalks have been striped as high visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks
along and all recommended signage has been installed.



All crosswalks have been striped as high visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks
along and all recommended signage has been installed. There are some existing
curb ramps that need to be upgraded to meet current ADA standards.

Chapter 5 was also updated to include new project sheets for installation of new bicycle lanes on the
Interstate 880 overpass and preparation of a feasibility study to analyze the removal of parking lanes and
replacement with buffered bicycle lanes along the City’s major thoroughfares. Chapter 6 was updated to
expand the Safe Routes to School program to four additional schools that included: Cesar Chavez
Middle School, Kitiyama Elementary School, Pioneer Elementary School and Searles Elementary School.
The majority of the recommended improvements are striping and signage projects. Chapter 7 was
updated to reflect the projects that had been completed or partially completed since 2006 and new
projects that were added. The cost estimates shown in all of the tables are in 2006 dollars. Due to the
similarity between 2006 and 2011 costs, the update did not include any revised cost estimates. The
similarity in costs between years is mainly due to the current economic downturn that is keeping
constructions costs low. Costs estimates were also not updated for projects that had been partially
completed. However, cost estimates were updated for projects that included added components and for
projects that had feasibility studies completed since these studies provided updated costs.
Appendix A, B and C were updated to reflect current State requirements, including American with
Disability Act regulations, and best management practices for design of pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
Appendix D was revised to reflect outreach activities for the 2011 Master Plan update. The contents of
Appendix F, regarding commute forecasts, was deleted since this information is contained in Chapter 4
and was re-purposed to house the two feasibility studies that were prepared for the Union City
Boulevard corridor project and the BART-Shelton connection as well as the ADA Transition Plan.
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2. EXISTING CONDITIONS
This chapter provides a description of existing conditions within the City of Union City relevant to the
Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan. Information is based on field visits, existing planning documents, maps,
and conversations with City of Union City, Alameda County and other agency staff. This chapter
presents a description of:
•
•
•
•

Union City’s land use context;
Existing pedestrian facilities;
Existing bicycle facilities; and
Existing conditions for children walking and bicycling to school.

2.1. SETTING
Union City is located in the eastern portion of the San Francisco Bay Area, bordered by Hayward on the
north and west, Fremont on the south, and unincorporated Alameda County on the east. Union City’s
bay frontage is comprised of salt marshes on the City’s western edge. The population of Union City
reached 69,516 in 2010.1 Union City spans 18 square miles or 11,520 acres, and as of 2010
accommodated 21,258 housing units.2 The bulk of Union City’s developed areas are in the flat coastal
plain, with the City’s eastern hillsides primarily devoted to agricultural or open space uses.

2.1.1. UNION CITY LAND USES
Union City’s developed lands are predominantly comprised of single-family residential development,
low-density light industrial development and commercial centers. Figure 3-1, in Chapter 3: Planning
and Policy Context, presents the general plan land use designations for the City of Union City. Singlefamily residential subdivisions are dispersed throughout Union City, filling the areas between activity
centers. Primary destinations and activity centers in Union City include but are not limited to Union
Landing, the Four Corners (International Market Place), El Mercado and The Marketplace Commercial
Centers, the Station District, the Alvarado-Niles corridor, the Decoto Road corridor, the Whipple Road
corridor and the Old Alvarado district. Local schools, parks and open space are also destinations for
Union City residents. This is particularly the case in the area around City Hall, which includes such
activity centers as James Logan High School, the Union City Library, the Ruggieri Senior Center and the
William Cann Civic Center Park . Additionally, Union City’s light industrial areas are employment
destinations for Union City residents.
Given the City’s development pattern, planning for the bicycle network is predicated on the fact that
pedestrian and bicycle trip generators and attractors are dispersed across the geographic region of the
City. The pedestrian and bikeway system should provide equal access to and from all areas of the City.

1
2

U.S. Census Bureau, 2010
Ibid.
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2.2. EXISTING PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES
2.2.1. MAJOR PEDESTRIAN GENERATORS AND ATTRACTORS
With the construction of the multi-modal station in the Station District, Union City will see significant
pedestrian activity as residents travel to and from transit. The area around City Hall is also a hub of
pedestrian activity. As the civic heart of Union City, City Hall anchors an area that features a large public
high school with recreational facilities as well as housing for seniors and a Senior Center. Located along
I-880 at Alvarado-Niles Road and Dyer Street., is Union Landing, Union City’s retail and commercial
hub. Designed as a sub-regional shopping and entertainment center, Union Landing draws consumers
from Union City as well as neighboring jurisdictions. Other shopping centers serve Union City
residents, such as the Four Corners/International Marketplace on the City’s western side and the El
Mercado and Marketplace centers on the City’s eastern side. Table 2-1 shows Union City’s major
employers, ranked by number of employees and listed with address. Many of the employment centers
listed below are centrally located for many Union City residents. The convenient location of
employment centers should encourage bicycle commuting as well as pedestrian travel. With the
completion of the multi-modal station, pedestrian travel in Union City will be more feasible than ever
before.
Table 2-1:
Major Employers in Union City
Rank
Company
Address
Employees
1
New Haven Unified School District
1800 H St
1180
2
Southern Wine & Spirits
33321 Dowe Ave
1150
3
Wal-Mart
30600 Dyer St
500
4
Axygen
33210 Central Ave
440
5
Abaxis
3240 Whipple Rd
354
6
American Licorice
2477 Liston Way
350
7
Rapid Displays
33195 Lewis St
300
8
Southland Industries
33225 Western Ave
300
9
Ttm Printed Circuit Group
30000 Eigenbrodt Way
300
10
Mizuho Orthopedic Systems
30031 Ahern Ave
299
11
Caravan Trading
33300 Western Ave
290
12
City of Union City
34009 Alvarado-Niles Rd
223
13
Blommer Chocolate
1515 Pacific St
200
14
China Japan Global
1684 Decoto Rd
200
15
Home Depot
30055 Industrial Pkwy
200
16
Jatco
725 Zwissig Way
175
17
Precision Plastic
725 Zwissig Way
175
18
Mobile Systems Wireless
2841 Whipple Rd
170
19
Tiburcio Vasquez Health Center
33255 9th St
160
20
Coinmach
32910 Alvarado-Niles Rd
150
Notes:
1. NHUSD total includes both employees working at the District office as well as at the various school locations.
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2.2.2. DEFINITION OF PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES
The foundation of a pedestrian–friendly community is the provision of human scaled environments,
compact mixed-use development and economically viable and vital places. This foundation is achieved
in part through use of design elements like:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

continuous sidewalks;
access for disabled citizens (compliance with the American’s with Disabilities Act);
ease of navigating intersections;
manageable walking distances;
scale of sidewalks and adjacent building facades;
personal security;
aesthetic and visual interest;
suitable climate for walking;
limited pedestrian exposure to high levels of noise and poor air quality; and
access to efficient transit and/or vehicle parking facilities.

Pedestrian facilities must be compliant with all state and federal standards for access. Sidewalks must
provide enough width to accommodate a throughway for disabled citizens, along with room for
landscaping and street furniture. Pedestrian facilities become more inviting when elements such as scale
and visual interest are incorporated into the environment. For this reason, design standards for
pedestrian facilities should introduce elements that support a pedestrian environment, including zero lot
line setbacks architectural design review of new development projects, public space elements like pocket
parks, and landscaping requirements for sidewalks and rights-of-way. Streetscapes should be designed
with a human scale in mind, enabling pedestrians to feel comfortable and in control.
Including a mix of business, residential and commercial uses will ensure a compelling environment for
pedestrians. A mix of uses provides numerous reasons for pedestrians to patronize businesses, transit
and civic amenities during all business hours. Ample pedestrian traffic contributes to actual security in
the pedestrian environment, as well as perceived security. Clear signage for both businesses and city
streets will help pedestrians to navigate between destinations. Safe intersections will enable pedestrians
to move between streets and between shops and restaurants. The temperate climate of Union City and
the entire San Francisco Bay Area has a positive effect on pedestrian activity and means year round use
of pedestrian facilities. The topography and climate of Union City provide an excellent foundation for
increased pedestrian activity.
The safety and efficiency of pedestrian facilities is shaped significantly by the character of the
intersection with roadways of all types and classifications. Intersection design is an integral part of
overall pedestrian design, and safety is the preeminent goal of intersection design. Appendix A provides
concepts and design standards for intersections that promote bicycle and pedestrian safety.

2.2.3. EXISTING SIDEWALKS, WALKWAYS AND MULTI-USE TRAILS
Union City’s network of existing sidewalks and walkways is predominantly accessible. Most sidewalks
meet state and federal standards for accessibility, with three identified exceptions. Sidewalk
improvements are necessary along portions of Whipple Road, Mission Boulevard and Meyers Road near
James Logan High School.
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Union City is home to an established network of multi-use paths, which allow pedestrians to follow
many of the City’s creeks as they run between numerous parks. These multi-use paths also enable
pedestrians to cross under Interstate 880. Union City also has numerous park trails not shown in Table
2-2 that provide pedestrians with paths through the City’s recreation areas. These facilities are further
discussed below under Section 2.3.2 as they provide for bicycle circulation as well.
Table 2-2:
Existing City of Union City Off-Street Class I Paths
Name/Location of Trail
Union City Creek Trail

From
Union City Boulevard

To
Casa Verde Park

Type
Class I

Length
(miles)
2.3

Union City Creek Trail along
Alameda Creek
Union City Creek Trail along Dry
Creek
Depot Road Trail
Union City Creek Trail

I-880

Alameda Creek at William
Cann Memorial Park
UPRR Tracks

Class I

1.2

Class I

0.8

H Street
Decoto Road

Class I
Class I

0.2
0.6

Osprey Drive
Quarry Lakes Regional Park
Mission Boulevard

Class I
Class I
Class I

0.1
0.4
0.4

Union City Boulevard
TOTAL CLASS I

Class I

0.9
6.9

Arroyo Park Trail
Trail along Quarry Lakes Drive
Union City Creek Trail along Dry
Creek
Mariner Park Trail

Alvarado-Niles Road
D Street
Alameda Creek near
Perry Road
Perry Road
Osprey Drive
Whipple Road
Benson Road

2.2.4. ROADWAY CROSSINGS AND INTERSECTION DESIGN
Union City currently regulates the design of streets and sidewalks through the adopted General Plan
Transportation Element, adherence to standard traffic engineering guidelines, and through some
provisions for sidewalk width applicable to the Station District area established in the City’s Municipal
Code.3 As outlined in the City’s Standard Details and the Standard Specifications and Design Criteria,
sidewalks must be ADA compliant, street trees must be planted in new residential subdivisions and new
bus shelters and street furniture must meet minimal design standards. However, the regulations outlined
in the City’s documents are predominantly engineering standards, and although they may deal with the
composition of the sidewalk, they do not address the topic of pedestrian design. Union City’s pedestrian
design standards could be enhanced, with the exception of the sidewalk standards listed in Chapter
18.38, Station Mixed-Use Commercial District, of the Union City Municipal Code.

2002 City of Union City General Plan, City of Union City Municipal Code, City of Union City Standard Details and
Standard Specifications and Design Criteria.
3
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2.3. EXISTING BICYCLE FACILITIES
2.3.1. DEFINITION OF BIKEWAYS
The three types of bikeways identified by Caltrans in Chapter 1000 of the Highway Design Manual are
identified below. Detailed design guidelines for all three types of bikeways are provided in Chapter 7.
Class I Bikeway. Typically called a “bike path” or “bike trail,” a Class I bikeway provides bicycle travel on
a paved right-of-way completely separated from any street or highway.
Class II Bikeway. Often referred to as a “bike lane,” a Class II bikeway provides a striped and stenciled
lane for one-way travel on a street or highway.
Class III Bikeway. Generally referred to as a “bike route,” a Class III bikeway provides for shared use
with pedestrian or motor vehicle traffic and is identified only by signing.
Class I bike paths are generally desirable for recreational uses, particularly by families and children. Class
I bike paths are preferred for corridors where there are few intersections or crossings, to reduce the
potential for conflicts with motor vehicles. Class I facilities can also serve a transportation function
where a continuous facility is provided for a long distance (e.g. greater than five miles) and provides a
connection between a trip generator such as a residential district and a trip attractor such as an area of
significant employment density.
Class II bicycle lanes provide a designated, striped lane for bicyclists. When properly designed, bike lanes
help improve the visibility of bicyclists. In general, Class II bicycle lanes are highly desirable for bicycle
commute routes, and any urban area where bicycle circulation is desired by local residents in order to
access a variety of destinations such as shopping areas, educational centers, and other land uses.
Required right-of-way widths for Class II bicycle lanes are discussed in Appendix B: Bicycle Design
Standards.
On streets with low traffic volumes and speeds (under 5,000 vehicles per day, 30 mph), bicycle lanes may
not be needed. On low-traffic neighborhood streets, Class III bicycle routes can serve as important
connectors to schools and recreational areas such as parks. Class III bicycle routes may also be desirable
on certain commute routes where installing bicycle lanes is not possible, provided that appropriate
signage is installed to alert motorists to the presence of bicycles on the roadway.
Union City’s existing bicycle network is shown in Figure 2-1. The network consists of both on- and offstreet facilities.
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2.3.2. EXISTING OFF-STREET BIKE PATHS
2.3.2.1. Alameda Creek Regional Trail
The Alameda Creek Regional Trail runs from Union City Boulevard on the west to Canyon Road near
Niles Canyon in Fremont on the east. The trail runs along the Alameda County Flood Control Channel,
which joins the southern fork of Alameda Creek near Interstate 880. This existing trail is a Class I mixed
use trail providing a scenic east-west route along the channel. The Alameda Creek Regional Trail is part
of the East Bay Regional Park District (District) trail system, and provides access to such parks as
Coyote Hills Regional Park and the Quarry Lakes Regional Recreation Area. This facility provides a mix
of paved and unpaved surfaces, as shown in Figure 2-1.
2.3.2.2. Alameda Creek Trail
In addition to the District trail along southern Alameda Creek, the City of Union City maintains a Class I
trail along the northern fork of Alameda Creek. This trail runs along northern Alameda Creek from
Union City Boulevard north of Whipple Road, to Smith Street near its intersection with Dyer Street. At
Smith Street, cyclists must transition onto Class II bicycle lanes that run though the residential
subdivision bordering Casa Verde Park. The path cuts through Casa Verde Park to rejoin Alameda
Creek as it passes under Interstate 880. This trail provides an essential connection between the eastern
and western portions of Union City because it features a safe passage under Interstate 880. At its
southern end, the Alameda Creek Trail joins the District Alameda Creek Regional Trail.
2.3.2.3. Dry Creek Trail
The Dry Creek Trail follows Dry Creek from its southern terminus at Alameda Creek north to Mission
Boulevard. A gap in the Dry Creek Trail results from the presence of Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)
and Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks between 13th Street and Whipple Road. It has been not been
possible to extend the trail along this section of Dry Creek due to the magnitude of effort needed to take
a trail across the BART and UPRR tracks.
2.3.2.4. Mariner Park Trail
The Mariner Park trail runs between Benson Road and Union City Boulevard. The Class I trail provides
a connection for the residential subdivision around Mariner Park to both the park and Union City
Boulevard.
2.3.2.5. William Cann Civic Center Park Trail
The William Cann Civic Center Park trail connects Decoto Road and the Alameda Creek Regional Trail
through William Cann Civic Center Park. Bicycle and pedestrian traffic may use existing bicycle lanes
along Alvarado-Niles Road to link to a short section of Class I trail that connects Osprey Drive to
Quarry Lakes Regional Recreation Area.
2.3.3. EXISTING ON-STREET BIKE LANES AND ROUTES
Union City’s existing bikeways provide vital connections between the eastern and western halves of
Union City, as well as connections to regional parks and schools. Class II bikeways run along AlvaradoNiles Road, connecting destinations along that route with the commercial center at Alvarado-Niles Road
and Decoto Road and the civic center at Royal Ann Drive and Alvarado-Niles Road. Class II bikeways
also connect Decoto Road with the existing District Alameda Creek Regional Trail that skirts the
southern edge of Union City. However, there are many parks and schools in Union City that can benefit
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from direct bikeway connections. Additionally, the existing bikeways are often incomplete, leaving
cyclists with sections of road that are difficult and dangerous to ride. The existing Class II bikeways are
shown in Table 2-3 below and in Figure 2-1.
Table 2-3:
Existing Bicycle Facilities
Name/Location of Bikeway
Alvarado Blvd.

From
Union City Blvd.

Alvarado-Niles Road
Alvarado-Niles Road
Decoto Road
Dyer Street
Dyer Street

Dyer Street
Almaden Blvd.
Mission Blvd
Courthouse Dr.
Smith St/AlvaradoNiles Road

Union City Blvd.

Hayward Border

Quarry Lakes Drive

Osprey Drive

Whipple Road
Osprey Drive
Whipple Road
11th Street

Railroad Ave.
Alvarado-Niles Road
Dyer Street
Decoto Road
Tamarack Drive/
Hayward City Limit
Decoto Road
Union City Blvd.

Mission Blvd.
Union Square
Smith Street

To
Fremont Border
Union Landing
Boulevard
Fremont Border
Fremont Border
Smith Street

Type
Class II

Alvarado Blvd.
Smith Street/Cambridge
Way
Quarry Lakes Regional
Park
Barnard-White Middle
School
Arroyo Park
Union City Blvd.
Green Street Bridge

Class II

Fremont City Limit
Alvarado-Niles Road
Dyer Street
TOTAL CLASS II

Class II
Class II
Class II
Class II

Class II
Class II
Class II
Class II
Class II
Class II
Class II
Class II
Class III

Length
(miles)
1.2
0.3
2.8
1.7
0.4
0.5
1.0
0.4
0.2
0.2
0.7
0.7
1.8
0.4
0.5
12.8

2.3.4. SIGNAGE
Implementing a well-designed, attractive, and functional system of network signage greatly enhances
bicycle facilities by promoting their presence to both potential and existing users. Currently, Union City
uses standard Caltrans bikeway signage, although most facilities lack signage entirely. In terms of
wayfinding, there is almost no directional signage provided along bikeways in Union City. Most local
street connections, continuous bikeway routes and destinations are not identified. The lack of good
directional signage is considered to be a deterrent to bicycling in the Union City. Destination signage can
further help to clarify routes, particularly in locations where two routes cross. Local examples including
City of San Francisco, City of Berkeley, County of Marin, and City of Palo Alto provide a combination
of more detailed signage of routes, destinations, and distances for bicyclists using the roadway system.

2.3.5. BICYCLE DETECTOR LOOPS
Bicycle detector loops (BDLs) are sensors that activate traffic signals when a bicyclist positions
him/herself where a loop detector is installed, in bicycle or auto travel lanes at signalized intersections.
BDLs were installed on 11th Street in the Station District.
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2.3.6. BICYCLE PARKING
Bicycle parking is an important component in planning bicycle facilities and encouraging people to use
their bicycles for everyday transportation. Bicycles are one of the most frequently stolen items in most
communities, with components often being stolen even when the bicycle frame is securely locked to a
rack. Because today’s bicycles are often high-cost and valuable items, many people will not use a bicycle
unless they are sure that there is secure parking available at their destinations. In California, bicycleparking facilities are classified as follows:

2.3.6.1. Class I Parking – Long Term
Class I bicycle parking facilities accommodate bicycles of employees, students, residents, and others
expected to park more than two hours. This parking is provided in a secure, weather-protected manner
and location. Class I bicycle parking includes a bicycle locker or a secure area like a ‘bike corral’ that may
be accessed only by bicyclists. A bicycle “day locker” is a bicycle locker concept that has gained recent
popularity because it requires minimal program administration. These lockers allow for multiple users in
the same day, therefore allowing these lockers to function similar to racks.
2.3.6.2. Class II Parking – Short-Term
Class II bicycle-parking facilities are best used to accommodate bicycles of visitors, customers,
messengers, and others expected to depart within two hours. This parking is provided by bicycle racks,
which provide support for the bicycle but do not have locking mechanisms. Racks are relatively low-cost
devices that typically hold between two and eight bicycles, allow bicyclists to lock their frames and
wheels securely, are secured to the ground, and are located in highly visible areas. Racks should not be
designed to damage the wheels by causing them to bend. Bike racks should be located at schools,
commercial locations, and activity centers such as parks, libraries, retail locations, and civic centers, or
anywhere personal or professional business takes place.
2.3.6.3. Union City Bicycle Parking Facilities
Class II bicycle parking facilities are currently found at Union City’s parks and schools, recreation
centers, park-and-ride on Union City Boulevard, City Hall and the Union Landing Transit Center. The
Union City BART station features both Class I and Class II facilities. The existing city-owned bicycle
parking facilities are maintained regularly by the Union City Public Works Department. Other private
landowners may desire to install bicycle-parking facilities on their own, or may do so to meet a condition
of development approval.
The Union City General Plan policy TR-C.2.7 states that the City shall “require secure bicycle parking
for all new or modified public and private developments”. This policy is supported by several sections in
Title 18 of the Municipal Code, which requires parking for bicycles in all commercial, industrial and
private institutional zoning districts. Secured bicycle parking is also required in the Station District multifamily developments.
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2.3.7. BIKEWAY SUPPORT FACILITIES
For the purposes of this Plan, bicycle support facilities refer to end-of-trip facilities that would encourage
bicyclists to commute to work or other activities that require one to “clean up” after a ride. Typically,
these amenities include showers and clothing locker facilities and can be located at places of
employment. Such facilities are most often provided by building owners or tenants for use by those that
work in the building. Although health clubs provide showers and clothing lockers, they are only
available to their members.
Bicycle shops are important for bicyclists making trips between urban areas in the event they suffer an
equipment failure and need repair parts or service. Parks and rest stops offer cyclists water, a place to sit
or rest, and restroom facilities. Transit transfer stations extend the range cyclist can commute.
Locations to shower and change clothes make commuting a more viable alternative.
Union City General Plan Policy TR-E.2.1 states that the City shall work to implement transportation
demand reduction programs, which may include bike lockers and showers. Union City employers who
currently offer these facilities are listed in Table 2-4.
Table 2-4:
Provision of Bicycle Racks and Showers at Major Employers
Employer Name

Racks?

Showers?

Number of Employees

New Haven Unified School District
No*
No
Southern Wine & Spirits
Yes
No
Wal-Mart
Yes
No
Axygen
No
No
Abaxis
No
Yes
American Licorice
Yes
No
Rapid Displays
No
No
Southland Industries
Yes
Yes
*Racks are provided for students. Teachers/staff typically bring bicycles into classrooms or offices per District.

1180
1150
500
440
354
350
300
300

Sources: City of Union City, 2011
Rack and Shower information based on City of Union City telephone and email survey, November 2011

2.4. BICYCLE FACILITY MAINTENANCE
Currently, the maintenance of Union City’s bikeways facilities consists of street sweeping of roadways
with Class II bicycle facilities. Other maintenance activities are conducted as part of the City’s regular
maintenance schedule.

2.5. PAST BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROGRAM EXPENDITURES
Since the passage of Alameda County Measure B in 2000, Union City receives approximately $150,000
dollars annually from Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC) for bicycle and
pedestrian improvements. Union City combines these funds with Transportation Equity Act (TEA)
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funding, generally totaling no more than $50,000 dollars, to accomplish bicycle and pedestrian projects.
Table 2-5 shows annual expenditures for bicycle and pedestrian facilities from 2007 to the present.
Table 2-5:
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Expenditures, 2007-Present
Project

Improvement

Completion
Cost
Date

Funding
Sources

Dyer Street Pavement Class II bike lane striping, wheelchair ramps with
Rehabilitation Project domes, etc.

$123,696

2011

Measure B
Funds 2542
and 2543

Wheelchair Ramps
Project

Install and upgrade 163 ramps to meet ADA
standards

$307,000

2011

Whipple Road –
Alvarado-Niles Road
Pavement
Rehabilitation
Meyer’s Dr. Sidewalk
Improvement

Bike lane and crosswalks striping, stop legends,
etc.

$32,936

2010

Traffic
congestion
funds/
Measure B
AARA,
Measure B

Retrofit and installation of 49 wheelchair ramps
and installation of wider Portland cement
concrete sidewalk for high school students
Bike lane and high visibility crosswalks striping,
etc. at various locations.

$200,474

2010

$142,675

2010 Proposition
1B

2008-09 Pavement
Rehabilitation
Program
Bike and Pedestrian
Accessibility
Improvements
2009-10 Pedestrian &
Bicycle Facility
Improvement Project

Installed high visibility crosswalk striping at
various school intersections and advance postmounted warning signs for motorists.
Install bicycle path to connect east side of the
city with Union Landing Transit Center. Provide
new traffic control, new striping, Class II & III
bike lanes, new pavement markings, and new
signs.
Retrofit and installation of 40 wheelchair ramps.

Wheelchair Ramp
Project
11th Street and Decoto Enhanced sidewalks, landscaping and lighting,
Connector at BART Class II bike lanes, ladder crosswalks, bulb=outs,
new pedestrian sidewalk and bike lanes to BART
along Station Way connecting Decoto Road to
Union Square
TOTAL
Sources:: City of Union City, 2011
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Gas tax

$68,122

2010

Measure B

$23,495

2010

BAAQMD

$93,580

2008

$6,457,000

Measure B,
Gas tax
2008 RDA, State
Housing
Grant,
Regional Bike
& Ped Funds

$7,448,978
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2.6. ENCOURAGEMENT AND EDUCATION PROGRAMS
The Union City Leisure Services Department operates the Teen Bicycle Workshop on Mission
Boulevard and also oversees a unique program, which encompasses bicycle safety and repair in addition
to other hands-on skills and industrial arts. The program is geared toward youth and teens and is free to
participants. In addition to safety and repair, the bicycle component of the program includes local bike
trips where participants can exercise their skills. The program participants are largely males from lowincome families, and participants can volunteer with the program in order to earn bikes and parts, which
originate as donations from the community and police department. The East Bay Bicycle Coalition, in
conjunction with the League of American Bicyclists, also holds free bicycle safety classes at the Kennedy
Community Center on a periodic basis.

2.7. MULTI-MODAL CONNECTIONS
Multi-modal refers to the use of two of more modes of transportation in a single trip (i.e., bicycling and
riding the bus or train).
The ability to reach transit on foot is an essential part of making both walking and transit effective travel
choices. Transit increases the length and variety of possible pedestrian trips, making it possible for
people to choose walking as their transportation mode more frequently. In Alameda County, 75-80% of
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit (AC Transit) passengers and 22% of BART passengers reach transit by
walking. When considering pedestrian access to transit stops, particularly bus stops, there is great need
for good pedestrian design leading to these locations. In 2004, AC Transit published Designing with
Transit: Making Transit Integral to East Bay Communities, a handbook for designing transit-friendly
communities. The guide lists the characteristics of a pedestrian-friendly community and includes
guidelines pertaining to walk access to AC Transit bus stops. These include sidewalks leading to bus
stops, a well-connected street grid, pedestrian pass-throughs where blocks are long or end in cul-de-sacs;
direct access from activity centers to bus stops; providing adequate lighting and clear sight lines on
sidewalks and pathways; providing pedestrians with safe crossings of major streets. Additional
information on good pedestrian design can be found in Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines,
of this Master Plan.
Improving the bicycle-transit link is also an important part of the non-motorized transportation network,
and a key to making bicycling a part of daily life in Union City. Linking bicycles with mass transit,
especially BART, commuter trains, buses, and shuttle services, overcomes such cycling barriers as
lengthy trips, personal security concerns, and riding at night or in poor weather. Making the multi-modal
connection for bicycles consists of two key elements: providing bicycle parking facilities at transit stops
and bike racks on trains and buses. Two other components include improving bikeways that link with
transit facilities and stops, and encouraging the use of multi-modal programs. Bicycling to transit, in lieu
of driving, benefits the community by reducing air pollution, reducing the demand for parking, reducing
energy consumption, and reducing traffic congestion with relatively low investment costs.
Existing multi-modal connections in Union City are especially important when considering regional trip
opportunities, for both pedestrians and bicyclists. The Union City BART Station provides access to
other areas of Alameda, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara and Contra Costa Counties where Union
City residents may be employed. Ensuring adequate bicycle access to these connections will extend the
range travel at both ends of the trip.
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2.7.1. UNION CITY TRANSIT
Union City Transit (UC Transit) is operated by the City and provides bus service between local
destinations like the Union Landing Transit Center and the Union City BART Station. UC Transit
provides connections to AC Transit and the Dumbarton Express for destinations outside of Union City.
Each UC Transit bus can accommodate two bicycles on exterior racks mounted at the front of the
vehicle.

2.7.2. AC TRANSIT
AC Transit operates throughout Union City. AC Transit provides service from Union City to other
Alameda County destinations. Each AC Transit bus can accommodate two bicycles, and cyclists may
ride with their bicycles without additional fee or permit. AC Transit has a limited number of stops in
Union City, but has convenient transfer points at the Union Landing Transit Center and at the Union
City BART station. Riders can transfer to UC Transit for access to more local destinations.

2.7.3. BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT
The Union City Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Station links Union City with other Bay Area counties
and the employment centers of San Francisco, Oakland and the Silicon Valley. Union City BART
ridership statistics indicate that fifty-five percent (55%) of weekday riders are bound for Downtown San
Francisco and fifteen percent (15%) are bound for Downtown Oakland. According to a 2008 survey,
seventy-three percent (73%) of Union City BART riders access the station by car (includes carpoolers
and riders who are dropped off), eight percent (8%) by transit, seventeen percent (17%) by foot and two
percent (2%) by bicycle.
The Union City BART Station currently has 20 Class 1 bicycle parking stalls which consist of keyed
lockers that allow one user per locker. BART staff has indicated that they have funding to add an
additional 20 shared use electronic locker spaces, which are operated by a smart card and allow multiple
users. The BART station also features two elevators for rider use. Elevators are the preferred form of
transport for cyclist moving bicycles from one level to another.
The Union City BART Station was recently the subject of a comprehensive planning process, which laid
the groundwork for the Union City Intermodal Station development. As part of this plan, bicycle and
pedestrian access in and around the BART station and surrounding Intermodal Station District was
substantially improved. The improvements included:
• Bicycle lane striping and loop detectors at signalized intersections on 11th Street
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•

Installation of signalized intersection at BART entrance and Union Square;

•

Creation of new pedestrian and bicycle access points with sidewalks and bike lanes off of Union
Square and Decoto Road;

•

Construction of a new 800-foot bus canopy along the entire frontage of the BART Station to
provide all-weather protection for bus patrons and pedestrians;

•

Elimination of BART parking along Decoto Road to allow use of existing bicycle lanes;

•

Creation of new, signalized crossings on Decoto Road to the BART Station at Station Way;

•

Construction of 11th Street with broad sidewalks for pedestrians and bike lanes;

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan
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•

Construction of the East Plaza and the bus loop road on the east side of BART to provide
access to the BART/Intermodal Station for pedestrians and bicyclists;

•

Construction of the Pedestrian Promenade between Blocks 3 and 4 of the Intermodal Station
District; and

•

Replacement of the asphalt sidewalk with a widened, concrete sidewalk on Meyers Drive to
provide safe pedestrian passage between the BART Station and Logan High School.

2.7.4. DUMBARTON EXPRESS
The Dumbarton Express provides transit service between San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties and the
Union City BART station. The service has destinations in Palo Alto and Menlo Park which may employ
Union City residents. Each bus can carry two bicycles on front exterior racks. The service also provides
access for Caltrain riders to Alameda County through the Union City BART Station.

2.8. SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL CONDITIONS
2.8.1. RATES OF WALKING AND BICYCLING TO SCHOOL
Union City schoolchildren walk and bicycle to school at varying rates. The Bay Area Transportation
Survey, conducted in 2000 by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, found that 29% of grade
school children in the South County Area of Alameda County (which includes Union City, Newark and
Fremont) walk to school, and 13% of high school students within this area walk. In 2006, school
officials from Alvarado Middle School, Barnard-White Middle School, and Alvarado, Cabello, Eastin,
and Kitayama Elementary Schools estimated that more than 50% of their student body is already walking
to school. Other campuses, like Cesar Chavez Middle School and James Logan High School, could
easily accommodate more students walking and biking to school. Nearly all schools have a supply of
bicycle parking that exceeds demand for the spaces, with the exception of Kitayama and Cabello
Elementary Schools. Most schools surveyed reported barriers to walking and bicycling including heavy
traffic, frequent speeding and unsafe street crossings. Several Union City schools do not have crossing
guards, making walking and bicycling to school more challenging for young students. Traffic from
parents picking-up and dropping-off students is significant at some school sites, creating both congestion
problems and safety concerns. School-area signage and striping are not up-to-date with the most recent
MUTCD standards at several school sites in Union City.

2.8.2. EXISTING SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL GRANTS AND PROJECTS
In 2003, Union City received a Safe Routes to School (SR2S) grant in the amount of $500,000. The
SR2S funding was used in conjunction with other funds (Transportation Development Act, Alameda
County Measure B, and Union City Redevelopment Agency) for pedestrian improvements along
portions of Whipple Road, from Railroad Avenue to Ithaca Street and in front of Barnard-White Middle
School. The pedestrian improvement project included the fencing of the Railroad right-of-way after the
death of a neighborhood student along the tracks. The project was a joint effort of the Railroad Safety
Committee, the New Haven Unified School District and City staff.
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3. PLANNING AND POLICY CONTEXT
This chapter provides an overview of planning and policy documents from Union City, Alameda County
and adjacent jurisdictions that are relevant to the development of the City of Union City Pedestrian and
Bicycle Master Plan.

3.1. CITY OF UNION CITY
3.1.1. CITY OF UNION CITY GENERAL PLAN
The 2002 General Plan captures the vision for future development in Union City through identified
goals, policies, programs and standards. The General Plan is intended to aid in daily decision making
processes regarding Union City’s development. The General Plan contains maps showing existing and
proposed land uses within the City planning limits. Figure 3-1 shows the Union City General Plan Land
Use Diagram.

PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLES
The General Plan Transportation Element Section C provides a discussion pedestrian and bicycle issues
and needed improvements. The General Plan also provides a map of current and planned bicycle and
pedestrian facilities that was most recently updated in April 2009. In March of 2005, the City Council of
Union City approved a General Plan Amendment updating Section C of the Transportation Element to
reflect a more explicit focus on bicycle and pedestrian transportation issues. This General Plan
Amendment is included in the Introduction to this Plan under Section 1.3.1. These General Plan goals
and policies will work in conjunction with the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan to enhance nonmotorized transportation opportunities in Union City.

COMPLETE STREETS
On September 30, 2008, Assembly Bill 1358 (AB 1358), the California Complete Streets Act, was signed
into law. AB 1358 amended Government Code Sections 65302(b)(2)(A) and (B) to require Cities and
Counties to modify General Plan circulation elements to plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation
network that meets the needs of all users in a manner that is suitable to the context. “Users” are defined
as bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, motorists, movers of commercial goods, pedestrians,
users of public transportation, and seniors. Compliance with AB 1358 is required upon any substantial
revision of the circulation element after January 1, 2011.
The City will be updating the General Plan Transportation Element in 2012 to add Complete Streets
language in accordance with AB 1358. The General Plan amendment will build on the existing goals,
policies, and implementation measures that encourage the safe travel of pedestrians, bicyclists, persons
with disabilities, vehicles, and transit riders across streets, roads, and highways in Union City. The
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan will implement the Complete Streets policies, as they pertain to
pedestrians and bicyclists. Additional implementation measures will include reviewing and revising
standard details and current practices to ensure that new and rehabilitated streets take all users into
account, as appropriate for a given context.
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Figure 3-1
General Plan Land Use Diagram

3.1.2.
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3.1.2. UNION CITY MUNICIPAL CODE
The Municipal Code is intended to protect the health, safety, public welfare and physical environment of
Union City, and includes many directives aimed at the role of bicycles, bicyclists and pedestrians. Bicycle
and Pedestrian issues are addressed in Titles 10, 12, 17 and 18 of the Union City Municipal Code.

3.1.3. CLIMATE ACTION PLAN
The City’s Climate Action Plan was adopted in October 2010. The City established a goal to reduce
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 20 percent below 2005 levels by 2020. The adopted plan includes
measures to reduce GHG emission within a variety of sectors including land use, energy, water, waste,
green infrastructure and transportation including measures relating to the provision of pedestrian and
bicycle facilities. The plan identified a goal to build-out 25% of the pedestrian and bicycle network
identified in the Master Plan by 2020.

3.1.4. REDEVELOPMENT PLAN
Union City designated a redevelopment area in 1988 and updated the Redevelopment Area Plan in 2002.
The Redevelopment Plan, amended in March of 2002, incorporated an additional 174 acres of land,
bringing the total redevelopment area to 1,658 acres. The redevelopment designation is intended to
facilitate additional affordable housing construction, new transit facility construction, mixed use
development, BART expansion and the rehabilitation of public improvements and facilities. The
redevelopment area is generally concentrated in the Decoto neighborhood, the DIPSA area, the Tropics,
Central Park West, Union Landing, the Four Corners area, and the Old Alvarado area.

3.1.5. PARK AND RECREATION MASTER PLAN
Adopted in June of 1999, the Union City Park and Recreation Master Plan outlines goals and policies
intended to guide the future path of the City’s Park and Recreation Department. The Master Plan was
developed, in part, through a survey of 600 area residents about their park and recreation preferences.
Of the residents surveyed, 57 percent stated that the development of additional walking and jogging trails
is a high priority. Overall, survey respondents displayed an interest in passive recreation, including
hiking and walking. The Master Plan identifies a significant passive recreation goal, stating: “Trails will
be provided to meet the needs of residents for recreation and alternate transportation routes and to
connect to regional trails systems.” In order to attain this goal, the Master Plan recommends that Union
City take the following steps:


Work to improve its internal trail system;



Actively support regional efforts to create the Bay Trail and Bay Area Ridge Trail;



Identify opportunities to design and dedicate connectors between regional trails and City
trails;



Plan for trail connections to regional transportation systems to support intermodal
transportation opportunities;



Identify bike routes throughout the City; and,



Connect all trails to transit routes, work centers and schools wherever possible.
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Community Facilities and
Trails Map
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The Master Plan notes that the proposed Bay Trail and Bay Area Ridge Trail will be key components of
Union City’s future trail system. The Park and Recreation Master Plan provides some of the policy
support necessary to integrate such trail components into a viable trail network.
The Community Facilities and Trails Map of the Master Plan identifies a network of proposed bicycle
lanes, routes, and trails throughout the city. This map is shown in Figure 3-2. This map was utilized in
the creation of the Union City Proposed Bicycle Network shown in Figure 5-3.

3.1.6. INTERMODAL STATION DISTRICT AND TRANSIT FACILITY PLAN
In 2002, Union City adopted the Intermodal Station District and Transit Facility Plan for the
redevelopment area surrounding the existing BART station. The Station District plan presented
opportunities for transit oriented, mixed-use development that included passenger rail service, BART,
bus services, retail, office and residential development, and public spaces. The plan emphasizes
pedestrian design, calling it the “dominant design consideration.” Pedestrian design guidelines and
standards are presented in the plan, encompassing public spaces, pedestrian underpasses and overpasses,
pedestrian alleys and greenways. The plan emphasizes many of the tenets of pedestrian design, including
safe and direct pedestrian connections between transit modes. The Plan considers bicycle
accommodations and design, recommending secure and protected bicycle parking. The plan suggests
that bicycle parking be incorporated into the proposed parking garages, or should be developed as
multiple free-standing facilities located proximate to each transit system.

3.1.7. STATION DISTRICT STRATEGIC ACTION PLAN
The Station District Strategic Action Plan was prepared in June 2004 to help guide development in the
Station District area. The Station District Strategic Action Plan outlines the policy framework of
development in the District, the roles and responsibilities of the implementation partners, the
implementation schedule and descriptions of projects. The plan also provides an overall vision for the
creation of a new Downtown area. The plan aims to seamlessly integrate a new and redesigned
downtown into the existing civic, commercial and transit centers.

3.1.8. STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS AND DESIGN CRITERIA
Union City’s Standard Specifications and Design Criteria are primarily engineering standards for roadway
design, including sidewalks and street furniture. The Criteria provide minimum standards for public
improvement projects and limited design guidelines.

3.2. CITY OF HAYWARD
The City of Hayward adopted their most current Bicycle Master Plan in 2008. The Plan designates an
extensive system of bikeways which intersect with the Bay Trail and other EBRPD trails. Hayward’s
existing network of bikeways meets the Union City border at Mission Boulevard, Huntwood Avenue,
Industrial Boulevard and Hesperian/Union City Boulevard. These connections provide the potential for
integration with the proposed Union City bikeway network. The City of Hayward does not have a
pedestrian master plan.
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3.3. CITY OF FREMONT
The City of Fremont's Bicycle Master Plan is currently being updated and is scheduled to be adopted in
January 2012. The 2011 Bicycle Master Plan includes recommendations for a network of bikeways and
bicycle support facilities. Development of Union City’s proposed bicycle network considered the
locations where these facilities could connect into the existing and proposed Fremont network. Specific
locations for connections include Alvarado-Niles Road, Union City Boulevard and Alvarado Road. The
City of Fremont adopted a Pedestrian Master Plan in 2007 and will begin an update of the plan in 2012.

3.4. CITY OF NEWARK
The City of Newark does not have a Pedestrian or Bicycle Master Plan. They are in the process of
developing their first Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan. The integration of Newark’s bikeway network
with Union City’s bicycle facilities is essential to provide continuous connections from the Union City
BART station to the Dumbarton Bridge bicycle facilities. The proposed route between these
destinations links Union City with Newark at the eastern end of Jarvis Avenue and SR-84.

3.5. ALAMEDA COUNTYWIDE PEDESTRIAN PLAN
The Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority (ACTIA) and the Alameda County
Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA), both predecessor agencies to the Alameda County
Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC) adopted Alameda County’s first countywide Pedestrian
Plan in September 2006. The plan was developed with the intention of elevating the status and
recognition of walking in the County. A primary purpose of the plan is to establish countywide priorities
to guide the funding of pedestrian projects and programs with countywide significance. Specific goals of
the 2006 adopted plan include:








Increase the number and percentage of walking trips with the intention of reducing motor
vehicle use, preserving air quality, and improving public health.
Improve actual and perceived pedestrian safety and security
Improve Alameda County’s pedestrian environment through additional infrastructure, better
design and maintenance.
Ensure that essential pedestrian destinations throughout Alameda County—particularly
public transit—have direct, safe and convenient pedestrian access.
Support planning and research to improve understanding of the benefits of walking, how
best to encourage walking, and the need for improved facilities.
Ensure that public agency staff and elected and appointed officials are well-informed and
well-trained in the pedestrian realm.
Maximize the amount of funding for pedestrian projects, programs and plans in Alameda
County, with an emphasis on implementation.

The Pedestrian Plan can be used as a resource by local agencies in developing and funding pedestrian
projects. A Toolkit for Improving Walkability in Alameda County was first published as a companion to the
2006 plan. It is a resource for local agencies that provides innovative pedestrian planning practices, best
practices for pedestrian facility design, programs shown to encourage walking, and funding opportunities
for pedestrian projects.
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3.6. ALAMEDA COUNTYWIDE BICYCLE PLAN
In 2001, the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) adopted the first Alameda
Countywide Bicycle Plan. Cross county corridors and alignments were determined by assembling
information from discussion with City staff, reviewing locally adopted bicycle plans and route maps, and
collecting data in the field and from other resources.
In 2006, the ACCMA and ACTIA adopted the first update to the 2001 Alameda Countywide Bicycle
Plan. As of late 2011, Alameda CTC was in the process of updating the Bicycle Plan, including the goals,
vision network, priority projects, and recommended programs, with the expectation of an updated plan
being adopted in 2012.
The 2006 Countywide Bicycle Plan established the following goals:


Create and maintain an inter-county and intra-county bicycle network that is safe, convenient
and continuous;



Integrate bicycle travel in transportation planning activities and in transportation
improvement projects;



Encourage policies and actions that foster bicycling as a mode of travel;



Improve bicycle safety through facilities, education and enforcement; and,



Maximize the use of public and private resources in establishing the bikeway network.

The 2006 plan includes a designated countywide network of bike paths, lanes and routes, and specific
“cross-county corridors.” The designated cross-county corridors that intersect and serve Union City are:


Route 5—Bay Trail: Running north/south from Albany to Fremont;



Route 25—Hwy 880: Running north/south from Albany to Newark;



Route 35—Hwy 580: Running north/south from Albany southeast to Castro Valley and
then south to Fremont; and,



Route 80—SR 84: Running east/west from Newark to Livermore.



Route 110—Industrial Parkway: Running east/west through Hayward.

The corridors vary in type of bikeway, applying the most appropriate class to each site. The cross-county
corridors connect with spurs that will link the routes with activity centers and transit stations. These
proposed countywide corridors connect Union City with other bicycling destinations throughout
Alameda County. Countywide bicycle routes established in the 2006 Alameda Countywide Plan are
included in the Union City Proposed Bicycle Network, shown in Figure 5-3. The 2012 Countywide Plan
Update is expected to increase the size of the network by adding more facilities around major transit
stations and central business districts.
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The 2006 Countywide Bicycle Plan identifies projects that facilitate the connection of existing and
proposed bicycle facilities from Union City to the surrounding jurisdictions. These projects are located
outside of the City limits but provide necessary connections to facilities within the City. These include:


Expansion of existing bridge over Alameda Creek at Union City border to accommodate a
new sidewalk, or a new bicycle and pedestrian bridge, to provide increased safety for
bicyclists and pedestrians crossing from Union City Boulevard into the City of Fremont



Addition of a Class I bike path along a portion of Industrial Parkway to provide an
additional east / west connection from Mission Boulevard to Union City Boulevard



Addition of Class II bike lanes along Mission Boulevard in Hayward to connect to Union
City.

The 2006 Countywide Bicycle Plan also included recommended education and promotion programs,
such as Safe Routes to Schools, and bicycle safety classes.

3.7. MTC REGIONAL BICYCLE PLAN
The original MTC Regional Bicycle Plan, published in 2001, documented the region’s bicycling
environment, identified the links in a region-wide bikeway network and summarized corresponding
funding sources. The 2009 update to the Regional Bicycle Plan included policies to encourage, increase
and promote safer bicycling; analyzed bicycle tripmaking and collision data; summarized countywide
bicycle planning efforts throughout the Bay Area; and documented advances in bicycle parking and other
important technologies. The plan also included a Regional Bikeway Network, which identifies the San
Francisco Bay Area’s bicycling corridors of regional significance and the corresponding gaps. In Union
City, the Southern Alameda County Bay Trail segment (discussed in more detail below) is identified.

3.8. ABAG BAY TRAIL PLAN
The Bay Trail Plan was adopted in 1989 by ABAG, with the goal of developing a 400-mile loop around
the San Francisco Bay Area. The plan mandates that the trail provide connections to existing parks and
recreation facilities and create links to proposed and existing transit facilities. There are currently existing
sections of the San Francisco Bay Trail in Hayward to the north and in Fremont to the south. The
existing Interim Alignment for the Bay Trail is located on Union City Boulevard. The 2004 Union City
San Francisco Bay Trail Preliminary Engineering and Feasibility Study, completed by the City of Union
City, the City of Hayward, East Bay Regional Park District, and Alameda County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District (ACFCWCD), as well as other partner agencies, documents a feasible route
to be located on flood control levees and maintenance roads parallel to Union City Boulevard. The
ACFCWCD is working on a plan to upgrade the existing levee system in response to projected sea level
rise. The final alignment of the Union City segment of the Bay Trail will be determined in conjunction
with this process. Once completed, the Union City section of the Bay Trail will provide excellent
opportunities for access from Union City’s trail and bikeway network.
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3.9. EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT
3.9.1. EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT MASTER PLAN
Adopted in 1997, East Bay Regional Park District (District) Master Plan outlines goals and policies
consistent with the District’s vision of its future. The District’s Mission Statement includes the goal of
the continued provision of trails. The District manages 65 regional parks, over 108,000 acres of open
space, and 1,200 miles of trails. The District aims to expand its system of trails linking parklands with
major population centers, like the Alameda Creek Regional Trail, which connects Union City residents
with the Coyote Hills Regional Park and the Quarry Lakes Regional Recreation Center.

3.9.2. PLANNED EBRPD PROJECTS IN UNION CITY
The updated 2007 Master Plan Map includes proposed trails for the Union City area. These include:


Old Alameda Creek



San Francisco Bay Trail – Coyote Hills to Hayward Shoreline



Bay Area Ridge Trail – Vargas Plateau to Garin and Dry Creek Pioneer Regional Parks



East Bay Greenway – Union City to Oakland



San Francisco Bay to San Joaquin River Trail – Niles Canyon

The District is also planning to extend its trail systems in neighboring jurisdictions like Fremont, which
will benefit Union City residents.

3.10. DUMBARTON RAIL CORRIDOR PROJECT
The Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project will extend commuter rail service across the South Bay between
the Redwood City in San Mateo County and Union City in Alameda County. When the service starts, the
rail corridor will link Caltrain, the Altamont Express, Amtrak's Capitol Corridor and BART, as well as
East Bay bus systems, at a multi-modal transit center in Union City. The planning for this project has
been led by San Mateo County Transportation Authority, in conjunction with Alameda County
Transportation Improvement Authority, Capitol Corridor, Silicon Valley Manufacturing Group, MTC
and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority.

3.11. CALTRANS
Caltrans administers the highway system serving Union City, which includes State Route 84(SR-84), State
Route 238 Mission Boulevard (SR-238), and Interstate 880 (I-880).

3.11.1. INTERSTATE 880
A major north-south route for the entire Bay Area, I-880 bisects Union City. Alvarado-Niles Road
intersects I-880 and is the only on-street connection between eastern and western Union City for
pedestrians, cyclists and motorists. Freeway interchanges, like Alvarado-Niles Road and I-880, are often
difficult for pedestrians and bicyclists to negotiate due to limited bicycle and pedestrian facilities, such as
dropped bike lanes or narrow sidewalks. The Alvarado-Niles Road overpass does not currently feature
through bike lanes, as existing bike lanes along the road drop before reaching the Caltrans-owned
overpass.
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3.11.2. STATE ROUTE 84 (SR-84) AND EAST-WEST CONNECTOR
SR-84, a regional roadway, provides an east-west connection between the Peninsula and the East Bay
Cities of Union City and Fremont. The Dumbarton Bridge is the defining feature of SR-84, and
providing access to the Dumbarton Bridge’s bicycle facilities is among the goals of the improvement
project to extend SR-84 into eastern Union City. The Dumbarton Bridge provides an eight-foot wide
separated pedestrian and bicycle pathway on the south side of the bridge. An extension of SR-84, from
Interstate 880 to Mission Boulevard, has been in the planning process for several years. Most recently,
the project has been re-designated as a local roadway (i.e. East-West Connector) and terminates at Paseo
Padre Parkway in Fremont. The roadway has been designed with Class 1 and Class 2 bike lanes and is
anticipated to be completed in 2016.

3.11.3. STATE ROUTE 92
SR-92 is currently inaccessible to bicyclists and pedestrians. There are no existing bicycle or pedestrian
facilities on the Hayward-San Mateo Bridge. AC Transit offers a Trans-bay Shuttle (Line M) which runs
from Hayward to the Peninsula, and accommodates cyclists with front bicycle racks. Because Line M
does not serve Union City, cyclists and pedestrians wishing to board the trans-bay shuttle must do so in
Hayward, at locations such as Chabot College or the Hayward BART station.
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4. NEEDS ANALYSIS
This section provides an overview of Union City’s needs for improving conditions for commuter and
recreational bicyclists, pedestrians, and children walking and bicycling to school. Existing land use and
commute patterns, as well as collision data, provide basic information on the needs of pedestrians and
bicyclists; suggestions received during public outreach efforts give further detail on what Union City
needs to become more bikeable and walkable.

4.1. LAND USE AND BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN TRIPS
Union City’s nearly 20 square miles encompass a mix of residential neighborhoods, commercial centers,
light industrial uses, and open space and public facilities. Major activity centers include the Intermodal
Station District and its surrounding mix of land uses, Union Landing and the Union Landing Transit
Center, and commercial districts along Smith Street, Dyer Street, Alvarado Boulevard, Whipple Road,
Mission Boulevard, and Union City Boulevard. In addition to thirty local parks, Union City borders
three significant regional parks: Coyote Hills, Garin/Dry Creek, and Quarry Lakes. Other important
activity centers include schools and public facilities such as the library, senior center, community centers,
and places of worship. The City’s size and location give it great potential to be a bicycle and pedestrian
friendly place. Many of Union City’s neighborhoods are within biking or walking distance of parks,
schools, community facilities, employment centers, and shopping opportunities. Figure 4-1 highlights
important bicycle trip generators and attractors.

4.2. COMMUTE PATTERNS
As Table 4-1 shows below, 0.5% of employed Union City residents commute to work primarily by
bicycle and 1.0% primarily by walking. These figures are about two to three times lower than the
respective percentages for Alameda County as a whole. It is important to note that this data, which is
derived from the 2007-2009 American Community Survey, does not account for recreational or nonwork utilitarian trips. One objective of any bicycle or pedestrian facility improvement is to increase the
mode split or percentage of people who choose to walk or bicycle rather than drive or be driven.
Reductions in vehicle trips or vehicle miles traveled translate into quantifiable reductions in air pollution
and can help lessen traffic congestion.
Table 4-1:
Mode of Transportation to Work
Mode of Transportation to
Work

United States
%

Drove alone
75.8%
Carpooled
10.4%
Public transportation:
5.0%
Bicycle
0.5%
Walked
2.9%
Other means
4.1%
Source: 2007-2009 American Community Survey, U.S. Census
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California
%

Alameda
County %

Union City
%

72.9%
11.8%
5.2%
1.0%
2.8%
4.9%

66.3%
10.4%
11.5%
1.5%
3.6%
4.9%

72.4%
12.5%
9.3%
0.5%
1.0%
1.6%
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4.3. TRIP REDUCTION AND POTENTIAL AIR QUALITY BENEFITS
Union City lies within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, which is regulated by the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The city is within the South Central Bay District of the
Basin. Currently, the Basin is classified as non-attainment for the Federal ground-level ozone and PM10
standards. The Basin is classified as severe non-attainment for the California ozone standard and nonattainment for the California PM10 standard.
Reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMTs) is a key goal of the BAAQMD, and fully implementing Union
City’s proposed bicycle and pedestrian networks will help achieve this goal by providing residents safe
and functional ways to get to work, school, or shopping by bike or on foot.
Based on available census data on mode split, a rough projection of future bicycle ridership in Union
City along with the trip reduction and air quality benefits can be made. While these projections are
ambitious estimates, they are important to building an argument for investing in bicycle facilities and
programs over time. Research conducted throughout the U.S. by the U.S. Department of Transportation
shows a definitive link between bicycle use and (a) age, and (b) the miles of bicycle facilities provided. It
is possible to derive a causal relationship from this information.
The current number of daily bicycle commuters in Union City is estimated to be 755 riders, making a
total of 1,509 daily trips. With implementation of the plan network and programs by 2020, it is estimated
that bicycle commuting could increase to 808 daily bicycle riders making 1,617 daily trips.
Table 4-2 quantifies the estimated reduction in VMTs in Union City following implementation of the
bicycle network, and the estimated reduction in air pollutants based on the best available local and
national data. In 2000, the bicycle mode share of trips was .5 percent. In 2020, this number is estimated
to increase to two (2) percent based on an estimate of similar communities with existing extensive bicycle
networks. This would result in an estimated decrease per year of 2,078,628 pounds of carbon dioxide and
5,351 pounds of nitrous oxide, which translates into a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions of 1695
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e/yr) 1.
Future walking mode splits should also show an increase in Union City. Proposed development activity,
specifically in the Station District, has the opportunity to increase the walking mode share to as much as
3.5 percent, as more than two million square feet of commercial and industrial development is located
within walking distance of the Union City BART Station. The current number of daily walk-to-work
commuters in Union City is estimated to be 368 people, making a total of 736 daily trips. With
implementation of the Plan improvements and programs by 2020, it is estimated that the number of
walk-to-work commuters could increase to 394 people making 788 trips. Table 4-3 quantifies the
estimated reduction in VMTs in Union City following implementation of pedestrian improvements, and
the estimated reduction in air pollutants based on the best available local and national data. This would

1

EPA Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies Calculator, http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energyresources/calculator.html#results
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result in an estimated decrease per year of 596,357 pounds of carbon dioxide and 1,535 pounds of
nitrous oxide, which translates into a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions of 486 MT CO2e/yr 2.

Input

Table 4-2:
Bicycle Commute and Air Quality Projections
Number Source

Demographic Groups
Population

71,342

2007-2009 American Community Survey, U.S. Census

Employed population

32,919

2007-2009 American Community Survey, U.S. Census

School population, K-8

7,008

2007-2009 American Community Survey, U.S. Census

College student population

4,826

2007-2009 American Community Survey, U.S. Census

Employed

0.47%

2007-2009 American Community Survey, U.S. Census

K-12

0.67%

2009 National Household Travel Survey

College

0.47%

2007-2009 American Community Survey, U.S. Census

Commute Modeshare

Current Bicycling Trips
Bicycle commuters

155

Employed population multiplied by mode split

Weekday bicycle trips

310

Number of bicycle commuters multiplied by two for return trips

Average weekday BART ridership

3,077

Boardings at Union City station, 2008 BART Station Profile Study

Number of daily bike-BART users

4,900

Calculated from 2.00% mode share of boardings (2008 BART Station
Profile Study)

Number of bike-to-transit commuters

98

Weekday transit bicycle commute trips

196

Number of transit commuters multiplied by mode split
Number of transit bicycle commuters multiplied by two for return trips

Weekday bicycle commuters

506

Number of bicycle commuters plus number of transit-bicycle commuters

K-12 bicycle commuters

47

School children population multiplied by mode split

Weekday K-12 bicycle trips

94

Number of student bicyclists multiplied by two for return trips

College bicycle commuters

23

Employed population multiplied by mode split

45

Number of college student bicyclists multiplied by two for return trips

Weekday bicycle college trips
Daily adult bicycle commute trips

551

Number of bicycle trips plus number of bicycle college trips

Daily bicycle utilitarian trips

864

Number of utilitarian bicycling trips multiplied by bicycling utilitarian
trip multiplier (ratio of bicycling work trips to bicycling other (nonrecreation) trips (NHTS 2009), spread over week (vs. commute trips
over 5 days)

Current Daily Bicycling Trips

1,509

Current Bicycling Trip Replacement
Weekday vehicle trips replaced
Weekday miles bicycled
Weekday vehicle trips reduced

2

366
1,297
27

Trips multiplied by drive alone trips to determine automobile trips
replaced by bicycle trips
Number of vehicle trips reduced multiplied by average bicycle work trip
length (NHTS 2009)
Trips multiplied by drive alone trips to determine automobile trips
replaced by bicycle trips

Ibid
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Table 4-2:
Bicycle Commute and Air Quality Projections
Number Source

Input
Weekday miles bicycled

21

Number of vehicle trips reduced multiplied by average trip length to/from
school (Safe Routes to School Baseline Data Report, 2010)

Weekday vehicle trips reduced

33

Trips multiplied by drive alone trips to determine automobile trips
replaced by bicycle trips

Weekday miles bicycled

49

Number of vehicle trips reduced multiplied by average bicycle
school/daycare/religious trip length (NHTS 2009)

Daily vehicle trips reduced

399

Number of daily utilitarian trips multiplied by drive alone trips

Daily miles bicycled

756

Number of vehicle trips reduced multiplied by average utilitarian trip
length (NHTS 2009; does not include work or home trips)

Yearly Results
Yearly bicycle trips

393,935

Yearly vehicle trips reduced

157,561

Yearly miles bicycled

627,899

Future Demand (2025)
Future population

87,600

Future bicycle commuters

808

Future bicycle-to-work mode share
Weekday bicycle trips

2.00%
1,617

Yearly vehicle trips reduced

1,101,569

Yearly miles bicycled

2,555,149

Estimated using mode share of ABAG's 2005 Projections for Union
City for 2025
Employed population multiplied by mode split
Estimated from average Bay Area mode share in communities with
existing extensive bicycle facility networks.
Number of bicycle commuters multiplied by two for return trips

Future Air Quality Benefits
(pounds/year)
Reduced hydrocarbons

Reduced particulate matter
Reduced nitrous oxides
Reduced carbon monoxide
Reduced carbon dioxide

7,661

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Report 420-F-05-022
"Emission Facts: Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption
for Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks." 2005.

57

EPA, 2005

5,351

EPA, 2005

69,851

EPA, 2005

2,078,628

EPA, 2005

Table 4-3:
Pedestrian Commute and Air Quality Projections
Input

Number

Source

Demographic Groups
Population

71,342

2007-2009 American Community Survey, U.S. Census

Employed population

32,919

2007-2009 American Community Survey, U.S. Census

School population, K-8

7,008

2007-2009 American Community Survey, U.S. Census

College student population

4,826

2007-2009 American Community Survey, U.S. Census
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Input

Table 4-3:
Pedestrian Commute and Air Quality Projections
Number Source

Commute Modeshare
Employed
K-12
College

0.98%
10.57%
0.98%

2007-2009 American Community Survey, U.S. Census
2009 National Household Travel Survey
2007-2009 American Community Survey, U.S. Census

Current Walking
Walking commuters

321

Employed population multiplied by mode split

Weekday walking trips

642

Number of walking commuters multiplied by two for return trips

K-12 walking commuters

741

School children population multiplied by mode split

Weekday K-12 walking trips

1,482

College walking commuters

47

Employed population multiplied by mode split

Weekday walking college trips

94

Number of college student pedestrians multiplied by two for return trips

Daily adult walking commute trips

736

Daily walking utilitarian trips

2,588

Current Daily Walking Trips

4,806

Number of student pedestrians multiplied by two for return trips

Number of walking trips plus number of walking college trips
Number of utilitarian walking trips multiplied by walking utilitarian
trip multiplier (ratio of walking work trips to walking other (nonrecreation) trips (NHTS 2009), spread over week (vs. commute trips
over 5 days)

Current Walking Trip Replacement
Weekday vehicle trips replaced

465

Trips multiplied by drive alone trips to determine automobile trips
replaced by walking trips

Weekday miles walked

311

Number of vehicle trips replaced multiplied by average walking work trip
length (NHTS 2009)

Weekday vehicle trips replaced

429

Trips multiplied by drive alone trips to determine automobile trips
replaced by walking trips

Weekday miles walked

329

Number of vehicle trips replaced multiplied by average trip length
to/from school (Safe Routes to School Baseline Data Report, 2010)

Weekday vehicle trips replaced

68

Trips multiplied by drive alone trips to determine automobile trips
replaced by walking trips

Weekday miles bicycled/walked

38

Number of vehicle trips replaced multiplied by average walking
school/daycare/religious trip length (NHTS 2009)

Daily vehicle trips replaced

533

Number of daily utilitarian trips multiplied by drive alone trips

Daily miles walked

355

Number of vehicle trips replaced multiplied by average utilitarian trip
length (NHTS 2009; does not include work or home trips)

Yearly Results
Yearly walking trips

1,253,514

Yearly vehicle trips replaced

413,117

Yearly miles walked

282,898

Future Demand
Future population
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87,600

Estimated using mode share of ABAG's 2005 Projections for Union
City for2025

4-5

4. Needs Analysis

Input

Table 4-3:
Pedestrian Commute and Air Quality Projections
Number Source

Future walking commuters

394

Future walk-to-work mode share

1.0%

Weekday commute walking trips

788

Future daily walking trips

5,804

Yearly bicycle/walking trips

1,713,102

Yearly vehicle trips replaced

1,085,331

Yearly miles walked

Employed population multiplied by mode split
Same as 2009 walking mode share
Number of walking commuters multiplied by two for return trips
Total of future walking commute, school, college, and utilitarian trips

733,071

Future Air Quality Benefits
(pounds/year)
Reduced hydrocarbons

Reduced particulate matter
Reduced nitrous oxides
Reduced carbon monoxide
Reduced carbon dioxide

2,198

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Report 420-F-05-022
"Emission Facts: Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption
for Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks." 2005.

16

EPA, 2005

1,535

EPA, 2005

20,040

EPA, 2005

596,357

EPA, 2005

4.4. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY AND COLLISION ANALYSIS
Perceived danger is one of the most common barriers to getting people to walk or bicycle for
transportation. The size and speed differences between bicyclists/pedestrians and motor vehicles is one
contributing factor to perceived danger. For the five-year period between 2005 and 2010, 78 collisions
involving bicycles and 73 collisions involving pedestrians occurred in Union City3. The highest
frequencies of automobile versus pedestrian collisions are located at Alvarado Boulevard near Dyer
Street and Union Square near Decoto Road. The highest frequency of automobile versus bicycle
collisions is located at Alvarado-Niles Road near Central Avenue.
The frequency of bicycle and pedestrian collisions at specific locations in Union City provides valuable
information about where improvements are necessary. Tables 4-4 and 4-5 show the top ten most
frequent locations for bicycle and pedestrian collisions.

3

Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS). Note: these data only include reported collisions
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Table 4-4:
Top Ten Bicycle Collision Locations, 2005-2010
Location
Alvarado-Niles Road near Central Avenue
Decoto Road near Alvarado-Niles Road
Royal Ann Drive near Decoto Road
Alvarado-Niles Road near Flagstone Drive
Alvarado-Niles Road near Western Avenue
Decoto Road near Union Square
Dyer Street near Alvarado Boulevard
Whipple Road near Ahern Avenue
Whipple Road near Central Avenue

Number of Collisions
4
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

Table 4-5:
Top Ten Pedestrian Collision Locations, 2005-2010
Location
Alvarado Boulevard near Dyer Street
Union Square near Decoto Road
Alvarado Boulevard near Galaxy Drive
Meyer Drive near Alvarado-Niles Road
Alvarado-Niles Road near Royal Ann Drive
Decoto Road near 7th Street
I Street near 10th Street
Alvarado-Niles Road near Union Landing BLVD.
Decoto Road near Perry Road
Dyer Street near Courthouse Drive

Number of Collisions
6
6
3
3
2
2
3
2
2
2

Many of the locations identified above were studied for potential improvements and have been included
in the priority projects lists outlined in Chapter 5.

4.5. OVERVIEW OF PEDESTRIAN NEEDS
Pedestrians in Union City can be categorized depending on trip types. Pedestrian trip types include
those associated with: traveling to work, transit or other multi-modal facilities, school, recreation and
entertainment, health and exercise, shopping, social events, personal errands, appointments, and linked
trips (for example, running errands on the way to work). Pedestrian needs for different trip types vary.
For example, a commuter may desire a well-connected direct route with efficient signal timing, while a
recreational pedestrian may be more concerned about the aesthetics of the surroundings. However, all
pedestrians have several needs in common, such as safety, connectivity, and accessibility.
Pedestrian mobility networks should consider persons with disabilities. The Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) mandates that reasonable accommodation for access should be afforded those who may
need such assistance. The accommodations needed for Union City are described in more detail in
Chapter 5. The City has already incorporated curb ramps for wheelchair access on sidewalks, audible
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pedestrian signals for the vision impaired, and smooth surfaces on sidewalks. In 2010, the City prepared
an ADA Transition Plan. The plan is used as a guide for making physical improvements that will
facilitate accessibility for persons with disabilities by removing obstructions and impediments from the
public right-of-way. This plan addresses three (3) main types of deficiencies which present impediments
to improved mobility in the public roadway system, consisting of wheelchair ramps, traffic signals and
sidewalks. This plan is utilized in conjunction with the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan to prioritize
pedestrian improvements within the City. To date, l63 wheelchair ramps have been installed at City
intersections. A copy of the ADA Transition Plan is included in Appendix F.
Based on field observations and input provided in the public input process, the most critical needs of
pedestrians in Union City include the following.


Slow traffic speeds. The larger the roadway or turning radii at intersections, the faster
vehicles will proceed through the area. Constraining roadway width with bulbouts and
tightening right turns at intersections can slow vehicles as they approach areas with high
pedestrian volumes.



Sufficient crossing time. Signalized intersections should allow pedestrians adequate time
to cross the street. Short pedestrian signals may not allow all pedestrians to cross safely
before the light changes.



Crossing visibility. Crossing facilities, including crosswalks and signage, should alert both
motorists and pedestrians to the presence of the facility. Crosswalk design can aid in
increasing visibility through the use of specific striping patterns and lights.



Continuous facilities. Sidewalk gaps, missing signs and worn crosswalks are all barriers to
safe pedestrian travel. Continuous facilities allow pedestrians to choose the safest and most
efficient path to and from their destination, encouraging them to choose walking as their
mode of transportation.

4.6. OVERVIEW OF BICYCLIST NEEDS
While the majority of Americans (and Union City residents) own bicycles, most of these people are
recreational riders who ride relatively infrequently. School children between the ages of about 6 and 14
typically make up a large percentage of the bicycle riders today, often riding to school, parks, or other
local destinations on a daily basis, weather permitting. The serious adult road bicyclist who may compete
in races, “centuries” (100 mile tours) and/or ride for exercise makes up a small, but important, segment
of bikeway users, along with serious off-road mountain bicyclists, who enjoy riding on trails and dirt
roads. The single biggest adult group of bicyclists is the intermittent recreational rider who generally
prefers to ride on pathways or quiet side streets. According to a nationwide 1991 Lou Harris Poll, it was
reported that “...nearly 3 million adults (about one in 60) already commute by bike, and projected the
number could rise to 35 million if more bicycle friendly transportation systems existed.” In short, there
is a large reservoir of potential bicyclists who don’t ride (or ride more often) simply because they do not
feel comfortable using the existing street system and/or don’t have appropriate bicycle facilities at their
destination.
Bicyclists, like pedestrians, are categorized by type. Bicyclists are typically separated between experienced
and casual riders. Casual riders include those who feel less comfortable negotiating traffic. Other

4-8

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan

4. Needs Analysis

attributes of the casual bicyclist include cycling shorter distances than the experienced rider and
unfamiliarity with many of the rules of the road. The casual bicyclist will benefit from route markers,
bike lanes, wider curb lanes, and educational programs. Casual bicyclists may also benefit from marked
routes that lead to parks, schools, shopping areas, and other destinations.
Experienced bicyclists include those who prefer the most direct, through route between origin and
destination, and a preference for riding within or near the travel lanes. Experienced bicyclists negotiate
streets in much the same manner as motor vehicles, merging across traffic to make left turns, and
avoiding bike lanes and shoulders that contain gravel and glass. The experienced bicyclist will benefit
from wider curb lanes and loop detectors at signals. The experienced bicyclist who is primarily
interested in exercise will benefit from loop routes that lead back to the point of origin. These bicyclists
are less limited by topography, and often seek out routes that are challenging, hilly and scenic.

4.6.1. RECREATIONAL BICYCLISTS
The term “recreational” cyclist covers a broad range of skill and fitness levels. Recreational cyclists in
Union City can range from a “roadie” who joins 50 mile group rides on weekends, to a family with
young children who occasionally want to ride a couple miles down a quiet bike path, and all levels in
between. A cyclist’s level of skill, fitness, and comfort on the road will determine what type of facility
they are looking for. The needs of recreational bicyclists must be understood prior to developing a
system or set of improvements. While it is not possible to serve every neighborhood and every need, a
good plan will integrate recreational needs to the extent possible. The following points summarize
recreational needs:


Recreational users cover all age groups from children to adults to senior citizens. Each group has
their own abilities, interests, and needs.



Directness of route is typically less important than routes with less traffic conflicts, visual
interest, shade, and protection from wind, moderate gradients, or other features.



People exercising or touring often (though not always) prefer a loop route rather than having to
backtrack.

In order to characterize the differences in recreational cyclists, this study breaks this category into two
subcategories: “Road Cyclists” and “Casual Cyclists,” acknowledging that these are generalizations and
that the average cyclist may have attributes of both user groups.

Road Cyclists
Road cyclists are those who will bike almost exclusively on street, because roadways are the type of
facility that accommodates their desire for higher speeds, longer distances, and few conflicts with other
recreational users. Typical trip distances for the road cyclist can range from 10 miles to over 50 miles.
While the average road cyclist would likely prefer to ride on roads with little or no traffic, they are
generally comfortable riding in traffic if necessary. To this end, a road cyclist will tend to ride in a
manner similar to a motor vehicle (e.g. when approaching traffic signals or making left turns). Road
cyclists are typically not seeking a recreational destination along the route, as the ride itself is the
recreation. In fact, special cycling clothing and shoes and the lack of a bicycle lock, tends to limit the
ability of the road cyclist to park and walk around off the bike.
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Due to the relatively narrow width and thin casing of standard road bike tires, road cyclists are often
susceptible to flat tires. As such, road cyclists are very concerned about glass, rocks, and other debris on
the road or in the shoulder. In addition, loose material on the road such as sand or gravel can cause
skinny road tires to lose traction and wash out on curves. Since most road debris tends to end up in the
shoulder, road cyclists will tend to move into the travel lane if any debris is present in the shoulder that
might cause a flat tire or other hazard. This can sometimes lead to conflicts with motor vehicles, as many
motorists don’t understand why a cyclist is riding in the lane if there is a seemingly good shoulder
available.

Casual Cyclists
Casual recreational cyclists are those who generally want to ride on off-street bike paths, are seeking a
more relaxed cycling experience, and cover shorter trip distances at slower speeds. Casual cyclists will
tend to do trips of less than 10 miles in length, and often ride more comfort-oriented bikes, hybrid or
mountain bikes. Casual cyclists may ride as a family group, with children, and because they are more
likely to ride with others of varying skill and fitness levels, flat topography is generally desired. Casual
cyclists are typically not comfortable riding in traffic, and will avoid riding on busy streets when possible,
riding on the sidewalk if necessary. Bike routes that extend through low-traffic residential streets are
generally acceptable for casual cyclists, even if they are not the most direct route between destinations.
Casual cyclists may load their bikes in their cars and drive to a bike path, and are more likely in need of
parking areas. Having recreational amenities and features along the route is more important to the casual
cyclists, such as drinking fountains, shaded areas, picnic tables, interpretive signs, and scenic vistas.
Recreational destinations are also important for casual cyclists, as they provide a place to stop and get off
the bike and walk around. To this end, having secure bike parking at destinations is important.
Because of its relatively flat topography, Union City offers many good opportunities for casual and
family cyclists, and attractive recreational destinations would include the trail Alameda Creek Regional
Trail. Major barriers would include Interstate 880 and other busy crossings or intersections that might
intimidate casual cyclists who are not comfortable negotiating heavy traffic, merging, or lane changes,
especially those who go on family rides with young children. Clearly signed bike routes that avoid busy
streets and intersections are important to encourage casual cyclists.

4.6.2. COMMUTER BICYCLISTS
As this plan for enhancing and developing bicycle facilities, and available state and federal bicycle
funding is primarily focused on commuting cyclists – those riding to work or school, or for shopping,
errands, and other utilitarian trips – it is important to understand the specific needs of bicycle
commuters.
Commuter bicyclists in Union City range from employees who ride to work, to a child who rides to
school, to people riding for recreation or to destinations such as retail centers or neighborhood parks.
Millions of dollars have been spent throughout the United States attempting to increase the number of
people who ride to work or school, with moderate success. Bicycling requires shorter commutes,
running counter to many of our nation’s past land use and transportation policies which effectively
encouraged people to live further from where they work. Access to transit helps extend the commute
range of cyclists, but transit systems also face an increasingly dispersed live-work pattern that is difficult
to serve. Despite these facts, Union City has the potential to increase the number of people who ride to
work or school because of (a) concentrated local employment, (b) a relatively flat topography, and (c) a
moderate climate.
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For example, bicycle commuters in the City of Davis have reduced peak hour traffic volumes by over 15
percent -- to the point that many downtown streets that would normally be four lanes of traffic (with no
bike lanes) have only two traffic lanes and ample room for bicyclists. While Davis may be an anomaly,
national surveys have shown that about 20 percent of the adult population would use a bicycle to ride to
work at least occasionally if there were a properly designed bikeway system.
Commuter and student destinations of Union City residents include the BART station; the civic center;
hospitals; and elementary, junior high and high schools. Targeting bikeway improvements to commuters
is important because most roadway congestion and a significant portion of air contaminants occur
during the AM and PM periods. Enhancing the safety and aesthetic attractiveness of Union City
bikeways will help to encourage even more residents to commute on bicycles.
Key commuter needs are summarized below.


Commuter routes need to be direct.



Protected intersection crossing locations are needed for safe and efficient bicycle commuting.



Places to securely store bicycles are of paramount importance to all bicycle commuters.

Commuters and students follow similar paths, which is typically the most direct possible route from
origin to destination. For grammar school students, this may consist of residential or collector streets,
with few crossings of major arterials. For junior high and high school students, riders may have to cross
up to five or six arterials to reach school. For college students and adult commuters, trips are most often
under five miles but may be as long as 10 or 15 miles.
Unfortunately, commuters and students need to travel during periods of peak traffic activity, and to
destinations that may have high levels of congestion and traffic volumes/speeds. For example, one of
the most dangerous parts of a young student’s commute is the drop-off zone in front of their school
where dozens of vehicles jockey for position.
Once they have arrived at their destinations, bicycle commuters often find no (or poor) bicycle racks,
and no showers or lockers. Rather than providing an incentive for bicyclists, most schools and
employers inadvertently discourage bicyclists while continuing to subsidize parking for the automobile.
Commuting bicyclists have very obvious and straightforward needs. They require bike lanes or wider
curb lanes along all arterials and collectors, loop detectors at signalized intersections, new signals where
school children need to cross busy arterials, adequate maintenance of the pavement, and adequate bicycle
storage and showers at their destinations. Any other local or employer based incentive to encourage
bicycling to work would help to achieve the five-percent commute goal.
Most commute bicycle trips are less than five miles, except for those commuters linking to another mode
such as BART, or the Dumbarton Express Shuttle. Allowing bicycles on other modes such as rail or
bus, or providing bicycle lockers at multi-modal stations help extend the range of the bicycle commuter.
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4.7. OVERVIEW OF SCHOOL ACCESS NEEDS
Providing safe access to schools is an essential part of encouraging non-motorized transportation in
Union City. School access is especially important for elementary and middle school students who are
unable to drive to school on their own. In order to encourage walking and bicycling to school and to
ensure the safety of students using these modes of transportation, Union City should provide the
following school access components:


Adequate bike lanes and sidewalks



Adequate signage, crosswalks and crossing guards



Student education regarding bicycling and walking, possibly including student safety handbooks.



Identified safe bicycling and walking routes to school



Adequate curb ramps for disabled students, staff and visitors



Adequate traffic controls to slow vehicles, preferably to speeds of between 10 and 20 miles per
hour.

4.8. PUBLIC OUTREACH
Public outreach is an important component of the planning process for the Union City Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master Plan. Local citizens that ride bicycles and walk for commuting and recreational
reasons obviously have a personal interest in the plan as well as valuable insight into specific bicycle and
pedestrian needs in Union City.

4.8.1. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE
The Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC), formed in 2004, reviewed and
provided input on the Draft Plan. BPAC meetings were held during the original adoption of the plan in
2006 and the 2012 update. The purpose of these meetings was to solicit input from the BPAC and the
community.

4.8.2. PUBLIC OUTREACH
A series of public meetings were held to solicit input on the plan. These include a Planning Commission
Study Session, BPAC meeting, and Planning Commission and City Council hearings. Copies of the draft
plan were available at City Hall as well the Union City Library. The draft plan was also available for
download on the City’s website. Content regarding the public meeting and the availability of the plan
was added to the City’s website and cable television station. A press release was also provided to the Bay
Area News Group and the Tri-City voice regarding the update. The City received substantial feedback
from the Planning Commission, BPAC and public. See Appendix D for copies of all of the
correspondence received and the City’s press release.
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5. RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS
5.1. INTRODUCTION
This chapter presents recommended pedestrian and bicycle improvements necessary to create the
adopted City of Union City Pedestrian Network and Bicycle Network. The Bicycle Network map
(Figure TR-5) and the Pedestrian Network map (Figure TR-6) were originally adopted as a part of the
2005 General Plan Amendment described in Chapter 1 of this Plan. In 2009, the network maps were
updated reflect projects that had been constructed since 2005 and were incorporated into the General
Plan. These changes were incorporated into the current pedestrian and bicycle network maps included as
Figure 5-2 and Figure 5-3 in this chapter. As described in detail below, the Pedestrian and Bicycle
Network was developed through review of existing conditions, public input, and emphasizes close
coordination with existing regional bicycle networks established in the Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan
and MTC Regional Bicycle Plan.

5.2. PROJECT PRIORITIZATION METHODOLOGY
The established methodology for selecting a bikeway network for any community begins with the
primary effort to receive input from the local bicycling community and local staff familiar with the best
routes and existing constraints and opportunities. For this project, the project team included both a
staff-based Technical Advisory Committee, and the citizen-based Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Committee.
The project prioritization process begins with the review and documentation of the existing pedestrian
and bicycle network, facilities and programs. Following this documentation of existing conditions, the
planning process is then focused on defining a list of recommended projects through public input, field
review, and technical analysis. With a draft list of recommended projects, refinement and prioritization
is then required to establish and implementation framework. For the City of Union City Pedestrian and
Bicycle Master Plan, the project team developed specific criteria for project ranking, which were
reviewed and approved by the staff Technical Advisory Committee and citizen-based Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Committee. The project team then applied the criteria to the draft project list in
order to create High-Priority, Mid- and Long-Term project lists. These categories are further defined
below. Projects were ranked based on the following criteria:






Regional Projects
Land Use
Existing Demand
Latent Demand
Project Readiness






Support
Gap Closure
School Access
Transit Access

Of these criteria, all were weighted equally (10 points each) with the exception of regional and transit
access criteria which were weighted higher (15 points each) due to the fact that these factors were
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expected to make projects more competitive for specific funding sources. Figure 5-1 provides a
flowchart of this process as conducted through the development of this plan.
Figure 5-1:
Project Development and Prioritization Flow Chart
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5.3. PROJECT GROUP DEFINITIONS
5.3.1. HIGH-PRIORITY PROJECTS
High-Priority Projects are presented in this Plan in a Project Sheet format. Because these projects are
the highest priority for implementation and related-grant seeking, they are presented at the greatest level
of detail. Each project is presented on independent sheets in a narrative and graphical format that
provides a description of project boundaries, design concepts, and implementation cost information;
and, where required, the need for additional study is identified and defined. The High-Priority Project
Sheets are presented below in Chapter 5 beginning on page 5-11. Costs for these projects are presented
in Chapter 7: Implementation and in the individual projects sheets in this chapter, beginning on page
5-11.

5.3.2. MID-TERM PROJECTS
Mid-Term Projects are presented in a tabular format with an intermediate level of detail. All Mid-Term
projects are presented in a table that includes information on project boundaries, facility classification
according to the Caltrans typology (e.g. Class I, II, or III), and planning level cost estimate based on
industry standard cost estimating factors. Where appropriate, the need for additional project study and
definition is noted. The Mid-Term Project table is presented in Chapter 7: Implementation.

5.3.3. LONG-TERM PROJECTS
Long-Term Projects are presented in a tabular format including information on project boundaries,
facility classification, and planning level cost estimate based on industry standard cost estimating factors.
The Long-Term Project table is presented in Chapter 7: Implementation.

5.3.4. CURRENT AND FUTURE USE OF PROJECT LISTS
It is important to remember that the pedestrian and bicycle network and the individual projects are
flexible concepts that serve as guidelines to those responsible for implementation. The priority project
list, and perhaps even the overall system and segments themselves, may change over time as a result of
changing bicycling patterns and implementation constraints and opportunities.
The BPAC and City staff should review the priority project list on an annual basis to ensure that it
reflects the most current priorities, needs, and opportunities for implementing the bicycle and pedestrian
network in a logical and efficient manner. As projects are implemented and taken off the list, mid-term
and long-term projects may become priority projects.

5.4. RECOMMENDED PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE NETWORK
The Pedestrian and Bicycle Networks are intended to define the routes that provide a superior level of
service for pedestrians and bicyclists. The network serves as a tool that allows the City to focus and
prioritize facility implementation efforts where they will provide the greatest benefit to pedestrians and
bicyclists and the community at large.
The Recommended Pedestrian Network for Union City is shown in Figure 5-2. The Recommended
Bicycle Network for Union City is shown in Figure 5-3.
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5.4.1. PEDESTRIAN NETWORK
The following project types are defined in Figure 5-2 and in the Recommended Projects presented
below:

5.4.1.1. Pedestrian Improvement Corridors
Pedestrian Improvements Corridors are defined as major arterials and collector streets providing direct
pedestrian access to transit, commercial centers and employments centers. The Pedestrian Improvement
Corridors assume a need for significant pedestrian improvements to accommodate current and/or
projected pedestrian traffic volumes and to provide for a desirable pedestrian experience. As noted
above in the prioritization discussion, access to transit was a key factor in the project ranking, and (along
with regional significance) was weighted more heavily than the other factors.
Streets identified as Pedestrian Improvement Corridors generally have a minimum standard sidewalk and
little pedestrian infrastructure or amenities, yet provide direct access to major pedestrian trip generators
and attractors. Upgrade of these corridors will provide for a more pedestrian-oriented infrastructure and
amenities that will support other investments in areas such as the Station District. Specific
improvements and costs associated with Pedestrian Improvements Corridor projects are included in
Chapter 7 and background cost documentation is provided in Appendix E.

5.4.1.2. Neighborhood Pedestrian Safety Improvement Areas
Neighborhood Pedestrian Safety Improvement Areas are defined as street segments and intersections
where specific facility upgrades are recommended to protect pedestrians from motor vehicle traffic.
These Improvement Areas relate to the Safe Routes to School projects, improved access to community
facilities such as parks, and other neighborhood needs. Specific improvements and costs associated with
Neighborhood Pedestrians Safety Improvement Areas projects are included in Chapter 7 and
background cost documentation is provided in Appendix E.
5.4.1.3. Sidewalk Gap Closure
Sidewalk Gap Closures are defined as street segments where sidewalk facilities are inadequate or
nonexistent. These areas are identified to promote universal pedestrian accessibility. Specific
improvements and costs associated with Sidewalk Gap Closure projects are included in Chapter 7.
5.4.1.4. Community Trail Connection
Community Trail Connection projects are defined as short Class I, sidewalk, or shared use facilities that
provide a connection to a regional trail facility such as the proposed San Francisco Bay Trail or the
existing Alameda Creek Regional Trail.
5.4.2. BICYCLE NETWORK
The system of bikeways is classified into the standard Caltrans Class I, II, and III bikeway categories
discussed in Chapter 2 and in Appendix B. Facility type is indicated below for each project. Costs
associated with bicycle facility implementation are presented in Chapter 7: Implementation.
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FIGURE 5-2: EXISTING AND PROPOSED PEDESTRIAN NETWORK
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5. Recommended Improvements

5.5. HIGH-PRIORITY PROJECTS
Pages 5-11 through 5-49 present the High-Priority Project Sheets. Each High-Priority Project Sheet
includes the following information:





Project Description;
Graphic Presentation with aerial base and conceptual design overlay;
Design Details; and,
Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources.

The following project sheets are representative diagrams and are not based on survey data. All
information presented in this section is subject to modification. All scales listed are for printing on
standard 8.5”x11” paper, and should be treated as approximate.
All cost estimates presented in this section are approximate. It should be noted that some costs might
overlap between projects; for example, costs for intersection improvements may be included under
intersection projects and as one component of corridor improvements that include several intersections.
Details on cost estimates can be found in Appendix E. It should also be noted that all costs are in 2006
dollars. Due to the similarity between 2006 and 2011 costs, the 2011 Master Plan update did not include
any revised costs. The similarity in costs between years is mainly due to the current economic downturn
that is keeping constructions costs low.

Key to symbols used:
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5. Recommended Improvements

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS: DECOTO/MEYERS/UNION
SQUARE
Project Description

Location P-1

The intersection of Decoto Road with Meyers Drive and Union Square provides key access for bicycles and
pedestrians to the Union City BART Station. The intersection is situated adjacent to significant retail and commercial
activity, as well as the Kennedy Community Center and James Logan High School, and experiences a relatively high
level of pedestrian traffic. Decoto Road is a 4-lane arterial with a posted speed limit of 35mph, and carries high
levels of traffic. Bicycle lanes currently exist on Decoto Road; both Meyers Drive and Union Square are identified
as bicycle network streets, though no current bicycle facilities exist. Current plans for this intersection call for
reconfiguring the intersection approach of Union Square to have one eastbound lane, a median and 3 westbound
lanes (one left-turn lane, one through lane, and one right-turn lane). The proposed design shown below provides
bicycle lanes in the eastbound direction along Union Square.

Graphic (1” = 80’)
Issues:







Vehicle speeds on Decoto
Crossing distance across Decoto
Pedestrian conflicts with turning vehicles
Proposed bicycle lanes on Union Square do
not continue to intersection with Decoto in
current plans
Pedestrian collision history

Improvement Options:








High visibility crosswalks
Pedestrian countdown signals re-timed to 3.5
ft/sec walking speed
Add bicycle lane on eastbound Union Square
from intersection
Install bicycle loop detectors
Long-term: widen sidewalks
Add Class II or III bikeway on westbound
Union Square

Design Details


Refer to Appendices A and B for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $47,000 (this estimate does not include long-term sidewalk widening)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Safe Routes to Transit, Safe Routes to School
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5. Recommended Improvements

UNION SQUARE BETWEEN ALVARADO NILES AND DECOTO –
PEDESTRIAN CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location P-3

Union Square is located directly adjacent to the Union City BART Station, as well as the MarketPlace Shopping
Center. It forms the southern boundary of Union City’s proposed Intermodal Station District, and is the first street
that many visitors encounter when arriving by BART. In order to provide an inviting pedestrian environment along
Union Square, a comprehensive set of pedestrian corridor improvements should be implemented, including widened
sidewalks, sidewalk furniture, and street trees. Since 2006, widened sidewalks have been installed along the Union
Square BART frontage as well as a signalized intersection at the BART entrance and associated high-visibility
crosswalks. The frontage along the Marketplace Shopping Center is in need of improvement and should be
incorporated into any major renovations of the center.

Graphic

Design Details


Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $704,000 (this estimate does not include lighting costs)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Safe Routes to Transit, MTC TLC

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- Widened sidewalks along the BART frontage
- Signalized intersection at BART entrance
- High visibility crosswalks

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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5. Recommended Improvements

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS: ALVARADO NILES/MANN/UNION
SQUARE
Project Description

Location P-4

The intersection of Alvarado Niles Road with Mann Avenue and Union Square provides key access for bicycles and
pedestrians to the Union City BART Station and adjacent retail and commercial areas. Alvarado Niles Road is a 4lane arterial with a posted speed limit of 35mph, and carries high levels of traffic. Bicycle lanes currently exist on
Alvarado Niles Road; both Meyers Drive and Union Square are identified as bicycle network streets, though no
current bicycle facilities exist.

.

Graphic (1” = 80’)
Issues:



Crossing distance across Alvarado Niles
Pedestrian conflicts with turning vehicles;
large corner radii allow for high speed turns

Improvement Options:






Pedestrian countdown signals timed to 3.5
ft/sec walking speed
Reconfigure turn lanes on Union Square and
Mann to ensure bicycle lanes are not striped
to the right of right-turn only lanes at
intersection with Alvarado Niles (refer to
projects 2 and 20)
Install bicycle loop detectors

Design Details


Refer to Appendices A and B for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $56,000
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Safe Routes to Transit

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- High visibility crosswalks
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DECOTO ROAD BETWEEN MISSION BLVD. AND FREMONT BORDER –
BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location B-2

Decoto Road serves both regional and local bicycle travel – it connects the Union City BART station with adjacent
neighborhoods, and also serves bicyclists traveling through Union City. Decoto road has nearly continuous bicycle
lanes from Mission Boulevard to the Fremont border. North of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks, the existing bicycle
lanes are faded or missing in several locations. Re-striping and signing these bicycle lanes will provide a continuous
facility along Decoto Road for bicyclists.

Graphic
Issues:


Bicycle lanes missing

Improvement Options:




Re-stripe bicycle lanes and add bicycle lane signage
along Decoto from Mission Boulevard to Fremont border
Install bicycle loop detectors at signalized intersections

Design Details



Bicycle lanes should be striped and signed in accordance with the Caltrans Highway Design Manual Chapter
1000
Signs to be installed:

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $87,000 (this estimate does not include enforcement costs)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Caltrans BTA, MTC Regional Bike/Ped

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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5. Recommended Improvements

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS: ALVARADO NILES/DYER/SMITH
Project Description

Location B-3

The intersection of Alvarado Niles Road and Dyer/Smith Streets is located adjacent to the Union Landing
Development and the Union City Transit Center. In addition to providing access for bicyclists and pedestrians to
Union City’s largest retail center (Union Landing), the intersection also connects a Class I path through Sugar Mill
Landing Park to on-street bikeways. Improvements made at this intersection will enhance safety for bicyclists and
pedestrians, and will also provide a key link for bicyclists wishing to cross between eastern and western Union City.
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Path alignment
to be
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Landing Park









Pedestrian collision history
Width of Dyer Street
Pedestrian conflicts with turning vehicles
Trail crossing design
Pedestrian collision history

Improvement Options:

Realignment of Sugar Mill Landing path
to intersection

Add ‘Bikes yield to peds” and “Bikes use
ped signal” at path terminus

Reduce curb radii at northwest and
southeast corners to 25’, and trim
vegetation at southeast corner to
enhance visibility of pedestrians crossing
Alvarado Niles Road

Add “Right turn yield to peds/bikes”
signs

Enhance crossing of Dyer at San Carlos
by adding high visibility crosswalk, curb
ramps, and pedestrian warning signage
 Optional: Remove eastbound free rightturn lane and associated island
Optional: Consider refuge island and high-visibility crosswalk at midblock crosswalk south of intersection


Design Details



Refer to Appendices A, B and C for details
Signs to be Installed:

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $162,000 (this estimate does not include removal of free right-turn lane, or installation of
refuge island at midblock crosswalk)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- High visibility crosswalks
- Pedestrian countdown signals
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5. Recommended Improvements

11 TH STREET BETWEEN E STREET AND DECOTO ROAD– BICYCLE
IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location B-4

Eleventh Street provides an important bicycle route through the Decoto Neighborhood, and also provides access to
the proposed Intermodal Station District. Eleventh Street is being extended from Decoto Road through the Station
District to the proposed SR 84 alignment – this extension creates an opportunity to provide safe bicycle access to
and within the Station District. Eleventh Street connects with proposed bicycle facilities on E Street, F Street, H
Street, and Decoto Road, and will connect to future streets within the Station District. Striping and signing bicycle
lanes or a Class III bicycle route will help bicyclists and motorists share this street in a safe manner.

Graphic (1” = 10’)
Issues:


On-street parking

Improvement Options:



Stripe and sign a Class III (shared use) bicycle route
Install bicycle loop detectors at signalized intersections

Design Details



Consider use of shared roadway pavement markings with Class III facility
Signs to be installed:

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $11,000 (this estimate assumes a Class III facility)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Caltrans BTA, Safe Routes to Transit

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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5. Recommended Improvements

BART-SHELTON PROPERTY – BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS
Project Description

Location B-5, P-55

As the Intermodal Station Area develops, it provides an opportunity to create an environment that is bicycle and
pedestrian friendly. One important component of this area will be a bicycle and pedestrian connection between the
BART Station and the future development proposed for the adjacent, vacant lands zoned RDC (Research and
Development Campus), also referred to as the Shelton Property, as well as the other RDC-zoned properties and the
residential areas to the north. This connection includes the crossing of two railroad tracks, one heavily utilized for
freight transportation, owned by Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and a Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) easement that
accommodates power lines. The alignment begins with a proposed free pass-through for pedestrians and bicyclists
under the BART tracks and future passenger rail station. Construction of the future passenger rail station assumes
that the adjacent UPRR Oakland Subdivision line will be grade separated. Design and construction of the
passenger rails station is a complex project involving the oversight of several regional and state agencies. Costs
associated with this project are not included in the estimate below. The cost estimate assumes an at-grade crossing.
The connection continues to 11th Street via a new transit loop road that will be developed with bicycle lanes and
sidewalks. This area will also be developed with a new public plaza. After crossing 11 th Street, pedestrians and
bicyclists will utilize a promenade that is located between Blocks 2 and 3, which ends at Cheeves Way. The
estimated completion date of the loop road, plaza and promenade is 2013. An overcrossing is proposed from
Cheeves Way that will connect the Station District to the RDC lands and residential neighborhood to the north.

Graphic (1” = 600’)
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Completion of the free pass-through for pedestrians
and bicyclists under BART tracks and future
passenger rail station on UPRR tracks
Under- or over-crossing of UPRR freight line and
PG&E power lines to connect to RDC lands.
Intersection crossings

Improvement Options:
Overcrossing between Station District and RDC
lands

Undergrounding of PG&E power lines

High visibility crosswalks at all pathway crossings

Pedestrian warning signage at uncontrolled
crossings

Wayfinding signage for BART and commuter rail
station

Pedestrian countdown signals at signalized
intersections
Note: A detailed feasibility study, “Connection to the
Station District Jobs Center”, was completed in August
2011 that included four alternatives for crossing the
UPRR tracks and PG&E power lines. The City Council
identified “Alternative 2 Overpass” as the preferred
option and expanded the scope to include the
undergrounding of the PG&E power lines.
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5. Recommended Improvements

Design Details


Refer to Appendices A, B and C and completed feasibility study, “Connection to the Station District Jobs
Center” for details (Appendix F).

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $35 million
Potential funding sources: TOD and Infill Infrastructure Grants, Development Fees, TDA Article III, ACTIA
Measure B, Safe Routes to Transit

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
-Construction of Loop Road, East Plaza and Pedestrian Promenade

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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5. Recommended Improvements

ALVARADO-NILES ROAD BICYCLE LANE GAP CLOSURE AT I-880
OVERPASS
Project Description

Location B-6

Alvarado-Niles Road is currently striped and signed with Class II bike lanes in both directions between the easterly
City limits to Almaden Boulevard. On the west side of Interstate 880, Alvarado-Niles Road is similarly striped and
signed from Dyer Street to the intersection of Union Landing Boulevard and Santa Maria Drive. There is a 3,400foot gap in the striped Class II bike lane extending from Almaden Boulevard to the intersection of Union Landing
Boulevard and Santa Maria Drive. Completion of this gap will provide bicycle lanes along the entire 3.6 mile long
roadway and provide a direct bicycle route between the east and west sides of the City.

Graphic
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The overpass is currently not striped for bike lanes
Bicyclists on the overpass will need to cross the
path of travel of vehicles entering and exiting I880 at several locations.
A feasibility study is required to explore the
options to provide bike lanes across the overpass
and at freeway ramps.
Coordination with Caltrans

Improvement Options:





Conduct feasibility study to determine safe and
viable bike lane options, especially when crossing
freeway ramps.
Installation of advisory signage for motorists, as
needed.
Modify phasing on existing traffic signals as
needed to accommodate safe movement for
bicyclists.

Design Details


Refer to Appendix B: Bicycle Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $50,000.
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, Alameda CTC Measure B
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5. Recommended Improvements

I-880 UNDERCROSSING – PATHWAY IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location B-7

The existing Class I pathway that crosses under I-880 provides an alternative route for bicyclists and pedestrians
who do not wish to use Alvarado Niles Road to cross the freeway for safety or other reasons. However, the trail is
currently uninviting – no lighting exists under the freeway, and the trail is often covered by debris. Improvements to
this segment of pathway, along with on-street improvements along San Andreas, will create a safe and convenient
route for bicyclists to cross I-880.

Graphic (1” = 200’)
Issues:



Uninviting pathway segment
Path difficult to find

Improvement Options:






Existing Conditions

High visibility crosswalk at Santa Elena Way
Pedestrian warning signage at crosswalk
Install lighting along pathway under I-880
Stripe pathway centerline under freeway
Maintenance of pathway under freeway to
keep it free of debris

Simulated Lighting

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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5. Recommended Improvements

Design Details



Refer to Appendices A, B and C for details
Signs to be installed:

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $70,000 (this estimate assumes a cost of $250/linear foot for lighting under the freeway,
and does not include maintenance costs)
Potential funding sources: Recreational Trails Program, ACTIA Measure B
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5. Recommended Improvements

DYER STREET BETWEEN WHIPPLE ROAD AND UNION CITY BLVD. –
BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location B-8

Dyer Street is one of the major north-south routes in the western half of Union City, and it connects a variety of
destinations, including Union Landing and the Union City Transit Center, numerous parks and schools, residential
areas, and the International Market at Alvarado Blvd. Dyer Street carries a relatively high volume of traffic
traveling at high speeds, making it uninviting for bicyclists. Although bicycle lane segments do exist between
Whipple Road and Alvarado Niles Road, they are not continuous, and end completely south of Alvarado Niles
Road. Given the multiple cross-sections that currently exist along Dyer Street, an engineering feasibility study will
likely need to be conducted in order to implement bicycle lanes or other bicycle improvements. Field observations
indicate that much of the on-street parking along Dyer is underutilized, which presents an opportunity to stripe
bicycle lanes.
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Varying cross-sections
On-street parking
Speed and volume of traffic
Complex intersections
Bicycle collision history

Improvement Options:


Conduct engineering feasibility study for bicycle
improvements along Dyer Street, including:
o Bicycle lane striping and signage
o Travel lane reconfiguration
o On-street parking removal or reconfiguration
o Bicycle accommodation at intersections, including
bicycle loop detectors

Design Details


Refer to Appendix B: Bicycle Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $261,000 (this estimate includes feasibility and construction costs)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, MTC Regional Bike/Ped, Caltrans BTA

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- Class II bike lanes from Whipple Rd to Alvarado Blvd

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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5. Recommended Improvements

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT: DYER AND ALVARADO
Project Description

Location P-25

The intersection of Dyer Street and Alvarado Boulevard was identified as a high priority pedestrian improvement
location by the City Council. This intersection also ranked high as a priority based on a citywide pedestrian collision
analysis. This intersection has retail/shopping center uses at all corners, and experiences high vehicle turning
movements, as well high turning movements into and out of adjacent driveways.
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Speed and volume of traffic
Complex intersections
Pedestrian collision history

Improvement Options:




Improved median fencing to prevent mid-block
crossings
Pedestrian countdown signals re-timed to 3.5 feet
per second
Consider reduced curb radii to reduce crossing
distance and slow speed of turning vehicles

Design Details


Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $99,000
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- High visibility crosswalks
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5. Recommended Improvements

MEYERS DRIVE BETWEEN DECOTO ROAD AND CREEK TRAIL NEAR
ALVARADO NILES ROAD – BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location B-9

Meyers Drive provides an alternate route between Decoto Road and Alvarado Niles Road for bicyclists who wish to
avoid the intersection of Decoto and Alvarado Niles. In addition to connecting the Intermodal Station District and
Union City’s Civic Center, Meyers Drive also provides access to the Kennedy Community Center and James Logan
High School. Meyers Drive is 40 feet wide, with parking permitted along one or both sides for most of its length.
Meyers Drive could be designated as a Class III shared use bicycle facility. If the right-of-way becomes available,
the City should pursue constructing a pedestrian and bicycle connection from Meyers/Alvarado Niles to the Creek
Trail located approximately 700’ south of this intersection. This connection will provide access the City’s Civic Center
as well as residential areas south of Alvarado Niles Road.
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On-street parking

Improvement Options:




Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

Stripe and sign Meyers Drive as a Class III
(shared use) bicycle route
Install bicycle loop detectors at signalized
intersections
Construct Class I pathway from Alvarado Niles
to Creek Trail
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5. Recommended Improvements

Design Details


Consider use of shared roadway pavement markings with Class III facility



Signs to be installed:

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $9,000 (this estimate assumes a Class III facility on Meyers Drive from Decoto to
Alvarado Niles only)
Total estimated pathway cost: $105,000 (this estimate does not include ROW acquisition costs for the Class I
pathway portion of the project from Alvarado Niles to the Creek Trail)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Caltrans BTA
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5. Recommended Improvements

WHIPPLE ROAD BETWEEN UNION CITY BLVD. AND MISSION BLVD.
– BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location B-11

Whipple Road is one of only two roads in Union City (along with Alvarado Niles Road), that provide a seamless
connection between the eastern and western halves of the City. Whipple Road provides access to a variety of
employment centers, recreational opportunities (including Garin/Dry Creek Regional Park and the proposed Bay
Trail), and residential areas, as well as the Union Landing Shopping Center and the former Barnard-White Middle
School. Given the multiple cross-sections that currently exist along Whipple Road, an engineering feasibility study
will likely need to be conducted in order to implement bicycle lanes or other bicycle improvements. Because much of
Whipple Road borders both Union City and Hayward, close coordination with the City of Hayward will be
required.
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Varying cross-sections
Speed and volume of traffic
Complex intersections, especially near crossing
of I-880
Right-of-way
Coordination with Hayward
Bicycle collision history

Improvement Options:


Conduct engineering feasibility study for bicycle
improvements along Whipple Road, including:
o Bicycle lane striping and signage
o Travel lane reconfiguration
o On-street parking removal or
reconfiguration
o Bicycle accommodation at intersections
including bicycle loop detectors

Design Details


Refer to Appendix B: Bicycle Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $3,000,000 (This estimate does not include right-of-way acquisition and bridge
reconstruction.)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, MTC Regional Bike/Ped, Caltrans BTA

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- Class II bike lane striping on Whipple Road from Union Landing Blvd to Dyer St and Ithaca St
to Mission Blvd.

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

5-25

5. Recommended Improvements

SMITH STREET BETWEEN UNION CITY BLVD. AND DYER STREET –
BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location B-12

Bicycle improvements along Smith Street will provide access for bicyclists to commercial and retail uses along Smith
Street, Union City Blvd., and within Union Landing, as well as to the Union City Transit Center. Bicycle improvements
will also provide a connection to the proposed Bay Trail west of Union City Blvd. Smith Street is adjacent to
Alvarado Elementary and Middle Schools. The width of Smith Street varies – four different cross-sections exist
between Union City Blvd. and Dyer Street. A Class III shared-use bicycle facility is recommended from Union City
Blvd. to Tidewater Drive. Class II bicycle lanes are recommended between Tidewater Drive and Dyer Street, where
Smith widens to 72’
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Varying cross sections
On-street parking

Improvement Options:


Install bicycle loop detectors at signalized intersections

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $15,000
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Caltrans BTA

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- Stripe and sign a Class III bicycle route along Smith Street from Union City Blvd. to Tidewater
Drive
- Striped and sign bicycle lanes along Smith Street from Tidewater Drive to Dyer Street
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5. Recommended Improvements

BART TO DUMBARTON BRIDGE BICYCLE ROUTE SIGNAGE
Project Description

Location B-13

In order to provide information to bicyclists on the route between the Union City Bart Station and the Dumbarton
Bridge, a comprehensive signage system coordinated between the Cities of Union City, Fremont, and Newark should
be developed. Wayfinding signage, including distance and direction, should be provided to help cyclists navigate
between these two important regional locations.

Graphic (Not to scale)
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Preferred route to Dumbarton Bridge
Coordination with Cities of Fremont and Newark

Improvement Options:
 Work with Fremont and Newark on signage design and placement
 Install signs at all junctions along route and at intervals along portions of route
with no junctions

Design Details


Refer to Appendix B: Bicycle Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $15,000 (this estimate assumes $5,000 for the design of signs and coordination with
other cities; this estimate only includes installation of signs within Union City)
Potential funding sources: ACTIA Measure B, MTC Regional Bike/Ped, Safe Routes to Transit

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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5. Recommended Improvements

MEYERS DRIVE BETWEEN DECOTO ROAD AND ALVARADO NILES
ROAD – PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location P-27

Meyers Drive connects the proposed Intermodal Station District and Union City’s Civic Center, and also provides
access to the Kennedy Community Center and James Logan High School. Meyers Drive experiences a relatively
high level of pedestrian activity, particularly from students going to and from the high school. Meyers Drive is 34
feet wide, with parking permitted along one or both sides for most of its length. A midblock yellow school crosswalk
is striped where Meyers Drive curves. Field observations indicate that the midblock crosswalk is not well utilized at
its current location. There is no sidewalk on the western side of the street adjacent to the high school for a length of
875’. The sidewalk segment on the north side of Meyers Drive near Decoto Road is in poor condition. In addition to
these improvements, a comprehensive set of pedestrian corridor improvements should be implemented to enhance
the pedestrian environment along Meyers Drive, including widened sidewalks, sidewalk furniture, street trees, and
pedestrian-scale lighting.
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Sidewalk gap
Sidewalk segment in poor condition

Improvement Options:





Construct sidewalk adjacent to high school
along western side of Meyers Drive
Optional: Widen sidewalks
Optional: Provide sidewalk furniture, street
trees and pedestrian-scale lighting

Design Details


Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $772,000 (this estimate does not include ROW acquisition costs, lighting costs or cost of
relocating 12-foot fence. Further feasibility required to evaluate whether there is sufficient width to
accommodate the proposed sidewalk)
Potential funding sources: Safe Routes to School, TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- Resurfaced sidewalk segments in poor condition, and added sidewalk width where there was
adequate right-of-way
- Pedestrian countdown signals at the intersections of Meyers Drive and Decoto Road and
Meyers Drive and Alvarado Niles Road
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5. Recommended Improvements

UNION CITY BLVD. BETWEEN SMITH STREET AND FREMONT
BORDER – BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location B-14

Union City Boulevard is an important north-south reliever route to I-880 and carries heavy traffic volumes at
relatively high speeds. Union City Boulevard provides access to a number of residential neighborhoods and local
parks, and also is adjacent to the proposed Bay Trail alignment. Union City Boulevard also provides a regional
connection for bicyclists wishing to travel between Hayward, Fremont, Union City, and beyond.
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Varying cross-sections
Speed and volume of traffic
Right-of-way

Improvement Options:





Bicycle lane striping and signage
Travel lane reconfiguration
On-street parking removal or reconfiguration
Bicycle accommodation at intersections,
including bicycle loop detectors

Interim Improvement Option:



Installation of signage along meandering
pathway located on westerly side of Union
City Boulevard to indicate multi-use
Installation of bicycle lanes in median area
subject to analysis by City staff to address
safety concerns

Note: A detailed feasibility study, “Union City Blvd. Lane Configuration Study”, was completed in November 2008,
which estimated the cost for widening the roadway to accommodate bike lanes in both directions from Smith St. to
the southerly City limits as well as improvements at the intersection of Union City Boulevard and Alvarado Boulevard
and the intersection of Union City Boulevard and Rocklin Drive.

Design Details


Refer to Appendix B: Bicycle Design Guidelines for details and completed feasibility study, “Union City Blvd.
Lane Configuration Study” for details (Appendix F).

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $9,000,000
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, MTC Regional Bike/Ped, Caltrans BTA

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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5. Recommended Improvements

UNION CITY BOULEVARD BETWEEN UNION CITY SPORTS CENTER
AND BETTENCOURT WAY
Project Description

Location P-8

The Union City Sports Center is located at 31224 Union City Boulevard. This facility provides an important fitness
center for the residents of Union City, and is heavily used by the city’s youth. Sidewalks along Union City Boulevard
between Bettencourt Way and the sports center are currently narrow and this project would provide widened
sidewalks along this corridor. In addition, the intersection at Union City Boulevard and Smith Street could be
improved to be more pedestrian friendly. This intersection only has three crosswalks, which all need to be
upgraded to the high visibility ladder-type. Adding a fourth crosswalk to this intersection would require a
feasibility study and a traffic impact study to understand the pedestrian demand and impact on signal timing since
Smith Street and Union City Boulevard have high traffic volumes.
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Narrow sidewalks along Union City Boulevard leading to the
gym
Higher volume of pedestrian activity at Union City Boulevard
and Smith Street from nearby Alvarado Park and weekly
events at the park (e.g. Farmer’s Market)
Heavy traffic on Union City Boulevard

Improvement Options:





Widen sidewalks
Stripe existing crosswalks (W, E, and S) with high visibility
ladder-type striping.
Perform feasibility study and a traffic impact study to
understand the pedestrian demand and impact on signal
timing and phasing for additional crosswalk.
Install pedestrian countdown signals for new crosswalk.

Design Details


Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $1,148,000
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B
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5. Recommended Improvements

DECOTO ROAD BETWEEN MISSION BLVD. AND FREMONT BORDER –
PEDESTRIAN CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location P-9

Decoto Road connects residential neighborhoods, schools and local parks, the Kennedy Community Center, the
Market Place Shopping Center, and the proposed Intermodal Station District, and as such is a key pedestrian
corridor. Narrow sidewalks currently exist in many locations, and are obstructed by utilities as shown in the pictures
below. In order to promote a pedestrian-friendly environment in and around the Station District, a comprehensive
set of pedestrian corridor improvements should be implemented, including widened sidewalks, priority placement of
pedestrian pushbuttons at signalized intersections, sidewalk furniture, enhanced bus stops, and street trees.

Graphic

Design Details


Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $2,962,000 (this estimate does not include lighting costs)
Feasibility study and engineering study should be conducted to further refine construction cost estimates.
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, MTC TLC, Safe Routes to Transit, Safe Routes to
School

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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5. Recommended Improvements

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS: 9 TH AND DECOTO
Project Description

Location P-10

9th

The intersection of
Street with Decoto Road provides an important connection between the planned Intermodal
Station District and the Decoto District residential area. Although crosswalks are currently striped across Decoto
Road at 9th Street, the intersection is uncontrolled. Given the speed and volume of Decoto Road traffic, and the
long crossing distance, enhanced pedestrian crossing treatments would provide a safer pedestrian crossing of
Decoto Road.

Graphic (1” = 80’)
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Uncontrolled pedestrian crossing of Decoto Road
Width of Decoto Road

Improvement Options:


Pedestrian warning signage

Design Details


Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $56,000
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Office of Traffic Safety

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- High visibility crosswalks
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5. Recommended Improvements

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS: 7 TH AND DECOTO
Project Description

Location P-11
7th

The signalized intersection of
Street with Decoto Road provides an important connection between the Decoto
residential neighborhood and the residential areas east of Decoto Road. Planned development north of the
Intermodal Station District will likely increase the potential for a high level of pedestrian activity at this intersection.
The intersection also provides key access to the New Haven Adult School and Shorty Garcia Park. Given the speed
and volume of Decoto Road traffic, and the long crossing width, enhanced pedestrian crossing treatments would
provide a safer pedestrian crossing of Decoto Road.
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Potential for high pedestrian volumes
Proximity to schools and park
Width of Decoto Road

Improvement Options:




School-area warning signage installed
in accordance with MUTCD Chapter 7
(and MUTCD California Supplement)
Pedestrian countdown signals timed to
3.5 ft/sec walking speed

Design Details



Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details
School-area signage should conform to standards set out in MUTCD Chapter 7 and MUTCD CA Supplement

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $66,000 (this estimate includes the installation of pedestrian countdown signals)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Safe Routes to School

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- High visibility crosswalks

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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5. Recommended Improvements

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS: 5 TH AND DECOTO
Project Description

Location P-12
5th

The signalized intersection of
Street with Decoto Road is located directly adjacent to Guy Emanuele Elementary
School and the Decoto District residential area. Enhanced pedestrian crossing treatments will provide a safer
environment for school children and anyone wishing to cross Decoto Road. This intersection already has curb
extensions and relatively tight corner radii on the eastern side of Decoto Road, and would benefit from a curb
extension on the northwest corner.
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Intersection located at elementary school
entrance
Width of Decoto Road

Improvement Options:




School-area warning signage installed in
accordance with MUTCD Chapter 7 (and
MUTCD California Supplement)
Pedestrian countdown signals timed to
3.5 ft/sec walking speed

Design Details



Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details
School-area signage should conform to standards set out in MUTCD Chapter 7 and MUTCD CA Supplement

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $50,000 (this estimate includes the installation of pedestrian countdown signals)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Safe Routes to School

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- High visibility crosswalks
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5. Recommended Improvements

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS: DECOTO AND PERRY
Project Description

Location P-13

The signalized intersection of Decoto Road with Perry Road connects residential areas to retail and commercial uses,
as well as the City’s Civic Center and proposed Intermodal Station District. The corners on the eastern side of
Decoto Road have tight radii, but the western corners have large radii, which increase pedestrian crossing distance
and allow for high-speed vehicle turns.
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Speed and volume of Decoto Road
traffic
Width of Decoto Road
Large corner radii on western side of
Decoto Road
Pedestrian collision history

Improvement Options:




High visibility crosswalks
Pedestrian countdown signals timed to 3.5
ft/sec walking speed

Design Details


Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $59,000 (this estimate includes the installation of pedestrian countdown signals)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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5. Recommended Improvements

MISSION BLVD. BETWEEN HAYWARD BORDER AND FREMONT
BORDER – BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location B-15

Mission Blvd. is the easternmost arterial in Union City, connecting a variety of residential areas, regional parks, a
teen center, and retail uses. Mission Blvd. has been identified as a regional bicycle route, as it provides a direct
connection across Union City to the neighboring cities of Fremont and Hayward. However, Mission Blvd. carries a
relatively high volume of traffic traveling at high speeds, making it uninviting for bicyclists. Given the multiple crosssections that currently exist along Mission Boulevard, an engineering feasibility study will likely need to be
conducted in order to implement bicycle lanes or other bicycle improvements. Field observations indicate that much
of the on-street parking along the shoulders of Mission Blvd. is underutilized, which presents an opportunity to stripe
bicycle lanes. Bicycle facilities on Mission Blvd. would connect with regionally-significant bicycle routes on Decoto
Road and Whipple Road.

Graphic
Issues:



Varying cross-sections
Speed and volume of traffic

Improvement Options:


Conduct engineering feasibility study for bicycle
improvements along Mission Blvd., including:
o Bicycle signage
o Travel lane reconfiguration
o On-street parking removal or reconfiguration
o Bicycle accommodation at intersections,
including bicycle loop detectors

Design Details


Refer to Appendix B: Bicycle Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $700,000 (this estimate includes feasibility and construction costs)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, MTC Regional Bike/Ped, Caltrans BTA

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- Class II lane striping from Fremont Border to Decoto Road
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MANN AVENUE BETWEEN ALVARADO NILES ROAD AND PERRY
ROAD – BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location B-16

Mann Avenue provides and important connection for bicyclists to the proposed Intermodal Station District and the
Union City BART Station from residential areas. Mann Avenue connects with Alvarado Niles Road, Perry Road, and
Union Square, which are all identified as bicycle routes. Bicycle lanes could be striped along Mann Avenue
between Alvarado Niles and Starling without impacting on-street parking. In order to stripe bicycle lanes between
Starling and Perry, on-street parking would have to be removed; an alternative would be to stripe and sign this
segment as a Class III bicycle facility.

Graphic (1” = 10’)
Mann between Alvarado Niles and Starling:

Issues:



Bicycle accommodation at intersection with
Alvarado Niles Road
Street width varies between 32’ and 48’
segments

Improvement Options:
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Stripe and sign bicycle lanes along Mann
Avenue between Alvarado Niles and
Starling Drive
Stripe and sign bicycle lanes or Class III
bicycle route along Mann Avenue from
Starling Drive to Perry Road
Provide bicycle pockets to the left of rightturn only lanes at intersection with Alvarado
Niles Road (refer to project 1B for detailed
intersection design)
Install bicycle loop detectors at signalized
intersections
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Mann between Starling and Perry:

Design Details




Bicycle lanes should be striped and signed in accordance with the Caltrans Highway Design Manual Chapter
1000
Consider use of shared roadway pavement markings where a Class III facility is to be designated
Signs to be Installed:

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $14,000 (this estimate assumes a Class II facility)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Caltrans BTA
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INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS: ALVARADO NILES AND MEYERS
Project Description

Location P-16

The intersection of Alvarado Niles Road and Meyers Drive is located between the James Logan High School, Union
City’s Civic Center, and commercial and retail uses along Alvarado Niles Road. The intersection experiences
significant pedestrian activity from school students and people accessing nearby shopping facilities; the intersection
is also located next to transit stops on Alvarado Niles Road. The intersection is signalized, and crosswalks are
currently striped across three of the intersection’s four legs. Adding a fourth crosswalk would be difficult because
the two legs of Meyers Drive are not aligned. However, the City has received public comment regarding the need
for the installation of the fourth crosswalk to facilitate pedestrian access. This project has been added as a
potential improvement option.

Graphic (1” = 80’)
Issues:





Significant volume of school-aged
pedestrians
Width of Alvarado Niles Road
Pedestrian conflicts with turning vehicles
Bicycle collision history

Improvement Options:
School-area warning signage installed in
accordance with MUTCD Chapter 7 (and
MUTCD California Supplement)

Pedestrian countdown signals timed to 3.5
ft/sec walking
Installation of fourth crosswalk leg subject to
analysis by staff regarding pedestrian
demand and impact on signal timing and
phasing for additional crosswalk.


Design Details



Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details
School-area signage should conform to standards set out in MUTCD Chapter 7 and MUTCD CA Supplement

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $50,000 (this estimate includes the installation of pedestrian countdown signals)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Safe Routes to School

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- High visibility crosswalks
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INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS: ALVARADO NILES/H/ROYAL ANN
Project Description

Location P-17

The intersection of Alvarado Niles Road and H/Royal Ann is located adjacent to the James Logan High School, the
Ruggieri Senior Center, and Union City’s Civic Center, and hence experiences significant pedestrian volumes,
especially of students and seniors. The intersection is also located next to transit stops on Alvarado Niles Road. The
intersection is signalized, and yellow crosswalks are currently striped, as the intersection is within a school zone.

Graphic (1” = 80’)
Issues:





Significant volume of school-aged and senior
pedestrians
Width of Alvarado Niles Road
Pedestrian conflicts with turning vehicles
Pedestrian collision history

Improvement Options:




School-area warning signage installed in
accordance with MUTCD Chapter 7 (and
MUTCD California Supplement)
Pedestrian countdown signals timed to 3.5
ft/sec walking speed

Design Details



Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details
School-area signage should conform to standards set out in MUTCD Chapter 7 and MUTCD CA Supplement

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $50,000 (this estimate includes the installation of pedestrian countdown signals)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Safe Routes to School

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- High visibility crosswalks

5-40

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

5. Recommended Improvements

DYER STREET BETWEEN WHIPPLE ROAD AND UNION CITY
BOULEVARD – PEDESTRIAN CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location P-18

Dyer Street connects residential neighborhoods, schools and local parks, two major shopping destinations –
International Market and Union Landing, and the Union City Transit Center, and as such is a key pedestrian corridor.
On-street parking is underutilized, as shown in the pictures below, which means that no buffer between the
sidewalks and moving traffic exists. Intersections along Dyer Street have had a pedestrian collision history. The
installation of bicycle lanes along Dyer Street would be one step toward improving this situation. In addition, to
create a more pedestrian-friendly environment, a comprehensive set of pedestrian corridor improvements should be
implemented, including widened sidewalks, priority placement of pedestrian pushbuttons at signalized intersections,
sidewalk furniture, enhanced bus stops, street trees, and pedestrian-scale lighting. To increase pedestrian safety, the
City should consider installation of four-legged crosswalks at the intersections of Dyer Street and Deborah Drive
and Dyer Street and Jean Drive. These intersection improvements would require additional analysis to determine
pedestrian demand and impact on signal timing and phasing.

Graphic

Design Details


Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $3,717,000 (this estimate does not include lighting costs)
Feasibility and engineering study should be conducted to further refine construction costs.
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, MTC TLC, Safe Routes to School, Safe Routes to
Transit, Office of Traffic Safety
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SMITH STREET BETWEEN UNION CITY BLVD. AND DYER STREET –
PEDESTRIAN CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location P-19

Smith Street connects residential neighborhoods, schools and local parks, retail uses near Union City Blvd., and Union
Landing and the Union City Transit Center. Pedestrian improvements have already been implemented along a
portion of Smith Street between Union City Blvd. and Granger Street, including curb extensions and textured
crosswalks. Improvements should be extended further east to the intersection with Dyer Street. In addition, to
create a more pedestrian-friendly environment, a comprehensive set of pedestrian corridor improvements should be
considered, including widened sidewalks, priority placement of pedestrian pushbuttons at signalized intersections,
sidewalk furniture, enhanced bus stops, street trees, and pedestrian-scale lighting. An improved pedestrian crossing
of the SPRR tracks should also be provided.

Graphic

Design Details


Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $665,000 (this estimate does not include lighting costs)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, MTC TLC

5-42

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

5. Recommended Improvements

ROYAL ANN DRIVE/H STREET BETWEEN 6 TH STREET AND PERRY
ROAD – BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location B-18

Royal Ann Drive and H Street connect residential neighborhoods, Union City’s Civic Center, the James Logan High
School, and the New Haven Adult School. Royal Ann Drive and H Street connect to several proposed bicycle routes,
including Perry Road, Arizona Street, Alvarado Niles Road, 13 th Street, 11th Street, 7th Street, and 6th Street.
Between Perry Road and Alvarado Niles Road, Royal Ann Drive is 48’ wide, with parking permitted on both sides.
From Alvarado Niles Road north to 6th Street, H Street is 40’ wide, with parking permitted along one or both sides.

Graphic (1” = 10’)

Issues:




Bicycle accommodation at intersection with
Alvarado Niles Road
Street width varies between 40’ and 48’
segments
School bus zone along H Street adjacent
to James Logan High School

Improvement Options:
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Stripe and sign bicycle lanes along Royal
Ann Drive from Perry Road to Alvarado
Niles Road
Stripe and sign bicycle lanes or Class III
bicycle route along H Street from
Alvarado Niles Road to 6th Street
Install bicycle loop detectors at signalized
intersections
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Design Details




Bicycle lanes should be striped and signed in accordance with the Caltrans Highway Design Manual Chapter
1000
Consider use of shared roadway pavement markings where a Class III facility is to be designated
Signs to be Installed:

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $57,000 (this estimate assumes a Class II facility)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Caltrans BTA
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6 TH STREET BETWEEN H STREET AND WHIPPLE ROAD – BICYCLE
IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location B-19

6th

Street provides an important bicycle route through the Decoto Neighborhood, and also provides access to the
New Haven Adult School and Barnard-White Middle School. 6th Street connects with proposed bicycle facilities on
H Street, E Street, and Whipple Road. Striping and signing bicycle lanes or a Class III bicycle route will help
bicyclists and motorists share this street in a safe manner.

Graphic (1” = 10’)
Issues:


On-street parking

Improvement Options:




Stripe and sign bicycle lanes (requires removal of on-street
parking along one side of street)
Stripe and sign a Class III (shared use) bicycle route

Design Details




Bicycle lanes should be striped and signed in accordance with the Caltrans Highway Design Manual Chapter
1000
Consider use of shared roadway pavement markings if a Class III facility is to be designated
Signs to be installed:

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $27,000 (this estimate assumes a Class II facility)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Caltrans BTA
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INTERSECTION AND TRAIL CROSSING IMPROVEMENTS: ALVARADO
NILES AND WESTERN
Project Description

Location B-20, P-20

The intersection of Alvarado Niles Road and Western Avenue is located approximately 250’ west of the intersection
of Alameda Creek Trail and Dry Creek Trail with Alvarado Niles Road. Providing a direct connection between
these two trails by means of a bridge or tunnel structure would require significant engineering and would likely be
cost prohibitive. However, this trail crossing can by enhanced by widening the sidewalks along Alvarado Niles
Road and providing signage to route trail users to the intersection with Western Avenue.

Graphic (1” = 120’)
Issues:



Existing mid-block trail crossing of arterial
with median
On-street parking along Alvarado Niles

Improvement Options:




Widen sidewalks behind existing sidewalk
Install bollards and signage directing trail
users to intersection crossing
Pedestrian countdown signals at intersection
timed to 3.5 ft/sec walking speed

Design Details



Refer to Appendices A, B and C for details
Signs to be installed:

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $100,000 (this estimate includes the installation of pedestrian countdown signals)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- High visibility crosswalks
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WHIPPLE ROAD BETWEEN RAILROAD AVE. AND MISSION BLVD. –
IMPROVE PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS
Project Description

Location P-21

Four signalized intersections and several uncontrolled intersections exist along this portion of Whipple Road. A
comprehensive set of pedestrian crossing improvements will help enhance pedestrian safety along this portion of
Whipple Road for the community. In previous years, Barnard-White Middle School had contributed a significant
amount of pedestrian traffic to the area. In 2008, the school was closed down. The New Haven Unified School
District is currently leasing out the space to a variety of smaller, private schools.

Graphic
Issues:



High volume of pedestrian activity,
especially school-aged children
Heavy traffic on Whipple Road

Improvement Options:





Pedestrian warning signage at
uncontrolled crosswalks (school area
warning signage within school zone)
Curb extensions or reduced corner
radii at intersections
Pedestrian countdown signals at all
signalized intersections
Feasibility study to analyze
potential for new signalized
intersection along the easterly
portion of Whipple Road

Design Details


Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $561,000 (this estimate includes installation of pedestrian countdown signals at two
locations)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Safe Routes to School

IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006:
- High visibility crosswalks
- Relocation of pedestrian pushbuttons to be more accessible

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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HORNER STREET/VEASY STREET BETWEEN ALVARADO BLVD. AND
PROPOSED BAY TRAIL – CONNECTION TO PROPOSED BAY TRAIL
Project Description

Location B-21

The intersection of Horner and Veasy Streets provides an opportunity for a convenient connection to the proposed
Bay Trail alignment. Pedestrian access along Horner Street is provided by existing sidewalks and Class III “Shared
Use” signage and striping is recommended to enable bicycle access. From the intersection of Horner and Veasy
Streets the Bay Trail connector would follow a levee trail east to the Bay Trail. A Class I path is recommended for
installation on the levee top. The Bay Trail connection from the intersection of Horner and Veasy Streets will link the
proposed Union City bicycle network with other regional destinations via the Bay Trail.

Graphic

Issues:


Pedestrian and bicycle connection

to the proposed Bay Trail.
Improvement Options:
 Class I path along the levee
connecting the intersection of
Horner and Veasy Streets with
the proposed Bay Trail





Stripe and sign a Class III (shared
use) bicycle route along Horner from
Veasy to Alvarado Blvd.
Install wayfinding signage
Bicycle loop detectors at intersection
with Union City Blvd.
Install Curb ramps and signage at
Horner/Alvarado

Design Details


Refer to Appendices A, B and C for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated costs: $131,000 (this estimate does not include intersection improvements at Union City Blvd.)
Potential funding sources: ACTIA Measure B, Recreational Trails Program
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TURK ISLAND TRAIL
Project Description

Location P-51, B-54

Turk Island is a landfill that was closed in 1986 consistent with all regulatory requirements. This top of the former
landfill is approximately 50 feet above the surrounding lands and is relatively level. As such, it provides an
opportunity for passive recreation. A pedestrian and Class 1 bicycle trail is proposed on top of the closed landfill.
The trail will be accessed from the parking lot located at Seabreeze Park.

Graphic
Issues:


ADA accessibility

Improvement Options:
 Class I bicycle and pedestrian trail

Design Details


Refer to Appendices A, B and C for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated costs: $300,000 for feasibility study.
feasibility study.
Potential funding sources: Recreational Trails Program

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

Actual project design costs to be determined with
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LOWRY ROAD GAP CLOSURE UNDER UPRR OVERPASS –
PEDESTRIAN CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location P-54

The proposed sidewalk corridor extension of Lowry Road connecting from Union City to Fremont presents an
opportunity to allow pedestrian access. There exists an approximately 120 ft. long sidewalk gap shared by both
cities. Pedestrians are forced to use the portion of roadway underneath the bridge adjacent to the gap in sidewalk
which poses a hazard to both pedestrians and motorists. There are housing developments on north side of Lowry
Road but only a levee of the Alameda Creek and no existing sidewalks on the south side. Cooperation with Union
Pacific Railroad and the City of Fremont will be required.

Graphic
Issues:
 Pedestrian access blocked by backfill
under UPRR overpass.
 Pedestrian safety
Improvement Options:
 Connect existing sidewalks from Union
City to Fremont. (Approx. 120 ft.)
 Build a retaining wall to contain dirt
around bridge abutment and excavate
dirt to make room for sidewalk.
 Optional: Stripe and sign a Class III
(shared use) bicycle route from Union
City Boulevard to Fremont. See project
sheet B-30.

Design Details


Refer to Appendix A: Pedestrian Design Guidelines for details

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $150,000
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Safe Routes to Transit, Development Fees
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HORNER STREET GAP CLOSURE-PEDESTRIAN CORRIDOR
IMPROVEMENTS
Project Description

Location P-56

Sidewalks are needed along a portion of Horner Street between Union City Boulevard and Watkins Street within
the Old Alvarado Area. Installation of sidewalks in this area is consistent with the City visions for the Old Alvarado
area as a pedestrian-friendly commercial district.

Graphic

Issues:



Lack of sidewalks along portions of Horner Street
Overhead utility wires need to be undergrounded

Improvement Options:


Installation of full street improvements including
sidewalks, curb, and gutter



Undergrounding of overhead utilities

Design Details


Refer to Appendix A

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated costs: $621,000
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Safe Routes to Transit, Development Fees
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CENTRAL BAY INDUSTRIAL PARK SIDEWALK GAP CLOSURES
Project Description

Location P-57

Central Bay Industrial Park encompasses 320 acres and is generally bounded by Whipple Road to the north, Lewis
Street to the east, Alvarado-Niles Road to the south and the Union Pacific Railroad line to the west. The area is
mostly built-out and occupied by a mix of light industrial, food processing, warehousing and bio-technology uses.
Sidewalks are needed along portions of Western Avenue, Pacific Street, Atlantic Street, Lewis Street and Central
Avenue.

Graphic
Issues:




Lack of sidewalks along portions of Western Avenue,
Pacific Street, Atlantic Street, Lewis Street and Central
Avenue.
Overhead utility wires need to be undergrounded in
certain segments

Improvement Options:



Installation of full street improvements including sidewalks,
curb, and gutter
Undergrounding of overhead utilities

Design Details


Refer to Appendix A

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated costs: $300,000 (does not include cost to underground utilities)
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, ACTIA Measure B, Safe Routes to Transit, Development Fees
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FEASIBILITY STUDY TO ELIMINATE ON-STREET PARKING ALONG
THE CITY’S MAJOR ARTERIALS TO ACCOMMODATE BIKE LANES
Project Description

Location: Varies

This study will assess the feasibility of eliminating existing on-street parking on major arterials in order to provide
room for installation of bike lanes including protected bike lanes. In some cases, parking will only have to be
removed at locations where it is currently creating a gap in the otherwise complete bike routes shown in the
approved plan. The major arterials in the City that may be studied include: Alvarado Boulevard, Alvarado-Niles
Road, Decoto Road, Dyer Street, Mission Boulevard, Whipple Road and Union City Boulevard. The feasibility study
will need to address the impact to businesses and residents who currently utilize on-street parking.

Graphic
Issues:







Street widths, along several of the major arterials in the
City, that preclude the installation of both a bike lane and
an adjacent shoulder for parking
On-site parking causing gaps in identified bike lanes
shown in the master plan
Even at locations where a standard 5 ft. wide bike lane is
striped on the left-hand side of a 7 ft. wide parking lane,
there is concern that a bicyclist may get injured from
opening car doors which can only be prevented by
eliminating on-street parking
Elimination of convenient short-term on-street parking may
cause concern for some businesses that rely on easy access,
such as convenience stores, etc.

Improvement Options:


Conduct feasibility study to look at the options and
ramifications of eliminating on-street parking to allow bike
lanes. The options may include the following:
o Widen roadways if funding is available to allow for
the installation of bike lanes
o Where appropriate, eliminate on-street parking that
encroaches onto bike lanes, especially if most of the
bike lane is available for its intended purpose
o Where on-street parking is eliminated, consider the
installation of buffered bicycle lanes
o Install signage along parking shoulders and bike lanes
as reminder to all users to exercise caution

Design Details


Refer to Appendix B: Bicycle Design Guidelines for details.

Cost Estimate and Potential Funding Sources
Total estimated cost: $100,000.
Potential funding sources: TDA Article III, Alameda CTC Measure B
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5.6. GENERAL DESIGN AND PROGRAMMATIC RECOMMENDATIONS
5.6.1. BICYCLE FACILITY DESIGN
All bikeway signing on public roadways in Union City should conform to the signing identified in the
Caltrans Traffic Manual and/or the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). These
documents give specific information on the type and location of signing for bicycle facilities in the Union
City bikeway network. Bicycle facility design is addressed in detail in Appendix B: Bicycle Design
Guidelines. The design guidelines presented here are intended to aid the public, local elected officials,
and staff in selecting appropriate design features and design standards for proposed bicycle facilities.
This document should be periodically updated to ensure consistency with bicycle facility design best
practices.

5.6.2. RECOMMENDED SUPPORT FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS
5.6.2.1. Bicycle Parking and End-of-Trip facilities
Bicycle parking includes standard bike racks, covered lockers, and corrals. Bicycle parking should be
installed on public property, or available to private entities on an at-cost basis. Bike racks are provided at
many local schools in Union City, but overall the lack of safe and secure bicycle parking is a concern of
bicyclists who may wish to ride to work or to shop. Theft and vandalism of bicycles, especially now that
bicycles are often worth in excess of $250 to $2,000, is a major impediment to bicycle riding. Showers
and lockers are essential end-of-trip facilities, providing comfort and greater security for commuters, and
encourage more people to bicycle to work. A systematic program to improve the quality and increase
the quantity of bicycle end-of-trip facilities should be implemented in Union City.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Increase Public Bicycle Parking Facilities
Bike racks and lockers should be provided at public destinations, including park-and-ride lots, major bus
stops, community centers, parks, and schools. All bicycle parking should be in a safe, secure, covered
area (if possible). Commuter locations should provide secure indoor parking, covered bicycle corrals, or
Class I bicycle lockers. Bicycle parking on sidewalks in commercial areas should be provided according
to specific design criteria, reviewed by merchants and the public, and installed as demand warrants. As a
general rule, ‘U’ type racks bolted into the sidewalk are preferred on downtown sidewalks, to be located
intermittently and/or at specific bicycle destinations (such as bike shops).
Encourage Provision of Shower and Locker Facilities
Encouraging employers to provide shower and locker facilities for employees should be a component of
all commute and traffic demand management programs as these facilities provide for current commuters
and may encourage more commuters to ride their bicycles. Several cities require shower and locker
facilities as a condition of development approval.
Encourage Provision of Bicycle Air Stations
Ensuring that bicycle tires are properly inflated is one of the most important maintenance items for a
bicyclist. While gas stations typically provide air compressors, providing publicly accessible air stations at
major bicycling destinations can help is a way of enhancing the bikeway network. Public bicycle air
stations are already in use in popular cycling cities such as Davis, California, and they have been found to
be well-used by cyclists, vandal-resistant and low-maintenance. In Union City, logical locations for
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public bicycle air stations include the Intermodal Station area, as well as major Bay Trail trailhead
locations. Major local employers should also be encouraged to provide bicycle air stations along with
their secure bicycle parking facilities.

Provide Valet Bike Parking at Public Events
A new program to provide closed-in secure bicycle corrals at all large public events such as the Farmer’s
Market or major special events, to encourage residents and visitors to bicycle rather than attempt to drive
should be instituted. The appropriate agency or organization should sponsor this corral and seek
volunteers to staff the corral during the events.
5.6.3. MAINTENANCE
Union City’s bikeways need regular maintenance. Typical tasks include repairing damaged and potholed
roadway surfaces and clearing plant overgrowth. Bike lanes and bike routes should have regular
sweeping to clear debris. Although these latter aspects are generally associated with routine roadway
maintenance, special attention to bikeway safety and usability is important and can mean additional costs
are incurred. The typical maintenance program for bicycle facilities is provided in Table 5-1.

Table 5-1
Maintenance Program for Bicycle Facilities
Item
Sign replacement/repair
Trail pavement marking replacement
On-Street pavement marking replacement
Planted tree, shrub, & grass
trimming/fertilization
Pavement sealing/potholes
Clean drainage system
Pavement sweeping
Shoulder mowing and weed removal
Trash disposal
Inspect bridge abutments and structures
Graffiti removal
Maintain furniture
Restroom cleaning/repair
Pruning to maintain vertical clearance
Remove fallen trees
Weed control
Maintain emergency telephones
Maintain irrigation lines/replace sprinklers
Irrigate/water plants
Fencing

Union City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

Frequency
1-3 years
1-3 years
1-3 years
5 months-1 year
5-15 years/30-40 years for concrete
Annual
Monthly
Bi-Annual – Fall/Spring
As needed, twice a week
After each storm
Weekly
1 year
Weekly
1-4 years
As needed (on trail only)
Monthly
1 year
1 year
Weekly - as required during establishment growth period
Monthly
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Develop a Funding Source for the Bicycle Maintenance Program
Bicycling is an integral part of Union City’s transportation network, and maintenance of the bikeway
network should be part of the ongoing maintenance program for all City transportation facilities. As
such, bikeway network maintenance should receive an appropriate allocation of the City’s transportation
maintenance funds. The City may also want to consider pursuing other methods of securing funding for
bikeway and trail maintenance. Several cities have employed successful “Adopt-a-Trail” programs
(described below), have implemented “recreational fees” on the purchase of recreational equipment in
the city, or have established other fundraising activities. The funding could be used to develop a bicycle
and pedestrian maintenance request system, which could take the form of an online form or hotline
number that pedestrians or bicyclists could call to report maintenance problems with walkways and
bikeways.
Community Bikeway Adoption programs are similar to the widely-instituted Adopt-a-Highway programs
throughout the country. These programs identify local individuals, organizations, or businesses that
would be interested in “adopting” a bikeway. Adopting a bikeway would mean that person or group
would be responsible for maintenance of the bikeway either through direct action or as the source of
funding for the City’s maintenance of that bikeway. For example, members of a local recreation group
may volunteer every other weekend to sweep a bikeway and identify and address larger maintenance
needs. Or, a local bike shop may adopt a bikeway by providing funding for the maintenance costs. The
managers of an adopted bikeway may be allowed to post their name on bikeway signs throughout the
bikeway in order to display their commitment to bicycling in Union City.

5.6.4. EDUCATION PROGRAMS
This section covers future efforts to educate bicyclists and motorists, and efforts to increase the use of
bicycles as a transportation alternative. Most education and encouragement programs and activities will
likely be cooperative efforts between the City of Union City, the Union City Police Department, local
school districts, Alameda County, and local bicycle groups such as the East Bay Bicycle Coalition.
The City of Union City works in a variety of ways to educate children and adults on bicycle safety as
described in Chapter 2. Unfortunately, statewide trends show that the lack of education for bicyclists,
especially younger students, continues to be a leading cause of accidents. For example, the most
common type of bicycle accident reported in California involves a younger person (between 8 and 16
years of age) riding on the wrong side of the road in the evening hours. Studies of accident locations
around California consistently show the greatest concentration of accidents is directly adjacent to
elementary, middle, and high schools.
Many less-experienced adult bicyclists are unsure how to negotiate intersections and make turns on city
streets, and educational efforts should explicitly target these adults. In addition, Public Works and utility
crews and residential and commercial builders should be provided with information on best methods of
mitigation when working on or adjacent to bicycle facilities and roadways that may be used by bicyclists.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Continue and Expand Existing Education Programs
Existing school education programs should be continued and supported by a secure, regular funding
source. A joint City/school district Safety Committee should be formed consisting of appointed parents,
teachers, student representatives, administrators, police, active bicyclists and City staff whose task it is to
identify problems and solutions, ensure implementation, and submit recommendations to the School
Boards or City Council. This effort should support the existing Safe Routes to School program.
Establish a Bicycle Driver’s Training program for youth, adults and seniors. The program would consist
of a certified cycling instructor providing practical instruction in correct cycling behaviors to reduce
conflict and dangerous movements on the city's roadway system. This program would consist of several
sessions and include on-road instruction, which distinguishes this program from the typical bicycle
education workshops. There are similar programs being held at Castro Valley Adult School and Newark
Junior High School. An estimated annual cost to run a pilot program would be in the range of $20,000
to $30,000 per year. There is also potential to integrate this program into the school district curriculum.
Any bicycle training program offered through the schools would require New Haven Unified School
District review and approval.
The Leisure Services Department should continue working with the East Bay Bicycle Coalition to hold
free bicycle safety and training workshops. The City should consider partnering with other local
jurisdictions to develop adult education programs.
For bicycle infractions (such as running stop signs), consider utilizing local League of American
Bicyclists or other education programs as a “bicycle traffic school” in lieu of fines.

Post Bicycle and Pedestrian Education Information on City’s Website
Modify the City’s website to add a bicycle and pedestrian education component in multiple languages.
Add a “Frequently Asked Questions” section to address the most commonly asked questions. Website
should also include or provide a link to the City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Map (discussed below
in more detail). Website should also highlight bicycle-friendly businesses (i.e. businesses that cater to
bicyclists such as a coffee shop that has installed a pump station) to encourage the development of these
types of uses.
Provide Safety Handbook
A standard safety handbook format should be developed incorporating the best elements of current
handbooks and made electronically available to each school district so they may be customized as
needed. Schools should develop a circulation map of the campus and immediate neighborhood showing
the preferred circulation and parking patterns and explaining in text the reason behind the
recommendations. This circulation map should also be a permanent feature in all school newsletters.
Bicycle helmet subsidy programs are available in California and should be used to provide low-cost
approved helmets for all school-age bicyclists.
Educate Motorists
Motorist education on the rights of bicyclists and pedestrians is virtually non-existent. Many motorists
mistakenly believe, for example, that bicyclists do not have a right to ride in travel lanes and that they
should be riding on sidewalks. Many motorists do not understand the concept of “sharing the road”
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with bicyclists, or why a bicyclist may need to ride in a travel lane if there is no shoulder or it is full of
gravel, glass, or potholes. Educate motorists and others about the rights and characteristics of bicyclists
through a variety of means including:


Encourage bicycle safety as a part of traffic school curriculum.



Produce a brochure on bicycle safety and laws for public distribution.



Enforce existing traffic laws for both motorists and bicycles.



Send an official letter to the Department of Motor Vehicles recommending the inclusion of
bicycle laws in the driver’s license exam.



Develop and hold bicycle planning and design training for all transportation engineers and
planners in the city.



Work with towing companies and emergency clean up crews so they better understand the needs
of cyclists.



Work with contractors, subcontractors, City maintenance, and utility crews to ensure they
understand the needs of bicyclists and follow standard procedures when working on or adjacent
to roadways.



Create public service announcements on radio and TV to promote the health and livability
benefits of bicycling, as well as the detrimental effects of excessive motor vehicle use (e.g.
pollution, traffic noise, congestion, loss of life and mobility) in multiple languages.



Post information on the City’s website in multiple languages.

Bicycle Patrol Unit
The Union City Police Department should consider establishing a regular Bicycle Patrol Unit. Bicycles
are an excellent community policing tool, as officers on bikes are often viewed as more approachable,
thus improving trust and relations between the citizens and police. Bicycle officers can work closely with
citizens and other departments to address concerns before they become problems. In addition to the
community policing benefits, bicycle officers can have a direct impact on bicycle safety by enforcing
bicycle traffic laws (e.g. wrong-way riding, sidewalk riding, obeying traffic controls, children wearing
helmets), and providing bicycle safety education.
5.6.5. ENCOURAGEMENT PROGRAMS
Encouragement programs are vital to the success of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan.
Encouragement programs work to get more people out of their cars and on bicycles which will help to
reduce traffic congestion and air pollution, as well as improve the quality of life in Union City. However,
without community support, the City lacks the resources that are needed to ensure the success of
encouragement programs over time. While the City of Union City’s Public Works Department may be
responsible for designing and constructing physical improvements, strategies for community
involvement will be important to ensure broad-based support – which translates into political support –
to help secure financial resources. Involvement by the private sector in raising awareness of the benefits
of bicycling can range from small incremental activities by non-profit groups, to efforts by the largest
employers in the City. Specific programs are described below.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Facilitate the Development of Employer Incentive Programs
Facilitate the development of employer incentive programs to encourage employees to try bicycling to
work include providing bicycle lockers and shower facilities, and offering incentives to employees who
commute by bicycle by allowing for more flexible arrival and departure times, and possibly paying for
transit or taxis during inclement weather. The City may offer incentives to employers to institute these
improvements through air quality credits, lowered parking requirements, reduced traffic mitigation fees,
or other means. Other efforts should include:


Developing, promoting and publicizing bicycle commuter services, such as bike shops selling
commute gear, bike-on-transit policies, and regular escorted commute rides.



Creating an annual commuter challenge for area businesses.

Utilitarian and Recreational Trip Incentive Programs
Develop and implement encouragement programs for utilitarian and recreational purposes. Local
businesses such as movie theaters and cafes should be involved to encourage customers to use bicycle
for their trips. Such efforts may include:


Implementing a “Bicycle Friendly Businesses” program.



Creating events such as “Bicycle to the Grocery Store” days, when cyclists get vouchers for, or
coupons off items in the store, or “bicycle to the movies” days, when cyclists receive free
popcorn or a discount on a movie or refreshments.



Holding an annual community event to encourage residents to replace one car trip a week with a
bicycle trip.



Supporting the planning and implementation of an annual mass bicycling ride in Union City to
attract new riders, showcase the city, and demonstrate the benefits of bicycling.



Develop and implement a public education campaign to encourage bicycling, such as ads on
movie screens, city benches, bicycle locker and billboard advertising, and videos on cable access
television.

City Staff Bicycle Fleet
The City of Union City should consider developing a bicycle fleet for use by City staff for work trips.
Bicycle fleets are relatively inexpensive to operate and maintain compared to auto fleets. The size and
general topography of Union City also makes use of bicycles for staff travel a viable alternative. The City
could either provide bikes or in provide a benefit or subsidy for employees who use a bicycle instead of a
City automobile.
Bike Fairs and Races
Hosting bike fairs and races in Union City can raise the profile of bicycling in the area and provide
entertainment for all ages at the same time. Bike fairs and races, similar to bike-to-work day events and
bike rodeos currently hosted by the City, provide an opportunity to educate and encourage current and
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potential bicyclists. These events can also bring visitors to Union City that may also contribute to the
local economy.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Map
Producing a bicycle facilities map is the primary tool for showing bicyclists all the designated bikeways in
Union City. The map should also show significant destinations, the location of bicycle parking facilities,
and bicycle facilities in the neighboring communities. The map should clearly show the type of facility
(path, lane, or route) and include basic safety information. The map should also include off-street
pedestrian facilities such as the Alameda Creek Trail. The location of bike shops, bicycle-friendly rest
stops and businesses, public restrooms and water fountains may also be shown. Educational information
regarding benefits of walking and bicycling (i.e. GHG reduction, health, etc.) can also be included. Selling
advertising space on the map to related business, such as bike shops, would help to offset printing costs.
The map should be distributed as widely as possible at locations such as City offices, libraries, schools,
bike shops and other recreational destinations, retail and commercial centers. Copies of the map can
also be located in strategic outdoor locations in weatherproof containers, such as City parks, bus stops,
off-street trails and the BART station.
Employer Incentives
Local agencies may offer incentives to employers who institute bicycle encouragement programs for
employees. Efforts by employers to encourage more employees to bike to work may include sponsoring
bike fairs and races, providing shower and locker facilities, and offering incentives to employees who
commute by bicycle or walk by allowing for more flexible arrival and departure times. In addition, some
employers may offer to pay transit costs or taxis fares for employees who bicycle to work during
inclement weather. Incentives that local agencies offer employers that provide such programs may
include air quality credits, lowered parking requirements, reduced traffic mitigation fees, or other means.
Bike-to-Work and Bike-to-School Days
The City of Union City should continue to participate in the annual Bike-to-Work day in May, in
conjunction with the California bike-to-work week activities. City staff should continue to be present at
“energizer” stations along the route. Local Bike-to-School days should be held annually in conjunction
with bicycle education programs. The City should consider hosting other bicycle events unique to the
Union City community that will encourage more and safer riding.
Marketing the Comprehensive Bicycle Development Plan
The success of the Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan depends largely on the community’s
acceptance and promotion of the Plan’s contents. In addition, City departments and commissions
should incorporate the policies, objectives and spirit of the Master Plan into their respective projects and
responsibilities. The following steps will help ensure the plan becomes a living document, helping shape
Union City’s future.
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Distribute copies of the Plan to different commissions and committees within the City



Distribute copies of the Plan to different City Departments including the Public Works, Police,
Leisure Services, and Transit Departments.



Provide copies of the City of Union City’s bicycle facilities map to local schools, bicycle and
recreational groups, transit agencies, bicycle shops, and major employers identified on Table 2-1
of this Plan.
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Create Walking History Tour
Creating an experience for pedestrians, such as a walking history tour, would encourage more pedestrian
activity in the City’s older neighborhoods. An ideal location for a walking history tour would be the Old
Alvarado area. A map should be created that identifies the route, significant historic places and related
historic information. The map should be available in a pamphlet format and also on the City’s website.
Signage could also be installed along the route that provides information regarding Union City’s history.
5.6.6. BICYCLE AND BIKEWAY SECURITY
The Union City Police Department should continue to perform enforcement of applicable laws on bike
paths, depending on available resources and priorities. Enforcement of vehicle statutes relating to
bicycle operation will be enforced on Class II and Class III bikeways as part of the department’s normal
operations.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Increase Safety and Security Through Proper Design and Maintenance
The following recommendations emphasize safety and security through design and maintenance efforts.
These actions should be incorporated into the planning and development process of all bicycle facilities.


Adhere to the established design, operation, and maintenance standards presented in this Bicycle
Development Plan.



Supplement these standards with the sound judgment of professional planners, public safety
officials and engineers.



Maintain adequate recording and response mechanisms for reported safety and maintenance
problems.



Provide regular police patrols to the extent needed.



Promote measures to reduce bicycle theft such as a registration program, subsidized locks, and
training for proper locking techniques.



Thoroughly research the causes of each reported accident within the City of Union City’s
bikeway network. Respond to accident investigations with appropriate design or operation
improvements.
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6. SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL
6.1. INTRODUCTION
Safe Routes to School (SR2S) refers to a variety of multi-disciplinary programs aimed at promoting walking and bicycling
to school, and improving traffic safety around school areas through education, incentives, increased law enforcement,
and engineering measures. Safe Routes to School programs typically involve partnerships among municipalities, school
districts, community and parent volunteers, and law enforcement agencies. SR2S efforts in Union City can serve as an
important component of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, as they help facilitate the implementation and funding
for specific improvements that will help meet the Plan goals of enhancing bicycle and pedestrian safety and increasing
walking and bicycling.
This chapter serves as a resource document for those wanting to establish or get involved in a Safe Routes to School
program in Union City. For this reason, this chapter is structured with enough background information so that it can
serve as a single resource document for SR2S efforts in the City. Consequently, this chapter can be printed separately
and distributed under its own cover to provide a comprehensive overview of the various elements of a SR2S program.

6.2. WHY DO WE NEED A SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL PROGRAM?
The City has a vested interest in encouraging school children to lead active lifestyles. Safe Routes to
School programs offer ancillary benefits to neighborhoods by helping to slow traffic and provide
reasonable facilities for walking by all age groups.
Among the goals of SR2S programs are improved health and fitness for children, decreased traffic
and air pollution, and improved safety. SR2S programs promote walking and bicycling to school
through educational efforts and incentives that stress safety and fun for the participants. SR2S
programs also address the safety concerns of parents by encouraging greater enforcement of traffic
laws, educating the public, and exploring ways to create safer streets.

6.2.1 WHAT ARE THE ELEMENTS OF A SR2S PROGRAM?
Comprehensive Safe Routes to School programs are often described in terms of the “4 E’s”:
Education – Students are taught bicycle, pedestrian and traffic safety skills, and educational campaigns aimed at
drivers are developed.
Encouragement – Events and contests such as frequent commuter programs are used to encourage more
walking, bicycling, or carpooling through fun and incentives.
Enforcement – Various techniques are used by law enforcement to ensure that traffic laws are obeyed.
Engineering – Signing, striping, and infrastructure improvements are constructed to improve the safety of
pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists along school commute routes.
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An active SR2S program will increase the number of students who walk and/or bicycle to school in Union City, to
improve health and fitness of children, to improve safety along school commute routes, and to reduce traffic during
school drop-off and pick-up periods. Although most children walked or biked to school pre-1980’s, the number of
children walking or bicycling to school has sharply declined since, due to urban growth patterns and design which have
made it less safe to do so, in addition to other factors such as childhood inactivity patterns and changes in lifestyle
emphasizing more driving. The SR2S program will show that walking and biking to school can be safe and healthy
alternatives to being driven, and can provide a sense of independence for children who may otherwise be restricted by
school bus or parents’ schedules.

6.2.2 WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS OF A SR2S PROGRAM?
The primary benefit of implementing a SR2S program is the resulting increase
in safety for children walking and riding bicycles to school. A comprehensive
strategy based on a cooperative effort between school officials, parents,
residents and City planning staff will ensure that specific school-related traffic
calming projects and pedestrian and bicycle improvements will become
priority projects eligible for State, Federal or other grant funding. The
involvement of various stakeholders throughout the Safe Routes process
increases the likelihood for implementation of needed safety improvements.
While the primary focus of a SR2S program is improving safety for children
walking and biking to school, these safety benefits often extend to all age and
activity groups.
In addition to safety enhancements, a SR2S program helps integrate physical activity into the everyday routine of school
children. Health concerns related to sedentary lifestyles have become the focus of efforts both statewide and nationally
to reduce health risks associated with being overweight. Identifying and improving routes for children to safely walk and
bicycle to school is one of the most cost-effective means of reducing weekday morning traffic congestion and can help
reduce auto-related pollution.

6.3. LOCAL COORDINATION AND INVOLVEMENT
In order to be successful, a SR2S program in Union City will need participation from individuals and organizations
throughout the community. While each individual school will have unique concerns and goals for developing a SR2S
program, an organizational strategy that promotes the sharing of ideas between schools can be more effective than
several isolated school groups. The key components of an effective SR2S program include champions (individuals at
each school who spearhead their school’s organizing effort), stakeholders (a team of parents, teachers, and neighbors
from an individual school), and a task force made up of all the stakeholder teams in the community. The following is a
description of the key components.
Union City’s Public Works and Police Departments will play a key role in the development and maintenance of a SR2S
program. Public Works personnel trained in engineering safe school travel improvements - be it short-term and low-cost
measures such as signing and pavement markings or longer-range and higher-cost improvements like sidewalk
construction and intersection reconstruction - are an integral part of any successful SR2S program. Police officers play
just an important of a role, from enforcing traffic laws within school zones to training children at bicycle rodeos. City
staff should work with other City departments as appropriate, and coordinate with other stakeholders. For example, the
City’s Public Works and Police Departments can join forces with each individual school to review suggested walking
routes.

6-2

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan

6. Safe Routes to School

6.3.1 CHAMPIONS
Champions from each school provide the basis for a successful SR2S program. Whether they are a school teacher or
official, a concerned parent, or even a student, champions organize an individual school’s stakeholder team, coordinate
activities within their school, and work with other schools to ensure coordination and community buy-in.
6.3.2 STAKEHOLDERS – THE SR2S TEAM
Because many of the traffic problems at City schools are generated by the
schools themselves, an active and committed team, including school
administration, children, and parents, is essential. There is a need within
each school district to establish an organization concerned with student
commuting. Through such an organization, the school district itself can be
responsibly involved in safety issues and the processing of requests for
traffic controls as well as for safety programs and the coordination of
activities within and between the community and public agencies. A SR2S
team includes all of the stakeholders from a single school, and may include parents, children, teachers, school officials,
and neighbors. The team should seek to gain an official and permanent school status, either as an individual organization
or as a committee of the PTA or other appropriate organization, and ensure that school officials are willing to help
promote events and contests. The team initiates a school’s efforts by gathering as much information about their school
and surrounding area as possible, organizes incentive-based events and contests to encourage students to try walking and
biking to school, and promotes the program through school newsletters and other means to reach parents and students.
6.3.3 TASK FORCE
The City’s role in the SR2S process is to provide resources to support the local SR2S task force. The SR2S task force
should involve neighbors, representatives from the schools’ SR2S teams, City and school staff members, and elected
officials. Additionally, the task force should include representatives from the City’s Police, Community Development,
and Public Works Departments. The task force can make recommendations to City officials that apply to either specific
schools or the whole community, including design guidelines, infrastructure enhancements, enforcement programs, and
community outreach and educational campaigns.

6.4. ENFORCEMENT MEASURES
The Union City Police Department patrols school zones and conducts crosswalk enforcement regularly. Additionally,
Union City has implemented AB1886, a double fine for traffic violations in school zones. The SR2S task force and
stakeholder teams should develop priority areas in need of enforcement. One option to avoid the cost of providing
physical police presence is to use innovative signage, such as in-roadway crosswalk signs or in-roadway warning lights, to
alert motorists that children may be crossing, or speed feedback signs that indicate to motorists their current speed.
Neighborhood speed watch programs, in which community members borrow a radar device and use it to record the
license plate numbers of speeding vehicles, can also be effective. Although no official citations are issued, the Police
Department sends letters to registered owners of vehicles observed speeding asking them to slow down.
Speeding is not the only motorist problem that must be enforced. Targeted enforcement programs can also encourage
motorists to yield to pedestrians at crosswalks, and help reduce illegal parking on streets or unsafe school parking lot
behavior. The SR2S task force should work to develop enforcement measures that are feasible for particular problem
locations and also to develop recommendations for enforcement at a broader community level.
Finally, enforcement efforts should not only be aimed at motorists, but should also ensure that bicyclists and pedestrians
obey traffic laws. Schoolchildren may not realize that behaviors such as jaywalking, riding against traffic, or running stop
signs puts them at higher risk for a vehicle collision. As part of their regular enforcement, the Police Department should
Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan
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ensure sure that children walking or bicycling to school are obeying traffic laws, and use the enforcement as an
opportunity to educate them on the proper behavior. .

6.5. OPERATIONAL AND ENGINEERING MEASURES
Traffic control measures, which include signage, stenciling and devices such as traffic signals and overhead flashers, can
be a sensitive subject for school zones. In some cases, parents, schools, and school-based organizations have ideas for
improvements that conflict with or exceed sound engineering practices. The best solution to ensure the safety of
students and all roadway users is to adhere to accepted engineering practices. Traffic engineering analysis reveals that
unnecessary control measures tend to lessen the respect for those controls that are needed. It is important to stress the
point that effective traffic control can best be obtained through the uniform application of realistic policies, practices,
and guidelines developed through properly conducted engineering studies. A decision to use a particular device at a
particular location shall be made on the basis of an engineering and/or traffic survey.
Of equal importance is the maintenance of traffic control devices. Devices should be properly maintained to ensure
legibility, visibility, and functionality. Furthermore, if a device is found to be ineffective, it should be removed. Finally,
devices used on a part-time basis, such as warning flashers, should be in operation only during the time periods when
they are required – when children are present; otherwise they risk being ignored by motorists who believe they are
improperly functioning.
To provide safe access for children on their way to school, school sites should have designated pedestrian access points.
Roadway geometry should be designed to minimize travel speeds to 15-20 mph. Slowing or calming vehicle traffic may
be accomplished with raised crossings, traffic diverters, roundabouts, on-street parking, and other land use and
engineering designs.
School sites should have pedestrian access points that do not require students to cross in front of drop-off and pick-up
traffic. The approaches to all schools should have curb and gutter sections, except in unusual circumstances.
Streetscaping improvements should ensure adequate sight distance on all access routes, crossings, and intersections.
Recommended signs and markings for school zones are shown in Figures 6-1 and 6-2.

6.6. IDENTIFYING AND IMPROVING ROUTES TO SCHOOL
Employing a formal process that includes transportation planners and engineers from the Public Works Department, as
well as representatives from the Police Department and other local agencies, helps to ensure route integrity and reduce
liability. The SR2S task force should coordinate with stakeholder teams from each school and encourage them to take the
following steps to implement Union City’s SR2S program:
1. Set objectives and a reasonable schedule for each team to accomplish its goals.
2. Determine the preferred basic commute routes to and from schools based on (a) parent and student input,
(b) a survey of parent and student commute patterns, (c) City staff and law enforcement input, and (d)
observations of actual commuting patterns.
3. Identify commute goals and work to educate stakeholders on key issues. For example, while there may be a
perception of safety being a concern, statistics show that walking and bicycling are just as safe as driving. Yet
many parents insist on driving their children even a few blocks to school, thus contributing to the traffic
congestion.
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4. Study the parking lot and drop-off areas of the school. Is there a pattern where students are walking between
cars or through parking lots or drop-off areas to reach the school? Are there management efforts to get
parents to follow any specific drop-off protocol?
5. Determine if there are adequate sidewalks and bike lanes on the streets directly serving the school. Are there
off-street pedestrian or bicycle paths that lead directly to the school? Are there school access points which
encourage students to cross mid-block or at other less desirable locations? Are there gaps in existing walking
or biking routes?
6. Identify the first major street crossings along the school’s main commute routes. Often many collisions
occur at these intersections. Are there crossing guards, adequate traffic controls, or traffic calming measures?
7. Identify locations where students are crossing major or minor streets at mid-block or unprotected locations
(i.e., no stop signs or signals). Because children are sometimes hard to see and have difficulty in gauging vehicle
speed, these locations can be the focus of improvements.
8. Identify locations where students are forced to cross intersections that have very wide turning radii, where
vehicles can accelerate and merge while turning. These are problematic because drivers’ attention is focused
to the left at merging traffic rather than in front at crosswalks where students may be present.
9. Evaluate intersection designs. Do all intersections have properly designed crosswalks? The crosswalks should
be located so that students can wait safely on the sidewalk prior to seeing if they can cross. Is there adequate
visibility and lighting given the speed of traffic? Are there adequate warning signs in advance of the
crosswalk?
10. Evaluate actual traffic speeds along the school’s commute routes. What are the typical speeds of traffic on
the major school commute corridors? Are they significantly above or below the posted speed limits? Even if
they are below, are travel speeds still too fast for children to cross the street? When was the last speed survey
conducted? What is the level of police enforcement, and does it occur throughout the school year? Is it
possible to lower speed limits near schools? In other locations, it may be necessary to make physical changes,
such as narrowing travel lanes, to slow traffic.
11. Identify both short-term and long-term improvements to facilitate street crossings, improve intersections,
and reduce speeding.
12. The task force should assist with prioritizing the needs of each school for the purpose of procuring funding
for short-term and long-term operational improvements.
13. Once proposed improvements have been identified, a preliminary design or plan must be completed that
describes the project and its cost. For example, a crosswalk improvement would need to be designed so that
it can be reviewed and approved by the appropriate agency. Professional assistance may be appropriate for
this effort.
14. Often, low-cost and easy-to-implement measures are appropriate. For example, refreshing crosswalk striping,
adding high-visibility signage, trimming landscaping that protrudes onto sidewalks, and other short-term
measures can make a difference.
15. With a plan and cost estimate, the project still needs a sponsor. Typically, this would be the jurisdiction,
which is best connected to available funding sources and familiar with the State and Federal procedures
necessary to obtain funding. The project sponsor will need an official authorization and confirmation that (a)
the right-of-way for proposed improvements is publicly owned, (b) City staff have reviewed and approved
the project, and (c) no negative impacts have been identified. With this in hand, the project sponsor can seek
funding, which usually requires a 10% or greater matching amount from a local agency. Caltrans has a SR2S
grant program specifically for construction projects at or near schools. More information on this program is
available from Caltrans, and can be found at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/saferoutes.htm

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan

6-5

FIGURE 6-1: MUTCD 2003 California Supplement Figure 7B-102,
Example of Signing for Traffic Control in School Areas
(Sheet 1 of 2)
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FIGURE 6-2: MUTCD 2003 California Supplement Figure 7B-102,
Example of Signing for Traffic Control in School Areas
(Sheet 2 of 2)
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Suggested Route to School maps are one of the most cost-effective and tangible means available of encouraging school
children to walk or bike to school. The purpose of the maps is to provide school officials, parents, and students with a
tool to help plan the best walking and bicycling routes to and from school. The maps help to illustrate the safest walking,
bicycling, and crossing locations, by identifying traffic controls, crossing guard locations, and the presence of sidewalks,
pathways, or bicycle facilities along routes leading to the school. In addition to being used as a resource for parents and
school staff in planning and encouraging walking and bicycling to school, Suggested Route to School maps can serve as a
tool for City staff to identify the location of needed transportation infrastructure improvements in school areas.
The City should consider assisting the School District in developing and
distributing suggested route to school maps to local schools as part of the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan and future SR2S efforts, subject to school
approval and City resource availability. Maps can be handed out to parents
at the beginning of each school year, posted prominently at each school in a
location such as the main office, and made available on the school’s website.
Other locations for posting or distribution of the maps might include local
libraries and neighborhood community centers.
As part of the development of Suggested Routes maps, City staff should
conduct field visits to inventory the traffic controls, signage, crosswalks, and
other physical conditions on streets surrounding the school. Factors for
determining the “best” routes to a school along the street grid included the
presence of traffic controls, crosswalks, or crossing guards at key crossing
locations, and presence of sidewalks or bike lanes along street segments. In
some cases, roadside paths or known off-street cut-throughs (such as a path
leading to the back of a school) are noted as suggested routes. The suggested
routes extend a distance of about one-half mile for elementary schools, and
about one mile for junior high and high schools.

6.7. PROGRAMS AND IMPROVEMENTS THAT WILL MAKE IT SAFER AND MORE ATTRACTIVE
FOR STUDENTS TO WALK AND BICYCLE TO SCHOOL
6.7.1 EDUCATIONAL MEASURES
Curriculum programs implemented in schools can teach children the basics regarding pedestrian and bicycle safety.
Classroom educational materials should be presented in a variety of formats (safety videos, printed materials, and
classroom activities), and should continually be updated to make use of the most recent educational tools available.
Classroom education programs should also be expanded to promote the health and environmental benefits of bicycling
and walking. Outside schools, educational materials should be developed for different audiences, including elected
officials (describing the benefits of and need for a SR2S program), and parents (proper school drop-off procedures and
safety for their children). Educational programs should be linked with events and incentive programs when appropriate,
and students should be included in task force activities, such as mapping locations for improvements. Involving students
can serve as an educational tool and can also provide the task force with meaningful data that is useful for prioritizing
improvement locations. Educational programs, and especially on-bike training, should be expanded to more schools and
for more hours per year. Instruction should include:
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6.7.1.1. Pedestrian Safety Topics
 Crossing the street with an adult



Crossing at intersections and crosswalks



Crossing around school buses



Walking at night



Driveways and cars backing up



Using sidewalks



Understanding traffic signals



Crossing around parked cars



Walking where no sidewalks
exist



How to adjust and maintain a bicycle

6.7.1.2. Bicycle Safety Topics
 On-bike skills training


Night riding (clothes, lights)



Rules of the road



Riding on sidewalks



How to negotiate intersections



Riding defensively



Use of hand signals



Importance of wearing helmets



Common crash causes

The City may want to consider working with local bicycle advocacy groups (Cycles of Changes, East Bay Bicycle
Coalition), as well as the School District, to developing a standard safety handbook that incorporates the best elements of
those currently in use, and make it available to each school in a digital format so they may be customized as needed. Each
school should develop a school area pick-up/drop-off circulation map of the campus and immediate environs to include
in the handbooks, clearly showing the preferred pick-up, drop-off and parking patterns and explaining in text the reason
behind the recommendations. This circulation map should also be a permanent feature in all school newsletters. More
ideas for classroom activities and lessons, including lessons tailored to specific subject areas, can be found through the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s (NHTSA) website.
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6.7.2 ENCOURAGEMENT MEASURES AND INCENTIVES
Programs that may be implemented include a “Walking School Bus Program,” which involves parents taking turns
walking (or bicycling in a “Bike Train”) with groups of children to school. A good opportunity to kick-off a SR2S
program is during International Walk to School Day, held annually in early October. Organized Bike and Walk to School
Days should be held monthly or weekly to keep the momentum going and encourage more children and their parents to
walk or bike to school. Prizes or drawings for prizes offered to participants have been used in some schools as an
incentive. Events related to bicycling and walking should be incorporated into existing curricula when practical.
Involving local celebrities or publishing the names of student participants in events can be an effective means of
encouraging student involvement. Another key to successful events is promotion. Ensuring that parents are aware of
events, whether classroom-specific or district-wide, is key to gaining maximum student participation.
Other contests and event ideas to encourage bicycling and walking to school include: competitions in which classrooms
compete for the highest proportion of students walking or biking to school, themed or seasonal events, and keeping
classroom logs of the number of miles biked and walked by children and plotting these distances on a map of California
or the US.

6.7.3 DEVELOPMENT OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
Safe Routes to School capital improvements focus on the design of transportation facilities that provide safe and
functional accommodation for bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists. These improvements measures can help to improve
pedestrian safety and access, reduce traffic volumes, and decrease vehicle speeds. These measures may include signage,
markings, signals, pathways, and other traffic calming improvements that enhance safety and mobility. Although some
engineering solutions are higher-cost infrastructure improvements, many engineering tools can be implemented without
large expenditures, such as posting signs, modifying signal timings, or painting crosswalks.

6.8. ASSESSMENT OF UNION CITY SCHOOLS
As part of the Safe Routes to School component of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan in 2006, staff selected four
schools as Pilot Schools for preliminary assessment and recommendation of capital improvements to pedestrian,
bicyclist, and vehicular circulation. The purpose of working with four pilot schools was to develop a standardized
process for implementing Safe Routes to School citywide. The chosen Pilot Schools were: 1) Alvarado Elementary; 2)
Alvarado Middle School; 3) Cabello Elementary; and 4) Barnard-White Middle School.
In 2010, four additional Union City schools were chosen to be included in the Safe Routes to School program. These
schools include: Cesar Chavez Middle School, Kitiyama Elementary School, Pioneer Elementary School and Searles
Elementary School. The City and the School District worked with Transform through the Safe Routes to Schools
Alameda County Partnership. These schools were selected because they each had active interest from school staff and
parents, they had safety issues or concerns that were known by City staff, and they were recommended by School
District officials for the program.
To begin the process, the consultant team compiled a list of “hot spots” at each school, based on direct input from the
City staff, school officials, and task force members. The hot spots consisted of locations where ongoing traffic
circulation or safety problems had been identified. Noted hot spot issues included locations of frequent speeding,
vehicles ignoring traffic controls, lack of sidewalks, crossing sight distance problems, and other issues related to roadway
crossings.
Once the consultant team compiled the hot spot list, they conducted a field review at each school to confirm and
evaluate the identified problem areas. During the field visit, staff noted traffic conditions, traffic controls, the presence
and condition of sidewalks, crosswalks and signage, and the locations of crossing guards. For the identified problems that
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were confirmed, and any additional problems noted in the field, the consultant team developed recommendations to
address the problem. In some cases, the identified problems could best be addressed with increased enforcement or
other low-cost, non-engineering measures. In other cases, engineering improvements may be determined to be the most
appropriate solution. Staff developed both short- and long-term recommendations: short-term recommendations
focused on easy solutions that could be implemented relatively quickly; and long-term solutions are those that would
require a greater amount of engineering/construction and a greater expense.
For each school area or intersection “hot spot” where engineering improvements were recommended, the consultant
team prepared a conceptual plan to illustrate the proposed improvement on an aerial photograph. Figure 6-3 shows the
location of public schools within Union City, as well as the eight school locations. Figures 6-4 through 6-10 show plans
prepared for the different schools. The figures prepared for the pilot school (Figure 6-4 through 6-6) are slightly different
than the figure prepared for the four additional schools (Figure 6-7through 6-10) due to change in how the consultant
prepared the maps. All of the figures include pertinent information related to “hot spots” and proposed improvements.
The SR2S Pilot School program was intended as a first step in a citywide Safe Routes to School effort. The process
outlined above – identification of “hot spots,” field visit to assess problem areas, and development of conceptual
recommendations – is intended to serve as a template to be used by other schools in implementing their own SR2S
programs. Formation of a SR2S Team at each school is a crucial first step in the process, as it will allow the stakeholders
to come together to set objectives, begin to identify the key problems and safety concerns, make a school-based
commitment to solving problems, and start to develop solutions to improve the safety of children walking and bicycling
to school. A similar process was utilized for the additional four schools analyzed in 2010.
At each pilot school evaluated in 2006 (Alvarado Elementary, Alvarado Middle, Bernard White Middle, and Cabello
Elementary), the consulting team conducted a workshop where school staff, teachers, and parents were invited to
participate. The workshop began with a brief “Visioning” exercise, in which participants were asked to describe their
vision for improving walking and bicycling conditions at the school. Then the consultant team gave a brief presentation
on Safe Routes to School, focusing on some of the key health and safety benefits of the program and providing an
overview of some of the major tools under each of the 4 E’s. Following the presentation, the entire group went out into
the field and observed the afternoon pick up period. This “walkabout” gave participants a chance to observe firsthand
the walking, bicycling, and traffic conditions in front of the school, and to help describe some of the specific problems at
the identified “hot spots.” Following the pick-up period, the group re-convened in the workshop room with aerial maps
of the school site, and broke into small groups to discuss specific solutions to some of the problems that were identified
on the walkabout. The workshop concluded by having each group giving a summary of their recommendations. A
similar process was completed for analysis of the four new schools.
Cabello Elementary School was closed down in 2007 and Barnard-White Middle School was closed down in 2008, as part
of the District’s efforts to deal with declining enrollment. However, these campuses are currently being utilized for
academic-related activities. The former Cabello Elementary School campus has been repurposed and now houses the
Cabello Student Support Center and New Haven Community Day School. Space at the former Barnard-White Middle
School campus is being leased to a few different private schools. Given that the improvements identified on the SR2S
plans have a broader benefit to all bicyclists and pedestrians in the neighborhood, as well as the fact that the school
buildings are currently being used for academic-related activities, the school improvement plans for those sites have been
left in this Master Plan as potential projects. The following sections describe existing conditions and recommended
improvements for each of the eight recommended pilot schools. As of December 2011, the Public Works Department
has completed the majority of the recommended improvements, which generally consist of the installation of high
visibility ladder-style crosswalks and installation of new safety signage. However, the recommended enforcement and
policing issues continue to be addressed on an on-going basis.
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The remaining schools that need to be evaluated in the SR2S program include: Delaine Eastin Elementary School; Guy
Emanuele Jr. Elementary School, and James Logan High School. An SR2S evaluation of these schools is a priority for
the City and New Haven Unified School District and will be completed as funding become available or through the Safe
Routes to Schools Alameda County Partnership program. It should be noted that the Master Plan contains some highpriority projects that address pedestrian and bicycle safety around these schools such as the Meyers Drive sidewalk gap
closure project and the pedestrian improvements at the intersections of Decoto Road and 5th Street.
During the public outreach process for the 2011 Master Plan update, the City received suggestions to improve pedestrian
and bicycle safety in and around Delaine Eastin Elementary School. There are several factors that exacerbate safety issues
for children walking and bicycling to this school. These include: significant traffic congestion from parents dropping off
and picking up their children, configuration of the drop off and pick up area, and location of the school adjacent to
Union City Boulevard, a major thoroughfare that accommodates high speeds and traffic volumes. The suggested
improvements include: installation of a high-visibility yellow crosswalk and school crossing signage at the intersection of
Delores Drive and Union City Boulevard; installation of a high-visibility yellow crosswalk at Rocklin Drive and Union
City Boulevard, widening of sidewalks and elimination of landscaping at Union City Boulevard and Rocklin Drive to
better accommodate student drop off and pick-up; and installation of a fence or barrier on the street side of sidewalk of
Rocklin Drive between Union City Boulevard and the bus entrance to prevent car doors from protruding onto sidewalk
area. The City is in support of these recommendations and will complete these improvements as funding becomes
available.
The following sections provide an overview of the SR2S analysis for each of the eight (8) schools evaluated in 2006 and
2010.
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6.8.1. ALVARADO ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
Figure 6-4 illustrates recommended improvements for Alvarado Elementary school.
Pick-up and drop-off activities are currently concentrated on Fredi Street in front of Alvarado Elementary.
Eliminate on-street staff parking in front of the school during the school day, and sign and stripe the entire curb between
the bus loading zone and the first school parking lot driveway as a loading zone. This will increase the available curb
space for pick-up and drop-off. Encourage school staff to park within the school parking lot, rather than on-street.
Stripe a “Keep Clear” pavement marking in front of the existing bus pullout, to ensure buses are able to exit.
For the afternoon period, consider implementing a second pick-up zone on Horner Street. This would help to disperse
the pick-up activities which are currently concentrated on Fredi Street. The school could designate the Horner Street
pick-up area for certain letters of the alphabet or for certain grade levels, for instance students with last names “A
through M” or students in grades 3-5 to be picked up on Horner Street. A staff person from Alvarado Elementary
would need to be stationed on Horner Street to ensure that all students were picked up from this location.
Implement a system of active staff or student valets to ensure that pick-up and drop-off activities occur as efficiently as
possible. In the morning, this includes making sure that students get out of the passenger side of the car as quickly as
possible (without requiring the parent to park the car, get out and open the door for their child). In the afternoon, this
includes making sure that vehicles pull forward in the pick-up zone to maximize the use of the available curb space, and
that no parents park their car in the loading zone and leave the vehicle to go inside the school. The school should create
and distribute an informational flyer for parents indicating the purpose of the valet system and how to use it efficiently.
Consider converting Fredi Street to a one-way street in the northbound direction between Horner Street and Smith
Street. This could either be a permanent conversion or a temporary conversion that is only in effect during the school
pick-up and drop off periods. By making Fredi Street one-way, this would eliminate motorists turning onto Fredi Street
southbound from Smith, then making mid-block U-turns in front of the school to pick-up or drop-off their child.
Having Fredi Street be one-way northbound would also improve traffic flows during the afternoon when the pick-up
queue was at its peak. A traffic study would need to be conducted in order to determine the effect of the one-way
conversion on local traffic conditions and determine impacts to residential access.
Enforcement is needed for traffic violations, including illegal u-turns, speeding, parking in bus stops and loading zones,
and stop sign violations. A comprehensive set of school-area signage should be implemented in accordance with the
MUTCD Chapter 7 guidelines, and the California Supplement to the MUTCD. In addition, all school-area crosswalks
should be re-striped as high-visibility ladder-style crosswalks.
As of 2011, high-visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks have been installed at the majority of the recommended
intersections and the majority of recommended signage has been installed.

6.8.2. ALVARADO MIDDLE SCHOOL
Figure 6-4 also illustrates recommended improvements for Alvarado Middle School.
The primary pick-up and drop-off areas for Alvarado Middle School are along Horner Street, Alvarado Boulevard, and
within the school parking lot.
Horner Street is a cul-de-sac that dead-ends at Alvarado Boulevard. It functions relatively well for pick-up and drop-off
operation, although some vehicles do make u-turns and three point turns using residential driveways, causing safety
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concern for pedestrians. These violations should be targeted for enforcement, and the school should distribute
information to parents recommending that they use the cul-de-sac turnaround to exit the street. The loading zone along
Horner Street should be expanded with white curbs and signage, and the school should encourage staff to park in the
parking lot, rather than on-street.
Parents picking-up and dropping-off students along Alvarado Boulevard often use either the AC Transit/UC Transit bus
pull-out, or stop along the street and block the bicycle lanes. The school should discourage pick-up and drop-off activity
along Alvarado Boulevard, and enforcement of bus-stop and bike-lane violations should be enforced.
The sidewalk along the western portion of the school parking lot entrance should be widened; currently the amount of
student pedestrians causes some students to walk in the driveway exit lane.
A comprehensive set of school-area signage should be implemented in accordance with the MUTCD Chapter 7
guidelines, and the California Supplement to the MUTCD. In particular, a 25 mph school zone needs to be designated
along Alvarado Boulevard. In addition, all school-area crosswalks should be re-striped as high-visibility ladder-style
crosswalks. The crosswalks at the intersection of Fredi Street and Alvarado Boulevard are currently white and should be
re-striped yellow.
As of 2011, high-visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks have been installed at the majority of the recommended
intersections and the majority of recommended signage has been installed.
Alvarado Middle School accommodates students from the 511 neighborhood, which is located on the westerly side of
Union City Boulevard. The City received comments during the 2011 update regarding needed improvements around the
intersection of Union City Boulevard and Alvarado Boulevard to facilitate students safely walking and bicycling from the
511 neighborhood. The previous analysis did not extend to this area. To address this issue, a high-visibility crosswalk
should be installed at the intersection of Alvarado Boulevard and Union City Boulevard and the timing of the pedestrian
countdown signals should be extended.

6.8.3. BARNARD-WHITE MIDDLE SCHOOL
Figure 6-5 illustrates recommended improvements for Barnard-White Middle school.
At Barnard White, pick-up and drop-off activities occur in three primary places: in the school parking lot (accessible via
Whipple Road); along Whipple Road near the school parking lot entrance (on both sides of the road); and along
Tamarack Drive on the north side of the school property.
To improve pedestrian conditions for students crossing Whipple Road at the school entrance, the school should expand
the paved area on the northwest corner to create a larger pedestrian waiting area. Currently pedestrians crowd onto the
narrow sidewalk, and often stand in the landscaping or off the sidewalk in the school driveway because there is
insufficient space to stand when waiting for the traffic signal to change to cross.
The school should consider installing a low fence barrier along the sidewalk adjacent to the school entrance driveway
between Whipple Road and the first hallway entrance to the school. This barrier would serve two purposes: 1) to keep
students on the sidewalk and not walking on the asphalt in the school driveway exit lane; and 2) to discourage parents
from pulling up in front of the first hallway entrance and dropping-off or picking-up children within the driveway. All
pick-up and drop-off within the main parking lot should occur in the more open areas farther back in the parking lot,
and not in the constrained area near the parking lot entrance/exit.
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The school should consider utilizing the asphalt playground in the back of the school as a pick-up/drop off area
accessible from Tamarack Drive. Currently there are already driveway cuts in the sidewalk and gates in the fences where
vehicles could enter and exit the playground. Particularly during the afternoon pick-up period, when vehicles need
additional room to queue up to wait for students, this large paved area could be useful. The playground area did not
appear to be utilized by students during these time periods. It is recommended that a loop be set up so that vehicles
enter via one driveway, loop around to pick-up students, and then exit via another driveway. In order to minimize the
expense while testing the operation of this system, the school could use plastic cones or chalk on the pavement in order
to delineate the loop. A staff monitor would need to be present in order to ensure the orderly flow of vehicles through
the loop, and to ensure that students were waiting in the proper area for their parents to pull forward. Use of this area
would not affect the use of the curb area along Tamarack Drive for the school buses.
The Union City bus stop located just west of the school’s entrance driveway on Whipple Road needs to be striped and
signed as a no parking zone, and this zone needs to be enforced. Currently this area is used by parents as a pick up
waiting area in the afternoon; when the bus arrives students are forced to step out into the street to load into the bus
because the bus is unable to pull to the curb. Other targeted enforcement priorities include speeding and other traffic
violations along Whipple Road and Tamarack Drive.
The school may want to consider prohibiting all pick up and drop off on Whipple Road in front of the school. Whipple
Road experiences heavy traffic congestion, and during the morning and afternoon periods there is substantial pedestrian
activity at the crosswalk in front of the school entrance. Having private vehicle pick-up and drop-off occur adjacent to
this area poses some safety issues. With additional pick-up and drop-off area in the school playground off Tamarack
Drive, the school may be able to accommodate all pick-up and drop-off activity within the main parking lot, within the
playground area, and along the curb on Tamarack Drive, and eliminate the need to have any pick-up and drop-off occur
on Whipple Road.
A comprehensive set of school-area signage should be implemented in accordance with the MUTCD Chapter 7
guidelines, and the California Supplement to the MUTCD. In addition, all school-area crosswalks should be re-striped as
high-visibility ladder-style crosswalks.
As of 2011, all crosswalks have been striped as high visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks and all recommended signage
has been installed.

6.8.4. CABELLO ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
Figure 6-6 illustrates recommended improvements for Cabello Elementary school.
At Cabello Elementary, pick-up and drop-off occurs primarily along Cabello Street and Regents Boulevard, with the
heaviest activity concentrated on Cabello Street just south of the school parking lot driveway entrance. The school
parking lot entrance is blocked by a chain during the pick-up/drop-off period so that parents cannot enter the parking
lot. A parking lot at the corner of Cabello Street/Hall Ranch Parkway provides a pick-up/drop-off loop; this lot is used
primarily for pick-up by parents of the afternoon kindergarten class.
Substantial pedestrian crossing activity occurs at the intersection of Regents Boulevard/Cabello Street in both the
morning and afternoon period. Crosswalks are currently striped on all four legs of this intersection. During the
afternoon, the pedestrian crossings contribute to the traffic congestion along Cabello Street, as vehicles wanting to turn
right onto Regents Boulevard may be blocked by a steady stream of pedestrians crossing at this location.
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The primary issue noted by parents and school staff is the heavy congestion and double parking along Cabello Street in
front of the main school walkway during the pick-up period. This congestion can extend the length of Cabello Street
between Hall Ranch Parkway and Regents Boulevard during the peak 10 to 15 minutes after dismissal. In general,
recommendations to decrease the congestions (and improve pedestrian/bicyclist safety) involve dispersing traffic to
other available pick-up points along the school perimeter. Additionally, the school should striping and signing white
curb (school loading zone) along the heaviest school pick-up/drop-off points along Cabello Street and Regents
Boulevard, to ensure that these curb areas are not utilized by staff or visitors for longer term parking.
The school has plans to construct a new off-street bus loop off Cabello Street south of the main school walkway. This
new bus loading area will provide additional curb space along Regents Boulevard that can be utilized for pick-up.
The school should consider additional walkways from the southeastern buildings that connect out to Regents Boulevard.
Staff should encourage parents of children with classrooms in the southeast part of the campus to pick up the children
along Regents Boulevard, which is less congested than Cabello Street. Additional gates in the fence along Regents
Boulevard should be provided to improve access. These gates could be locked during school hours for security.
Enhancements to the intersections of Cabello Street/Hall Ranch Parkway and Cabello Street/Regents Boulevard are
recommended to improve pedestrian safety. At each location, it is recommended that the City consider installing curb
extensions to shorten the crossing distance. High visibility crosswalks should be painted on all legs in these locations as
well.
At the intersection of Hall Ranch Parkway and Dyer Street, it is recommended that curb extensions be installed to
shorten the crossing distance across Dyer Street. High visibility crosswalks are also recommended for this location.
A comprehensive set of school-area signage should be implemented in accordance with the MUTCD Chapter 7
guidelines, and the California Supplement to the MUTCD. In particular, a 25 mph school zone needs to be designated
along Dyer Street. In addition, all school-area crosswalks should be re-striped as high-visibility ladder-style crosswalks.
The City should also add “Traffic Fines Doubled” placards to the school advanced warning signage to ensure that police
can enforce the double fine zones within the school area.
As of 2011, high visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks have been installed at the majority of the recommended
intersections and the majority of recommended signage has been installed.

6.8.5. CESAR CHAVEZ MIDDLE SCHOOL
Figure 6-7 illustrates recommended improvements for Cesar Chavez Middle School.
At Cesar Chavez Middle, pick up and drop off occur primarily in the dedicated loading zone in the parking lot north of
the school off Hop Ranch Road. Conflicts between pedestrians and exiting motorists regularly occur at the driveway.
Motorists commonly block the crosswalk after exiting the parking lot. A crossing guard was stationed at this crosswalk
during the 2010/11 school year.
Students living west of the school access the school on a path off Medallion Drive. No crosswalk is provided for
students crossing Medallion Drive to access the path.
Alvarado-Niles Road at Hop Ranch Road has three public bus stops that Cesar Chavez Middle School students use and
will use more often with the discontinuation of school bus service that was planned for the 2011/12 school year. One
pedestrian collision occurred in this location between the years 2004 and 2009.
Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan
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The challenges facing this school area include visibility at intersections, and lack of curb ramps at some intersections.
The following improvements are intended to address these challenges.
Alvarado Niles Road at Medallion Drive improvements including improving pedestrian visibility and increasing the time
pedestrians have to cross the intersection. The recommendations include installation of white continental crosswalks.
Assembly C signage should be installed on east bound Alvarado Niles Road east of Medallion Drive. Pedestrian crossing
should be improved by retiming the crossing phase to 2.8 feet per second and audible pedestrian countdown heads
should be installed on all intersection corners.
Medallion Drive at Kenita Way improvements includes relocating the existing Assembly D signage on southbound
Medallion Drive and grinding the existing crosswalk.
Medallion Drive at the Union City Creek Trail crossing improvements are designed to improve pedestrian visibility and
include installation of a high visibility school zone crosswalk and Slow School Zone Xing pavement legend. Assembly B
signage should be installed at the crosswalk and D signing should also be installed on northbound Medallion Drive.
At the Alvarado Niles Road at Hop Ranch Road intersection the improvements are also designed to improve pedestrian
visibility and to provide additional pedestrian space. It is recommended the north, west and south leg crosswalks be
restriped as yellow continental. Audible pedestrian countdown heads should be installed and the signal phase timing
should accommodate a 2.8 feet per second walking speed. The pedestrian waiting area on the southwest corner should
be expanded.
The recommended improvements at Hop Ranch Road and Hop Ranch Court include restriping the crosswalk as yellow
continental, installation of a curb ramp on the west end of the crosswalk, and installation of Assembly D signage on
northbound Hop Ranch Road.
At Hop Ranch Road and Arizona Road, the crosswalk should be striped as yellow continental and Assembly B signage
should be installed on northbound Hop Ranch Road.
As of 2011, several of the recommended crosswalks have been striped as high visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks
and several of the recommended signage projects have been completed. There are some remaining striping and signage
projects that need to be completed along Alvarado-Niles Road, Dowe Avenue, Arizona Street and Medallion Drive.

6.8.6. KITAYAMA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
Figure 6-8 illustrates the recommended improvements for Kitayama Elementary School.
At Kitayama Elementary, parents currently pick up and drop off students at the eastern bend of Sunsprite Drive, where
students also cross at the eastern bend in the roadway. This area is heavily used because it provides direct access to the
school entrance. No crosswalk is provided at this location.
The challenges facing this school area include visibility at unmarked and marked crossings and lack of curb ramps at
some intersections. The following improvements are intended to address these challenges.
The recommended improvements include installation of a yellow continental crosswalk on the eastern bend on Sunsprite
Drive supplemented with ten feet of red curb on either side of the crosswalk and Yield to Pedestrian and Assembly D
signage. A curb ramp on the south end of the crosswalk should also be installed. Slow School Xing pavement legends
and a 50 foot double center line are also recommended.
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The existing yellow standard crosswalks at Winchester Drive and Medallion Drive, and Winchester Drive and Kitayama
Drive should be restriped as continental yellow crosswalks to improve crosswalk visibility.
As of 2011, high visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks have been installed at the intersections of Kitayama Drive and
Winchester Drive and Winchester Drive and Medallion Drive. Recommended signage has also been installed.

6.8.7. PIONEER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
Figure 6-9 illustrates recommended improvements for Pioneer Elementary School.
At Pioneer Elementary, pick up and drop off occurs in the dedicated loading zone that connects Rocklin Drive and Bel
Aire Street. Nearby Regents Boulevard is a local collector street with limited sightlines due to the curving roadway.
The challenges facing this school area include motorist speed, visibility at unmarked and marked crossings and either a
lack of or noncompliant curb ramps at some intersections. The following improvements are intended to address these
challenges.
The City should consider yellow continental crosswalks on all three intersection legs and ADA compliant curb ramps at
Jean Drive and Bliythe Street.
At Jean Drive and Danville Street, yellow continental crosswalks on the south and west intersection legs should be
installed to improve student visibility. ‘Yield to Pedestrian’ R1-6 signs should be installed in the Jean Drive crosswalk.
Yellow continental crosswalks should also be installed on the north and west legs of the Regents Boulevard and Jean
Drive intersection.
It is recommended the Regents Boulevard and Rocklin Drive intersection include a number of improvements. Yellow
continental crosswalks should be installed on the west and south intersection legs. Slow School Xing pavement legends
should be installed 100 feet in advance of the Regents Boulevard crosswalk. Assembly B signage should be installed 150
feet in advance of the same crosswalk. Lastly, a curb ramp should be installed on the north end of the Regents Boulevard
crosswalk.
Yellow continental crosswalks should also be installed at the Rocklin Drive and Bel Aire Street intersection on the north
and west legs.
As of 2011, all crosswalks have been striped as high visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks along and all recommended

signage has been installed.

6.8.8. SEARLES ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
Figure 6-10 illustrates recommended improvements for Searles Elementary School.
At Searles Elementary, pick up and drop off occurs primarily on 15th Street. Many students walk to Searles Elementary
as well as the nearby James Logan High School. The surrounding neighborhood has many uncontrolled intersections
that warrant crosswalks. In addition, many high school students drive through this neighborhood. Crosswalks in the
neighborhood are deteriorated and challenging to see.
The challenges facing this school area include visibility at unmarked and marked crossings and a lack curb ramps at some
intersections. The following improvements are intended to address these challenges.
The recommended improvements at Sherman Drive and Colgate Drive include restriping the crosswalks to yellow
continental and installation of a curb ramp on the east end of the north crosswalk leg.
At Sherman Drive and 15th Street, the existing crosswalks should be restriped as yellow continental.
Colgate Drive at G Street improvements include restriping the existing crosswalks as yellow continental and installation
of a curb ramp on the south end of the west leg crosswalk.
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The recommended improvements at G Street and 15th Street include restriping the existing three crosswalks as yellow
continental
At G Street and 14th Street the existing four crosswalks should be restriped as yellow continental.
The 14th Street and H Street intersection improvements include restriping the crosswalks on the east, west, and south
lefts of the intersection as yellow continental. Assembly D signage should be installed 150 feet in advance of the south
leg crosswalk.
The recommended improvements at H Street and 15th Street include removing the crosswalk on the south leg and
striping the north and eastern crosswalks as yellow continental. A curb ramp should be installed on the eastern end of
the north intersection leg. Assembly B and D signage and Slow School Crossing pavement legend should be installed.
As of 2011, all crosswalks have been striped as high visibility yellow ladder-style crosswalks along and all recommended
signage has been installed. There are some existing curb ramps that need to be upgraded to meet current ADA standards.

6.9. SAFE ROUTES TO PRIVATE SCHOOLS
Analysis of safe routes to and from private schools is as important issue. The recommended projects listed in this
chapter are a result of a lengthy process of identifying schools, coordinating with school representatives and parents,
performing walk audits to determine safety concerns, and identifying engineering solutions. The analysis completed in
2010 for the additional schools included in the current update was managed by Transform and Alta Planning staff with
input from the City and New Haven Unified School District staff. The project was partially funded through the Safe
Routes to Schools Alameda County Partnership programs. Due to the limitations of the funding sources, this program
cannot be extended to private schools at this time. The City will consider studying the areas around private schools if
grant funds become available or during the next comprehensive update of the master plan.

6.10. FUNDING
While much of the initial work involved in starting a SR2S program can be conducted by stakeholder team volunteers,
funding is needed to plan and implement physical improvements, hold events, and develop and implement educational
programs and materials. In addition to resources committed by Union City for programmatic and capital improvements,
funding should be pursued from a variety of sources.

6.10.1. PROGRAM FUNDING
As Union City’s SR2S program develops, funding is needed to support the overall program, including a paid staff
coordinator, purchasing incentives, printing newsletters, staffing events, and developing educational materials. Both
school-based and program-based funding will be essential for success. When program funding is pursued, it should be
emphasized that a SR2S program improves the entire community by relieving traffic congestion, contributing to cleaner
air, creating alternative transportation routes, and improving the health and safety of children and the entire community.
In order to maintain and expand the program, new sources of funding need to be obtained. Other possible funding
sources include:
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Corporations and Businesses. Local corporations and businesses may be able to provide cash, prizes, and/or
donations, such as printing services, through community giving or other programs. Parents or other members of
stakeholder teams may be a good source for contacting companies.



Foundations. There are institutions throughout the country that provide funding to non-profit organizations.
The Foundation Center is a national organization dedicated to collecting and communicating information about
philanthropy in the U.S., and is an excellent source for researching potential foundation funding sources.
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Potential foundation funding sources can be searched by geographic region and by category. Some categories
that may be applicable include transportation, health, environment, and community building.


Individuals. Statistically, individuals give more money than corporations and foundations combined. A local
fund drive can quickly reach a large number of people if outreach is conducted by stakeholder team members.



Events. Many SR2S programs have raised funds by holding special events, often using a related themed event
such as a walkathon or a bicycling event. More traditional fundraising efforts, such as bake sales, concerts, talent
shows, etc., can also help raise funds.



Parent Teacher Associations (PTAs) and School Districts. Many PTAs have funds to distribute to school
programs, and often schools have their own safety funding sources. Stakeholder teams should work with local
PTAs and school districts to see if there is a method for applying for
a grant.



City and County Funds. Some cities and counties allocate funds to support SR2S programs. Some also allocate a
portion of their local Transportation Enhancement funds to SR2S educational programs.



State Funds. Each state receives Federal Highway Safety Funds, also called 402 Funds. Although each state
handles this program differently, most funding is available on a competitive basis for projects that increase road
safety. In California, a variety of bicycle helmet subsidy programs are available and should be pursued to provide
low-cost approved helmets for all school children who ride bicycles.

6.10.2. CAPITAL FUNDING
Capital funding for infrastructure improvements is available from a variety of sources. Usually, public agencies must
initiate changes in the public right-of-way. The SR2S task force should work with the City to ensure that all potential
funding sources are pursued, and can help prioritize projects for funding and implementation. In addition to funding
projects as part of the Capital Improvements Program, some sources of funds that Union City may be able to pursue at
the federal level include the Transportation Enhancements portion of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century (TEA-21), and the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds also available through TEA-21.
Several other funding opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian improvements exist through TEA-21.
At the state level, Caltrans’ Local Assistance Program, Bicycle Transportation Account, and SR2S Account are potential
sources of funding. Union City has successfully competed for SR2S funding in the past. Funds are also available from
the California Walk to School Headquarters, a project of the California Center for Physical Activity within the California
Department of Health Services. The City should continue pursuing funding aggressively for SR2S projects at pilot
schools and other schools within the City. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Alameda
County Congestion Management Agency (CMA) are responsible for distributing federal and state transportation funding
within Alameda County. The Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority (ACTIA) oversees Alameda
County’s Measure B sales tax revenues, a portion of which go to bicycle and pedestrian projects. The Bay Area Air
Quality Management District has grant funds available for bicycle and pedestrian improvements as well.

6.11. RESOURCES
Below is a listing of key sources of information. Additional resources can be found from the NHTSA at:
www.nhtsa.dot.gov/people/injury/pedbimot/bike/saferouteshtml/resources.html.
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Safe Routes to School Clearinghouse
Center for Health Training
614 Grand Avenue, Suite 400
Oakland, CA 94610
Tel: 877-4SAFERT
www.4saferoutes.org
The National SAFE KIDS Campaign
1301 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Suite 1000
Washington, DC 20004-1707
Tel: 202-662-0900
www.safekids.org
Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center (PBIC)
The University of North Carolina Highway Safety Research Center
730 Airport Road, Suite 300
Campus Box 3430
Chapel Hill, NC 27599-3430
Tel: 919-962-2202
www.pedbikeinfo.org
www.bicyclinginfo.org
National Walk to School Day
www.walkstoschool-usa.org
International Walk to School Day
www.iwalktoschool.org
California Walk to School Day Headquarters
CA Department of Health Services
E-mail: Walkday@dhs.ca.gov
Tel: 888-393-0353
www.cawalktoschool.com
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
400 Seventh Street, SW
Washington, DC 20590
Tel: 202-366-0910
www.nhtsa.gov
Safe Routes to School Program
California Department of Transportation
PO Box 942873
Sacramento, CA 94273-0001
Tel: 916-654-5266
www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoute.htm
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7. IMPLEMENTATION
This chapter identifies steps towards implementation of the proposed facilities and programs of this
plan, the estimated costs for the proposed improvements and maintenance, and strategies on funding
and financing. This information is provided for integration into the City of Union City Citywide Capital
Improvements Program.

7.1. IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS
The City has a Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) that provides funding for capital improvements
including new bicycle and pedestrian facilities as well as rehabilitation of existing facilities. The CIP is
usually valid for a period of five years. The CIP is updated periodically to address the deletion of
projects that have been completed and the addition of new projects as well as changes to the amount of
money that is designated for a particular improvement. Bicycle and Pedestrian projects are usually
funded by a combination of sources including money from the City that is designated through the CIP
process.
The steps required to implement the projects identified in this Plan will vary by project. Many signing
and striping projects can be completed by the City of Union City Department of Public Works under the
discretion of the Director and are exempt from CEQA requirements. Such projects can be implemented
using City or grant funds with project level review by staff and in some cases the Planning Commission
and the City Council, if required, due to the complexity, visibility, cost, need for environmental review or
importance of the project. These types of projects typically include the following steps:
1. Preparation of a Feasibility Study involving a conceptual design (with consideration of possible
alternatives and environmental issues) and cost estimate for individual projects as needed.
2. Secure, as necessary, outside funding and any applicable environmental approvals.
3. Approval of the project by the Planning Commission and the City Council, including a
commitment to provide for any unfunded portions of project costs.
4. Completion of final plans, specifications and estimates, advertising for bids, receipt of bids and
award of contract(s).
5. Construction of Project.

7.2. PRIORITIZATION
The list of Recommended Projects was developed through work sessions with the Parks and Recreation
Commission and the Planning Commission early in the master planning process, which occurred in
2006. Once the list of recommended projects was established, fieldwork was conducted to determine
estimated costs and the preliminary feasibility of implementing the projects. This refined list of projects
was then presented back to BPAC and city staff for prioritization in order to identify which projects
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were the highest priority to be implemented. Criteria to rank the projects were developed and reviewed
by the BPAC. The ranking considered several aspects of each project including:


Regional Projects/Regional Connectors



Land Use



Current Bicyclist or Pedestrian Demand



Latent (Future) Bicyclist or Pedestrian Demand



Project Readiness



Community Support



Gap Closure



Safe Routes to School



Multi-Modal Benefit

Each of these criteria was weighted and each project was evaluated by staff, the consultant, and the
BPAC. As a result of this ranking, the projects were prioritized into high-priority, mid-term or long-term
groups. The project prioritization groupings are shown in Table 7-1, Recommended High Priority
Projects, Table 7-2, Recommended Mid-Term Projects, and Table 7-3, Recommended LongTerm Projects. It is important to note that these groupings represent a general approach for bicycle
and pedestrian project prioritization, and do not establish an absolute order for implementation.
Although the high priority projects are generally viewed as those that should be pursued first for
implementation, within the entire list of projects the City is free to implement any project at any time,
regardless of its location in the list. Project prioritization should be viewed as an ongoing process that
should be flexible to respond to future funding opportunities, future development opportunities, future
roadway improvement projects, future opportunities to obtain right-of-way, and changing needs or
demand from local bicyclists and pedestrians. It is recommended that the City’s BPAC meet periodically
to review the project priority list and evaluate whether any adjustment to the prioritization should be
made.
One of the main purposes of the 2011 Master Plan update was to ensure that the plan accurately
depicted the existing and proposed pedestrian and bicycle network. The project tables listed in this
chapter and project sheets listed in Chapter 5 were updated to remove projects that were completed.
The tables and sheets were also updated to reflect projects that were partially completed. Due to budget
constraints, only projects that the City had completed prior analysis on were included in the update. It is
anticipated that a more comprehensive update of the Master Plan, will be completed at some point in the
future.
Safe Routes to School projects are shown separately in Table 7-4, Recommended Safe Routes to
School Projects, as these projects may be pursued for specific SR2S funding sources, and some may be
implemented jointly with the New Haven Unified School District.
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7.3. COST BREAKDOWN
A breakdown of cost estimates for the recommended projects are shown in Tables 7-1 through 7-4. The
total cost to build-out the bicycle and pedestrian network is $76,488,000. However, the actual cost is
somewhat lower since certain projects listed in Table 7-1 have been partially completed as noted.
As shown in Table 7-1, the total estimated cost of implementation of all Recommended High-Priority
Projects is approximately $61,321,000. For more information regarding these projects, see the project
sheets listed in Chapter 5.
A breakdown of cost estimates for the Mid-Term Projects is presented in Table 7-2., and is estimated at
approximately $7,184,000. A breakdown of cost estimates for the Long-Term Projects is presented in
Table 7-3, and is estimated at approximately $7,566,000.
A breakdown of cost estimates for the Safe Routes to School project recommended in Chapter 6 is
shown in Table 7-4. The total cost for implementing the recommended SR2S projects at the pilot
schools is approximately $417,000.
It is important to note the following assumptions about the cost estimates. First, all cost estimates are
highly conceptual, since there is no feasibility or preliminary design completed, and second, unless stated,
the costs do not include the feasibility study costs. More detailed cost estimates are completed by City
staff at the time the project is chosen to move forward. It should also be noted that all costs are in 2006
dollars. Due to the similarity between 2006 and 2011 costs, the 2011 Master Plan update did not include
any revised costs. The similarity in costs between years is mainly due to the current economic downturn
that is keeping constructions costs low.
All the projects are recommended to be implemented over the next two to twenty years, or as funding is
available. The more expensive projects may take longer to implement. In addition, many funding
sources are highly competitive, and therefore impossible to determine exactly which projects will be
funded by which funding sources. Timing of projects is also something difficult to pinpoint exactly, due
to the dependence on competitive funding sources and, timing of roadway and development, and the
overall economy. The funding section in this chapter outlines some of the local, regional, state and
federal funding methods and resources for non-motorized transportation projects.
Maintenance costs for the bikeway network will be relatively low due to the limited number of long Class
I path facilities. The existing and recommended bikeway network is predominately made up of on-street
bike lanes and routes that will be treated as part of the normal roadway maintenance program. As part
of the normal roadway maintenance program, extra emphasis should be put on keeping the bike lanes
and roadway shoulders clear of debris and keeping vegetation overgrowth from blocking visibility or
creeping into the roadway. The other typical maintenance costs for the bikeway network, as shown
below in Table 7-5 include the maintenance of signage, striping and stencils.
The total annual maintenance cost of the primary bike path system is estimated to be about $100,000 per
year when it is fully implemented. Bicycle facility maintenance costs are based on per mile estimate,
which covers labor, supplies, and amortized equipment costs for weekly trash removal, monthly
sweeping, and bi-annual resurfacing and repair patrols. Other maintenance costs include bike lane line
and crosswalk restriping, sweeping debris, and tuning signals for bicycle and pedestrian sensitivity.
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Table 7-1
Recommended High-Priority Projects
From

To

Facility
Type

Length
(ft.)

Intersection
Alvarado Niles
Road

Intersection

Ped/Bike

n/a

Decoto Road

Ped Corridor

Intersection

Intersection

Ped/Bike

Mission Blvd

Fremont
Border

Class II

8918

NW corner

SE corner

Class I

n/a

Intersection

Intersection

Pedestrian

n/a

BART Station Area

BART

Shelton
Property

Ped/Bike

890

I-880 crossing:
Alvarado-Niles Road
I-880 Crossing: Union
City Creek Trail along
Old Alameda Creek

Almaden
Boulevard

Union Landing
Boulevard

Class II

I-880

I-880

Class I

Dyer Street

Union City
Blvd.

Whipple Road

Class II/Class
III

Dyer Street/Alvarado

Intersection

Intersection

Pedestrian

Meyers Drive

Creek Trail
near Civic
Center

Meyers Drive

Alvarado Niles

Decoto Road
Creek Trail
near Civic
Center

Whipple Road

Union City
Blvd.

Mission Blvd.

Class II/Class
III

Decoto Road

BART

Dumbarton
Bridge

Class II

Project Location
*Decoto/Meyers/Union
Square
Union Square
Alvarado
Niles/Mann/Union
Square
Decoto Road
Alvarado
Niles/Dyer/Smith
Alvarado
Niles/Dyer/Smith

Alvarado Niles
Road

Decoto Road

Class II/Class
III
Class I

Pedestrian

*Meyers Drive

2156

Map
Location

$47,000

P-1

$704,000

P-3

$56,000**

P-4

$87,000**

B-2

$162,000

B-3

Included in Above

P-5

$35,000,000

B-5, P-55

$50,000

B-6

$70,000

B-7

$261,000**

B-8

$99,000**

P-25

$9,000

B-9

$105,000

B-10

$3,000,000**

B-11

$15,000

B-13

$772,000**

P-7

$9,000,000

B-14

$1,148,000

P-8

$2,962,000

P-9

$56,000

P-10

n/a

3,400
180
11580
n/a

1985
700

11837
5300
1985
Plus 875
(sidewalk
gap)

Union City Blvd.

Smith Street

Fremont
Border

Class II/Class
III

12920

Union City Boulevard

Planned Gym

Bettencourt
Way

Ped Corridor

1999

*Decoto Road
9th and Decoto

Mission Blvd.
Intersection

Fremont
Border
Intersection

Ped Corridor
Pedestrian

9085
n/a
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Project Location

From

To

Facility
Type

Length
(ft.)

*7th and Decoto
*5th and Decoto
Decoto and Perry

Intersection
Intersection
Intersection

Intersection
Intersection
Intersection

Pedestrian
Pedestrian
Pedestrian

n/a
n/a
n/a

Mission Blvd.

Hayward
Border

Fremont
Border

Class II/Class
III

11672

Mann Avenue

Perry Road

Alvarado Niles
Road

Class II/Class
III

1374

*Alvarado Niles and
Meyers

Intersection

Intersection

Pedestrian

n/a

*Alvarado
Niles/H/Royal Ann

Intersection

Intersection

Pedestrian

n/a

*Dyer Street

Whipple Road

Deborah Drive

Ped Corridor

9429

Smith Street

Union City
Blvd.

Dyer/Alvarado
Niles

Ped Corridor

2866

Royal Ann Drive/H
Street

Perry Road

6th Street

Class II/Class
III

6408

6th Street

H Street

Whipple Road

Class II/Class
III

3165

Alvarado Niles Road
Crossing near Western

Alameda Creek
Trail

Dry Creek
Trail

Class I

n/a

Whipple Road

Railroad
Avenue

Mission Blvd.

Pedestrian

n/a

Horner/Veasy Streets

Alvarado Blvd.

Bay Trail

Bay Trail
Connector

Turk Island Trail

Turk Island

Turk Island

Union City
Boundary Line

Horner Street
Central Bay Industrial
Park
Feasibility Study for
Removal of Parking
Lanes along City’s
Major Thoroughfares

B-54
Lowry Road

Cost Estimate

Map
Location

$66,000
$50,000
$59,000

P-11
P-12
P-13

$700,000**

B-15

$14,000

B-16

$50,000**

P-16

$50,000**

P-17

$3,717,000

P-18

$665,000

P-19

$57,000

B-18

$27,000

B-19

$100,000

B-20

$561,000**

P-21

6064

$131,000

B-21

Class I
(bike/ped)

n/a

$300,000

P-51

Fremont
Boundary Line

Ped Corridor

120

$150,000

P-54

Union City
Boulevard

Watkins Street

Ped Corridor

560

$621,000

P-56

Varies

Varies

Pedestrian

8,384

$300,000

P-57

Varies

Varies

Bicycle

N/A

$100,000

N/A

TOTAL HIGH-PRIORITY PROJECTS COST ESTIMATE
Cost estimate totals rounded to the nearest $1,000.

$61,321,000

* Indicates project may qualify for Safe Routes to School Funding
** Indicates a portion of the project has been completed since 2006. See project sheet for a list of completed improvements.
Estimated costs are listed for entire project.
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Table 7-2:
Recommended Mid-Term Projects

Project Location

Facility
Type

Length (ft.)

Cost
Estimate

Map
Location

Intersection
Alvarado Niles
Road

Pedestrian

n/a

$107,000

P-23

Class I

n/a

$17,000

B-22

Alameda Creek
Trail south side
Alameda Creek
trail north side

Bike/Ped
Bridge

n/a

$2,500,000

B-55

Class I

400

$61,000

P-53, B-56

Osprey Drive

Ped Corridor
Class II/Class
III

4804

$1,674,000

P-24

9552

$85,000

B-23

Class II/III
Class II/Class
III
Ped Corridor

540

$7,000

B-24

3570
1630

$40,000
$533,000

B-25
P-26

1049

$299,000

P-27

2640
4251 (+607ft
Class I Trail
through Park)

$23,000

B-26

$131,000

B-27

7561

$66,000

B-28

3426

$29,000

B-29

4299

$37,000

B-30

5800

$53,000

B-31

Regents Blvd.
Intersection

Class II/III
Class II/Class
III
Pedestrian

4628
n/a

$41,000
$63,000

B-32
P-28

Galaxy Drive

Ped Corridor

1880

$722,000

P-29

Kohoutek Way
Union Landing
Intersection
Old Alameda
Creek Trail
Dry Creek
Trail entrance
at Lewis

Class I
Ped Corridor
Class I

n/a
1485
n/a

$82,000
$513,000
$3,000

B-33
P-30
B-34

Class II/III

4653

$43,000

B-35

Class II/Class
III

6424

$55,000

B-36

From

To

Intersection
Decoto
Road
Alameda
Creek Trail
north side
Regents
Blvd.
H/Royal
Ann
Union City
Blvd.
Alvarado
Niles Road
Santa Maria
Drive
Dyer Street
Alvarado
Niles Road
13th Street
Old
Alameda
Creek Trail

6th Street

Regents Blvd.

Amaral/Almaden

Jean Drive
Northern
terminus
Union City
Blvd.
Whipple
Road
Union City
Blvd.
Intersection
Fair Ranch
Road
Alameda
Creek Trail
Dyer Street
Intersection
Whipple
Road

Dowe/Atlantic/Lewis

Alvarado
Niles Rd

Alvarado Niles and Santa
Maria
Union City Creek Trail near
Civic Center
Alameda Creek Bridge
Crossing
Alameda Creek Trail
connection at Regents Blvd.
Alvarado Niles Road
Regents Blvd.
Santa Maria Drive
Alvarado Niles Road
Alvarado Niles Road
Marcia Drive
F Street/11th Street/E Street
Medallion Drive
Cabello St./Meteor
Dr./Delores Dr.
13th Street
Lowry Road
Central Avenue
Jean Drive
Alvarado and Galaxy
Alvarado Blvd.
Union City Blvd. near
Hayward Border
Courthouse Drive
Depot Road Trail at E Street

Lowry Road
San Andreas
Drive
Almaden Blvd.
I-880
Union Landing

Whipple Road

J Street
Alvarado Blvd.
(in Fremont)
Arizona Street

Ped Corridor
Class II/Class
III
Class I/Class
II/Class III
Class II/Class
III
Class II/Class
III
Class II/Class
III

TOTAL MID-TERM PROJECTS COST ESTIMATE
Cost estimate totals rounded to the nearest $1,000.
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Table 7-3
Recommend Long-Term Projects

Project Location

From

To

Facility
Type

Mann Avenue

Perry Road

Alvarado Niles
Road

Ped Corridor

Union City Blvd.

Hop Ranch Road

Delores Drive
Western
terminus
Alvarado Niles
Road

7th Street
Cabello Street

Cost
Estimate

Map
Location

1378

$402,000

P-31

2457

$284,000

P-32

5051

$45,000

B-37

1691

$16,000

B-38

5966
1611

$55,000
$99,000

B-39
P-33

Arroyo Park
Marsh Hawk
Road

Pedestrian
Improvements
Class II/Class
III
Class II/Class
III

H Street
Dyer Street

Mission Blvd.
Regents Blvd.

Class II/Class
III
Pedestrian

Mission Blvd.

Decoto Road

7th Street

Pedestrian

707

$45,000

P-34

Alvarado Niles and Almaden

Intersection

Intersection

Pedestrian

n/a

$108,000

P-35

Alvarado Niles and Central

Intersection

Intersection

Pedestrian

n/a

$108,000

P-36

Arizona/Trailside/ Heritage

Hop Ranch
Road

Royal Ann
Drive

Class II/Class
III

6259

$54,000

B-40

Atlantic

Cottonwood/R
ed Maple

Improved RR
Track Crossing
Bike/Ped
Bridge

n/a

$47,000

P-37

n/a

$227,000

P-38

2000

$3,000

B-41

2800

$400,000

P-39
B-42

125

$469,000

P-40

Perry Road

Atlantic/Cottonwood/Red
Maple
Bridge between 13th Street
and Dry Creek Trail
Trail along Quarry Lakes
Drive

Osprey Drive

Lewis
Quarry Lakes
Regional Park

Whipple Road

Hayward
Border

Dry Creek

Dry Creek

E Street

Depot Road

$35,000

P-41

Mission Blvd.

Pedestrian
Bike/Ped
Facilities

2339

East West Connector

4811

$1,712,000

B-43

Alvarado Niles Road

Osprey Drive

Mission Blvd.
Fremont
Border
Fremont
Border

Pedestrian

1585

$100,000

P-42

Dry Creek Trail

Whipple Road

Mission Blvd.

Class I

n/a

$107,000

B-44

Mission Blvd.

Decoto Road

Ped Corridor

1691

$619,000

P-43

Appian/Riviera/Florence

Mission Blvd.

$7,000

Mission Blvd.

Class II/III
Bike/Ped
Facilities

1908

May Road

Whipple Road
Seven Hills
Park
Dry Creek
Regional Park

1032

$136,000

B-45
P-44
B-46

Arroyo Park Trail

Perry Road

Osprey Drive

Class I

325

$1,000

B-47

ACFC Canal Parallel to
Darcelle Dr.

Union City
Blvd.

Alvarado Blvd.

Class I

3616

$542,000

B-48

Medallion Drive

Whipple Road

Crest Lane

Ped Corridor

573

$252,000

P-45

Dyer Street Extension
Project
Alameda Creek Trail
Crossing

13th Street

Fremont
Border

Lengt
h (ft.)
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Facilities
Bike/Ped
Bridge
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Project Location

From

To

Facility
Type

Lengt
h (ft.)

Cost
Estimate

Map
Location

ACFC Canal Parallel to
Delores Rd

Union City
Blvd.

Polaris Avenue

Class I

6483

$972,000

B-49

RR Spur Inventory

N/A

N/A

Class I

n/a

$17,000

N/A

Transit Stop Location Study

N/A

N/A
Seven Hills
Park

N/A

n/a

$39,000

N/A

Appian/Riviera/Florence
Dyer/Westport/Jean
Delores Bay Trail
Connection

Mission Blvd.
Union City
Blvd.
Union City
Blvd.

1908

$590,000

4521

$56,000

n/a

$4,000

P-46
P-47
B-50
P-48
B-51

Benson/Bulmer
ACFC J-3 Line

Bay Trail

Ped Corridor
Bay Trail
Connector
Bay Trail
Connector

Horner Street

Bay Trail

Bay Trail
Connector

1673

$8,000

P-49
B-52

Union City
Blvd.

Bay Trail

Bay Trail
Connector

3287

$7,000

P-50
B-53

Bay Trail

TOTAL LONG-TERM PROJECTS COST ESTIMATE
Cost estimate totals rounded to the nearest $1,000.
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Table 7-4
Recommended Safe Routes to School Projects,
Based on School Site Visits Listed in Chapter 6
Project Description

Intersection/Roadway

Location

Alvarado Elementary and Alvarado Middle
School *

Cost Estimate
$36,100

Extend school loading zone along Fredi

Fredi

Elementary School
Frontage

$2,850

Stripe “Keep Clear” pavement marking in front
of bus exit

Fredi

Bus pull-out exit

$1,500

Stripe high-visibility crosswalks at Fredi/Smith

Fredi/Smith

All legs

$3,000

Stripe high-visibility crosswalks at Fredi/Horner

Fredi/Horner

All legs

$4,000

Restripe white crosswalks to high-visibility
yellow at Fredi/Alvarado

Fredi/Alvarado

All legs

$4,000

Extend School loading zone along Horner

Horner

Middle School
frontage

$3,550

Widen Sidewalk at Middle School Entrance

School entrance drive

Alvarado Boulevard

$7,200

Stripe high-visibility crosswalks at school
entrance/ Alvarado

School entrance drive

Alvarado Boulevard

$4,000

Replace school area signage with Fluorescent
Yellow Green throughout school zone

Various

Various

$2,000

Stripe high-visibility crosswalks at Union City
Boulevard and Alvarado

Union City Boulevard

Alvarado Boulevard

Barnard White Middle School *

$4,000
$18,000

High visibility crosswalk

Tamarack

Existing crosswalks at
Sumac, mid-block,
and Pulaski

High visibility crosswalk

Ithaca

Tamarack

$1,000

High visibility crosswalks

Ithaca

Whipple (2 legs)

$2,000

High visibility crosswalk

Whipple

Railroad tracks

$1,000

High visibility crosswalk

Whipple

School entrance

$1,000

Crosswalk and warning signage

Various

Various

$3,500

No Parking striping/signage in bus zone

Whipple

Union City Transit
Bus Stop

$1,100

Widen sidewalk along school entrance and at
corner of Whipple/school entry

School entry

Whipple

Cabello Elementary *

$3,000

$5,400
$189,000

Add fourth crosswalk leg and high visibility
striping at Cabello/Hall Ranch

Cabello/Hall Ranch

All legs

$4,000

Curb extensions at Cabello/Regent

Cabello/Regent

All legs

$60,000

Extend school loading zone along Cabello and
Regents

Cabello and Regents

Along school frontage

Curb extensions at Dyer/Deborah

Dyer/Deborah

All legs

High visibility crosswalks at Dyer/Deborah

Dyer/Deborah

Three legs

$3,000

High visibility crosswalks at Dyer/Regents

Dyer/Regents

All legs

$4,000

Speed feedback sign on Dyer

Dyer

Along park frontage

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan

$8,000
$100,000

$10,000
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Project Description

Intersection/Roadway

Location

New walkway to school buildings from Regents
frontage

East corner of school

Regents frontage

Cesar Chavez Middle *

Cost Estimate
$9,000
$58,200

Restripe crosswalks as white continental.

Alvarado-Niles
Road/Medallion Drive

NA

Install audible pedestrian countdown heads on
all corners of the intersection.

Alvarado-Niles
Road/Medallion Drive

NA

Install Assembly C signage on eastbound
Alvarado-Niles Road 100 feet east of Medallion
Drive.

Alvarado-Niles
Road/Medallion Drive

NA

Move existing Assembly D signage on
southbound Medallion Drive at Kenita Way to
Brenda Way.

Medallion Drive/Brenda Way

NA

Grind existing crosswalk on Medallion Way at
Kenita Way.

Medallion Drive/Brenda Way

NA

Stripe yellow continental crosswalk at trail
crossing.

Medallion Drive/North of
Chester Drive

NA

Install SLOW SCHOOL XING 100 feet in
advance of crosswalk.

Medallion Drive/North of
Chester Drive

NA

Install Assembly B signage at crosswalk.

Medallion Drive/North of
Chester Drive

NA

Install Assembly D signage on northbound
Medallion Drive 150 feet in advance of
crosswalk.

Medallion Drive/North of
Chester Drive

NA

Evaluate pedestrian timing to accommodate
pedestrian crossing and traffic movement as
needed.

Medallion Drive/North of
Chester Drive

NA

Restripe crosswalks on west and south legs as
yellow continental.

Alvarado-Niles Road/Hop
Ranch Road

NA

Install audible pedestrian countdown heads at
ends of crosswalks.

Alvarado-Niles Road/Hop
Ranch Road

NA

Expand pedestrian waiting area on southwest
corner.

Alvarado-Niles Road/Hop
Ranch Road

NA

Restripe crosswalk as yellow continental.

Hop Ranch Road/Hop Ranch
Court

NA

Install Assembly D on southbound Hop Ranch
Road 150 in advance of crosswalk.

Hop Ranch Road/Hop Ranch
Court

NA

Construct curb ramp on west end of crosswalk.

Hop Ranch Road/Hop Ranch
Court

NA

Restripe crosswalk as yellow continental.

Hop Ranch Road/Arizona
Road

NA

Install Assembly D on northbound Hop Ranch
Road 150 in advance of crosswalk.

Hop Ranch Road/Arizona
Road

NA

Restripe crosswalks as white continental.

Alvarado-Niles Road/Dowe
Ave

NA

Stripe yellow continental crosswalks on east and
south legs of intersection.

Dowe Avenue/Condor Drive

NA

Install Assembly B signage at crosswalk.

Dowe Avenue/Condor Drive

NA
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Project Description

Intersection/Roadway

Location

Install ‘SLOW SCHOOL XING’ pavement
legend 100 feet in advance of south leg
crosswalk.

Dowe Avenue/Condor Drive

NA

Install Assembly D signage 150 feet in advance
of south leg crosswalk.

Dowe Avenue/Condor Drive

NA

Stripe yellow continental crosswalks on west
and south legs of intersection.

Dowe Avenue/Arizona Road

Cost Estimate

NA

Kitiyama Elementary *

$33,300

Stripe yellow continental crosswalk 90 degrees
to curb face.

Sunsprite Drive

East bend

NA

Stripe curb red ten feet on both sides of
crosswalk.

Sunsprite Drive

East bend

NA

Install ‘SLOW SCHOOL XING’ pavement
legend markings 100 feet in advance of the
crosswalk.

Sunsprite Drive

East bend

NA

Stripe 50 feet yellow double center line on both
sides of crosswalk.

Sunsprite Drive

East bend

NA

Install Assembly B signage at crosswalk.

Sunsprite Drive

East bend

NA

Install in-street YIELD to pedestrian sign in
crosswalk.

Sunsprite Drive

East bend

NA

Install Assembly D signage 150 feet in advance
of crosswalk.

Sunsprite Drive

East bend

NA

Construct curb ramp on south end of
crosswalk.

Sunsprite Drive

East bend

NA

Remove existing SCHOOL XING sign on
westbound Mirabella Drive.

Mirabella Drive

Sunsprite Drive

NA

Restripe existing crosswalks as yellow
continental.

Winchester Drive

Kitiyama Drive

NA

Restripe existing crosswalks as yellow
continental.

Winchester Drive

Derby Street

NA

Pioneer Elementary *

$54,900

Stripe yellow continental crosswalks on all legs
of intersection.

Jean Drive

Blythe Street

NA

Construct curb ramps on the north ends of the
Jean Drive crosswalks.

Jean Drive

Blythe Street

NA

Upgrade existing curb ramps on the south east
and south west corners of the intersection to
meet ADA standards.

Jean Drive

Blythe Street

NA

Stripe yellow continental crosswalks on the west
and south legs of the intersection.

Danville Street

Jean Drive

NA

Install YIELD to pedestrian in-street signs in
the Jean Drive crosswalk.

Danville Street

Jean Drive

NA

Stripe yellow continental crosswalks on the
north and west legs of the intersection.

Regents Boulevard

Jean Drive

NA

Stripe yellow continental crosswalks on the west
and south legs of the intersection.

Regents Boulevard

Rocklin Drive

NA

Install ‘SLOW SCHOOL XING’ pavement
legend markings 100 feet in advance of the
Regent Boulevard crosswalk.

Regents Boulevard

Rocklin Drive

NA

Install YIELD to pedestrian in-street signs in
the Regents Boulevard crosswalk.

Regents Boulevard

Rocklin Drive

NA

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan
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Project Description

Intersection/Roadway

Location

Install Assembly D signage 150 feet in advance
of the Regents Boulevard crosswalk.

Regents Boulevard

Rocklin Drive

NA

Construct a curb ramp on the north end of the
Regent Boulevard crosswalk.

Regents Boulevard

Rocklin Drive

NA

Stripe yellow continental crosswalks on the west
and north legs of the intersection.

Rocklin Drive

Bel Aire Street

NA

Construct curb ramp on the south end of
Rocklin Drive crosswalk.

Rocklin Drive

Bel Aire Street

NA

Searles Elementary *

Cost Estimate

$27,800

Restripe crosswalks on north and east legs of
intersection as yellow continental.

Colgate Drive

Sherman Drive

NA

Construct curb ramp on east end of north leg
crosswalk.

Colgate Drive

Sherman Drive

NA

Restripe crosswalk on west and south legs of
intersection as yellow continental.

15th Street

Sherman Drive

NA

Restripe crosswalks at west and north legs of
intersection as yellow continental.

Colgate Drive

G Street

NA

Construct curb ramp at south end of west leg
crosswalk.

15th Street

G Street

NA

Restripe crosswalks on north, south and west
legs of intersection as yellow continental.

15th Street

G Street

NA

Restripe all crosswalks as yellow continental.

H Street

14th Street

NA

Restripe crosswalks on east, west and south as
yellow continental.

H Street

14th Street

NA

Remove crosswalk on south leg of intersection.

H Street

14th Street

NA

Stripe yellow continental crosswalk on north leg
of intersection.

H Street

14th Street

NA

Construct curb ramp at east end of north leg
intersection.

H Street

14th Street

NA

Paint immediate 10 feet of curb south of curb
ramp red.

H Street

14th Street

NA

Install Assembly B signage at north leg
crosswalk.

H Street

14th Street

NA

Install ‘SLOW SCHOOL XING’ pavement
legend on northbound H Street 100 feet in
advance of north leg crosswalk.

H Street

14th Street

NA

Install Assembly D signage on northbound H
Street 150 feet in advance of north leg
crosswalk.

H Street

14th Street

NA

Restripe crosswalk on east leg of intersection as
yellow continental.

H Street

14th Street

NA

Restripe crosswalks on east, west and south legs
of intersection yellow continental.

H Street

15th Street

NA

Install Assembly D signage 150 feet in advance
of south leg crosswalk.

H Street

15th Street

NA

TOTAL SR2S PROJECTS COST ESTIMATE

$417,300

* Indicates a portion of the project has been completed since 2006. See Chapter 1 and 6 for a list of completed improvements.
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Table 7-5
Annual Operations and Maintenance Cost Estimates

Facility/Program

Cost/Mile
Maintenance ($)

Mileage

Cost ($)

Class I
Maintenance

$8,500

7.5 Miles

$63,750

Class II/III
Maintenance

$2,000

17 Miles

$34,000

Annual Cost

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan

Interval

Notes
Debris and vegetation
overgrowth removal and
Annual lighting.
Repainting lane stripes
and stencils, sign
Annual replacement as needed

$100,000
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7.4. FUNDING
Bicycle funding is administered at all levels of government. This chapter begins with explaining the
current state of federally-administered funding and the anticipated new transportation bill, which
influences State, regional and local funding and is followed by a description of funding sources that may
be pursued to implement facilities and programs in this Plan. Table 7-6 lists the acronyms commonly
used to describe funding resources and government agencies. Table 7-7 lists the funding sources
described in this chapter and summarizes important funding source components, such as funding
amount available, application deadlines and eligible applicants.

7.4.1. FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES
SAFETEA-LU, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users, is the primary federal funding source for bicycle projects. SAFETEA-LU is the fourth iteration
of the transportation vision established by the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (1991).
Also known as the federal transportation bill, Congress passed the $286.5 billion SAFETEA-LU bill in
2005. SAFETEA-LU expired in 2009, at which time Congress approved extending funds through 2010.
When the next multi-year federal transportation bill is reauthorized, funding available for bicycle projects
is likely to change. Historically, these modes have received larger allocations with each new multi-year
transportation bill.
Caltrans, the State Resources Agency and regional planning agencies administer SAFETEA-LU funding.
Most, but not all of these funding programs emphasize transportation modes and purposes that reduce
auto trips and provide inter-modal connections. SAFETEA-LU programs require a local match of
between zero percent and 20 percent. SAFETEA-LU funds primarily capital improvements and safety
and education programs that relate to the surface transportation system.
To be eligible for Federal transportation funds, States are required to develop a State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) and update it at least every four years. A STIP is a multi-year capital
improvement program of transportation projects that coordinates transportation-related capital
improvements planned by metropolitan planning organizations and the state.
To be included in the STIP, projects must be identified either in the Interregional Transportation
Improvement Plan (ITIP), which is prepared by Caltrans, or in the Regional Transportation
Improvement Plan (RTIP), which in the Bay Area is prepared by the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission. Bicycle projects are eligible for inclusion. Caltrans updates the STIP every two years.
The following programs are administered by the Federal government.
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7.4.1.1. Transportation, Community and System Preservation (TCSP) Program
The Transportation, Community and System Preservation (TCSP) Program provides federal funding for
transit oriented development, traffic calming and other projects that improve the efficiency of the
transportation system, reduce the impact on the environment, and provide efficient access to jobs,
services and trade centers. The program provides communities with the resources to explore the
integration of their transportation system with community preservation and environmental activities.
TCSP Program funds require a 20 percent match. Congress appropriated $204 million to this program
in Fiscal Year 2009. Funding has been extended under a continuing resolution for FY 2010.
Online resource: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tcsp/

7.4.1.2. Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program
The Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program (RTCA) is a National Parks Service program
that provides technical assistance via direct staff involvement, to establish and restore greenways, rivers,
trails, watersheds and open space. The RTCA program provides only for planning assistance—there are
no implementation monies available. Projects are prioritized for assistance based upon criteria that
include conserving significant community resources, fostering cooperation between agencies, serving a
large number of users, encouraging public involvement in planning and implementation and focusing on
lasting accomplishments.
Online resource: http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/rtca/contactus/cu_apply.html

7.4.2. STATE-ADMINISTERED FUNDING
The State of California uses both federal sources and its own budget to fund the following bicycle
projects and programs.

7.4.2.1. Bicycle Transportation Account
The Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA) provides state funding for local projects that improve the
safety and convenience of bicycling for transportation. Because of its focus on transportation, BTA
projects must serve a transportation purpose. Funds are available for both planning and construction.
Caltrans administers BTA funds, and requires eligible cities and counties to have adopted a Bicycle
Transportation Plan. This Bicycle Master Plan meets BTA requirements for state funding. City Bicycle
Transportation Plans must be approved by the local Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MPO)
prior to Caltrans approval. Out of $7.2 million available statewide, the maximum amount available for
individual projects is $1.2 million.
Online resource: www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/bta/btawebPage.htm

7.4.2.2. Federal Safe Routes to School (SRTS) and California Safe Routes to School
(SR2S)
Caltrans administers funding for Safe Routes to School projects through two separate and distinct
programs: the state-legislated Program (SR2S) and the federally-legislated Program (SRTS). Both
programs competitively award reimbursement grants with the goal of increasing the number of children
who walk or bicycle to school.

Union City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan
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California Safe Routes to School Program expires December 21, 2012, requires a 10 percent local match,
is eligible to cities and counties, and targets children in grades K-12. The fund is primarily for
construction, but applicants may use up to 10 percent of the program funds for education,
encouragement, enforcement and evaluation activities. Cycle 9 provided $24.25 million for FY 10/11.
The Federal Safe Routes to School Program has been extended through December 31, 2010, and may be
included in the future federal transportation bill. Cities, counties, school districts, non-profits, and tribal
organizations are eligible for the 100 percent reimbursable funds that target children in grades K-8.
Applicants may use funds for construction or for education, encouragement, enforcement, and
evaluation activities. Construction must be within two miles of a grade school or middle school. Cycle 2
provided $46 million for FY 08/09 and 09/10.
Online resource: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/saferoutes.htm

7.4.2.3. Recreational Trails Program
The Recreational Trails Program (RTP) of SAFETEA-LU allocates funds to states to develop and
maintain recreational trails and trail-related facilities for both non-motorized and motorized recreational
trail uses. Examples of trail uses include hiking, bicycling, in-line skating, equestrian use, and other nonmotorized and motorized uses. The State Department of Parks and Recreation administers RTP funds
in California. A minimum 12 percent of local match is required. California received a $1.3 million
apportionment for FY 2010 and continuation of the program is dependent on Federal authorization of a
new transportation bill. RTP projects must be ADA-compliant and may be used for:


Maintenance and restoration of existing trails



Purchase and lease of trail construction and maintenance equipment



Construction of new trails, including unpaved trails



Acquisition of easements or property for trails



State-administrative costs related to this program (limited to seven percent of a State's funds)



Operation of educational programs to promote safety and environmental protection related to
trails (limited to five percent of a State's funds).

Online resource: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environmnet/rectrails/index.htm.

7.4.2.4. California Conservation Corps
The California Conservation Corps (CCC) is a public service program that occasionally provides
assistance on construction projects. The CCC may be written into grant applications as a project
partner. In order to utilize CCC labor, project sites must be public land or publicly-accessible. CCC
labor will not perform regular maintenance, but will perform annual maintenance, such as the opening of
trails in the spring.
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Online resource: http://www.ccc.ca.gov/

7.4.2.5. Transportation Planning Grant Program
The Transportation Planning Grant Program, administered by Caltrans, provides two grants for bicycle
project planning and construction.
The Community-Based Transportation Planning Grant funds projects that exemplify livable community
concepts, including bicycle improvement projects. Eligible applicants include local governments, MPOs,
and RPTAs. A 20 percent local match is required and projects must demonstrate a transportation
component or objective. There is $3 million available annually statewide. The maximum grant award is
$300,000.
The Environmental Justice: Context Sensitive Planning Grants promote context sensitive planning in
diverse communities and funds planning activities that assist low-income, minority, and Native American
communities to become active participants in transportation planning and project development. Grants
are available to transit districts, cities, counties, and tribal governments. This grant is funded by the State
Highway Account at $1.5 million annually statewide. The maximum grant award is $300,000.
Online resource: www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/grants.html

7.4.2.6. Highway Safety Improvement Program
The Highway Safety Improvement Program funds are allocated to States as part of SAFETEA-LU. The
goal of HSIP funds is to achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all
public roads. As required under the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) California
Department of Transportation has developed and is in the process of implementing a Strategic Highway
Safety Plan (SHSP). A portion of the HSIP funds allocated to each state is set aside for construction and
operational improvements on high-risk rural roads. If the state has a Strategic Highway Safety Plan, the
remainder of the funds may be allocated to other programs, including projects on bicycle pathways or
trails and education and enforcement. The local match varies between 0 and 10 percent. The maximum
grant award is $900,000.
Caltrans issues an annual call for projects for HSIP funding. Projects must meet the goals of the
Strategic Highway Safety Plan.
Federal HSIP online resource: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/factsheets/hsip.htm
Caltrans HSIP online resource: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/hsip.htm

7.4.2.7. Land and Water Conservation Fund
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) is a federally funded program, run through the National
Park Service that provides grants for planning and acquiring outdoor recreation areas and facilities,
including trails. The fund is administered by the California Department of Parks and Recreation. The
fund has been reauthorized until 2015.
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Cities, counties, and districts authorized to acquire, develop, operate, and maintain park and recreation
facilities are eligible to apply. Applicants must fund the entire project, and will be reimbursed for 50
percent of costs. Property acquired or developed under the program must be retained in perpetuity for
public recreational use.
On June 3, 2009, Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar signed the LWCF 2009 Certificate of
Apportionment, which distributes over $27 million to the States, Territories, and the District of
Columbia. Approximately $2.3 million is available for projects in California.
National Park Service website: http://www.nps.gov/lwcf/
California LWCF website: http://www.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?page_id=21360

7.4.2.8. Wildlife Conservation Board Public Access Program
The Wildlife Conservation Board (WCB) is a California State board that provides grants to public
agencies and non-profit groups and organizations. The focus of the Board’s grant funding program is the
acquisition of lands or improvements that preserve wildlife habitat or provide recreational access for
hunting, fishing, or other wildlife-oriented activities. Up to $250,000 dollars are available per project.
Applications are accepted quarterly. Projects eligible for funding include interpretive trails, river access,
and trailhead parking areas. The State of California must have a proprietary interest in the project. Local
agencies are generally responsible for the planning and engineering phases of each project.
Wildlife Conservation Board online resource: http://www.wcb.ca.gov/

7.4.2.9. Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation Funds
The Environmental Enhancement Mitigation Program (EEMP) provides grant opportunities for projects
that indirectly mitigate environmental impacts of new transportation facilities. Projects should fall into
one of the following three categories: highway landscaping and urban forestry, resource lands projects, or
roadside recreation facilities. Funds are available for land acquisition and construction. The local Caltrans
District must support the project. The average award amount is $250,000.
Online resource: http://resources.ca.gov/eem/

7.4.2.10. State Highway Operations & Protection Program
The State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) is a Caltrans funding source with the
purpose of purpose of maintaining and preserving the investment in the State Highway System and
supporting infrastructure. Projects typically fall into the following categories: collision reduction, major
damage restoration, bridge preservation, roadway preservation, roadside preservation, mobility
enhancement, and preservation of other transportation facilities related to the state highway system. In
the past, SHOPP funds have been used to construct bicycle projects, including curb ramps,
overcrossings, bike paths, sidewalks, and signal upgrades to meet ADA requirements. Jurisdictions work
with Caltrans’ districts to have projects placed on the SHOPP list.
The total amount available for the four-year SHOPP period between 2010/11 and 2013/14 fiscal years is
$6.75 billion, which is a reduction in funding from prior SHOPP programs. Past project awards have
ranged from approximately $140,000 to $4.68 million.
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The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) granted funding to this program in California.
Online resource: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/transprog/shopp.htm

7.4.2.11. Petroleum Violation Escrow Account (PVEA)
In the late 1970s, a series of Federal court decisions against selected United States oil companies ordered
refunds to the States for price overcharges on crude oil and refined petroleum products during a period
of price control regulations. To qualify for PVEA funding, a project must save or reduce energy and
provide a direct public benefit within a reasonable time frame. In the past, the PVEA has been used to
fund programs based on public transportation, computerized bus routing and ride sharing, home
weatherization, energy assistance and building energy audits, highway and bridge maintenance, and
reducing airport user fees. In California, Caltrans administers funds for transportation-related PVEA
projects. PVEA funds do not require a match and can be used as match for additional Federal funds.
Online resource: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_g/g22state.pdf

7.4.2.12. Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) Grants
Office of Traffic Safety Grants are supported by Federal funding under the National Highway Safety Act
and SAFETEA-LU. In California, the grants are administered by the Office of Traffic Safety.
Grants are used to establish new traffic safety programs, expand ongoing programs or address
deficiencies in current programs. Bicycle safety is included in the list of traffic safety priority areas.
Eligible grantees are governmental agencies, state colleges, state universities, local city and county
government agencies, school districts, fire departments, and public emergency services providers. Grant
funding cannot replace existing program expenditures, nor can traffic safety funds be used for program
maintenance, research, rehabilitation, or construction. Grants are awarded on a competitive basis, and
priority is given to agencies with the greatest need. Evaluation criteria to assess need include potential
traffic safety impact, collision statistics and rankings, seriousness of problems, and performance on
previous OTS grants.
The California application deadline is January of each year. There is no maximum cap to the amount
requested, but all items in the proposal must be justified to meet the objectives of the proposal.
California OTS online resource: http://www.ots.ca.gov/Grants/default.asp

7.4.2.13. Community Development Block Grants
The CDBG program funds projects and programs that develop viable urban communities by providing
decent housing and a suitable living environment and by expanding economic opportunities, principally
for persons of low and moderate income. Federal Community Development Block Grant Grantees may
use CDBG funds for activities that include (but are not limited to) acquiring real property; building
public facilities and improvements, such as streets, sidewalks, and recreational facilities; and planning and
administrative expenses, such as costs related to developing a consolidated plan and managing CDBG
funds. The state makes funds available to eligible agencies (cities and counties) through a variety of
different grant types. Grantees enter into a contract with the state. Eligible agencies are determined
based on a formula, and are listed on the HUD website.
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California received a $42.8 million allocation for all CDBG programs in FY 2010. The maximum grant
amount is $800,000 for up to two eligible projects or $400,000 for a public service program.
Online resource: http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/programs/index.cfm
Eligible CDBG Agencies in California: http://www.hud.gov/local/ca/community/cdbg/#state

7.4.3. LOCALLY-ADMINISTERED FUNDING
Local funding sources are generally administered by Metropolitan Planning Organizations, Congestion
Management Agencies, Transportation Improvement Authorities, or other regional agencies. Counties
or cities may administer some funding sources. These funding sources are supported by federal, state, or
local revenue streams.

7.4.3.1. Regional Surface Transportation Program
The Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) is a block grant program that provides funding
for bicycle projects, among many other transportation projects. Under the RSTP, Metropolitan planning
organizations, such as the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's (MTC), prioritize and approve
projects that will receive RSTP funds. Metropolitan planning organizations can transfer funding from
other federal transportation sources to the RSTP program in order to gain more flexibility in the way the
monies are allocated. In California, 76 percent of RSTP funds are allocated to urban areas with
populations of at least 200,000. The remaining funds are available statewide.
Online resource: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/STPCMAQ/

7.4.3.2. Transportation for Livable Communities Program
The Transportation for Livable Communities Program (TLC) provides grant monies to public agencies
to encourage land use decisions that support compact, bicycle-friendly development near transit hubs.
MTC’s Transportation Plan 2035 stipulates all eligible TLC projects to be within Priority Development
Areas (PDAs), which focus growth around transit. MTC selects projects based on their status (planned
or proposed) and their development intensity. MTC administers the TLC program with funds from the
Regional Surface Transportation Project and caps grants at $400,000. Funds may be used for capital
projects or planning.
Online resource: www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/tlc_grants.htm

7.4.3.3. Transportation Fund for Clean Air
Administered by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the Transportation Fund
for Clean Air (TFCA) is a grant program funded by a $4 surcharge on motor vehicles registered in the
Bay Area. This surcharge generates approximately $22 million per year in revenue. TFCA's goal is to
implement the most cost-effective projects in the Bay Area that will decrease motor vehicle emissions,
and therefore improve air quality. Projects must be consistent with the 1988 California Clean Air Act
and the Bay Area Ozone Strategy. TFCA funds covers a wide range of project types, including bicycle
facility improvements such as bike lanes, bicycle racks, and lockers; arterial management improvements
to speed traffic flow on major arterials; and smart growth.
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Online resource: http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Strategic-Incentives/FundingSources/TFCA.aspx

7.4.3.4. Bicycle Facilities Program
The BAAQMD Bicycle Facility Program (BFP) provides grant funding to reduce motor vehicle
emissions through the implementation of new bikeways and bicycle parking facilities in the Bay Area.
The TFCA program funds the BFP. Projects must cost between $10,000 and $120,000 and the applicant
must have secured 50 percent in matching funds. The BAAQMD typically releases a call for projects in
June or July, requiring an application submittal in September and announcing project awards in
November.
Online resource: http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Strategic-Incentives/Bicycle-Facility-Program.aspx

7.4.3.5. Safe Routes to Transit (SR2T)
Regional Measure 2 (RM2), approved in March 2004, raised the toll on seven state-owned Bay Area
bridges by one dollar for 20 years. This fee increase funds various operational improvements and capital
projects that reduce congestion or improve travel in the toll bridge corridors.
MTC allocates the $20 million of RM2 funding to the Safe Routes to Transit Program, which provides
competitive grant funding for capital and planning projects that improve bicycle access to transit
facilities. Eligible projects must reduce congestion on one or more of the Bay Area’s toll bridges.
Transform and the East Bay Bicycle Coalition administer SR2T funding. Awarded in five $4 million
grant cycles, the first round of funding was awarded in December 2005. Future funding cycles will be in
2011 and 2013.
Online resource: http://www.transcoalition.org/c/bikeped/bikeped_saferoutes.html

7.4.3.6. TDA Article 3
Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3 funds are state block grants awarded annually to local
jurisdictions for transit and bicycle projects in California. Funds originate from the Local Transportation
Fund (LTF), which is derived from a quarter-cent of the general state sales tax. LTF funds are returned
to each county based on sales tax revenues. MTC estimates allocating $1.8 million in revenues to
Alameda County for FY 2012. The Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC) develops a list
of TDA Article 3 projects for Alameda County through a competitive process, and then receives funding
from MTC to distribute to local agencies.
Eligible bicycle projects include: construction and engineering for capital projects; maintenance of
bikeways; bicycle safety education programs (up to five percent of funds); and development of
comprehensive bicycle facilities plans. A city or county may apply for funding to develop or update
bicycle plans not more than once every five years. TDA funds may be used to meet local match
requirements for federal funding sources. Two percent of the total TDA apportionment is available for
bicycle and pedestrian funding.
Online resource: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/STA-TDA/
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7.4.3.7. Regional Bicycle Program
The Regional Bicycle Program funds construction of bikeways on the Regional Bikeway Network for the
Bay Area. MTC administers RBP funds to county CMAs based on population, bikeway network capital
cost, and unbuilt network miles. In Alameda County, ACTC administers this funding.
Online resource: www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/regional.htm

7.4.3.8. Measure B
In 2000, Alameda County voters approved Measure B, increasing local sales tax by one-half of one
percent for transportation improvements designated in the Transportation Expenditure Plan. The
reauthorization extended the program through 2022. The Alameda County Transportation Commission
(ACTC) administers Measure B revenues to fund a wide variety of transportation-related projects and
programs. For all Measure B projects, approximately 60 percent of revenues are allocated to local
jurisdictions. Five percent of net revenues are dedicated to Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety, 75 percent of
which is allocated to local jurisdictions.
Online resource: http://www.actia2022.com/Programs

7.4.3.9. New Construction
Future construction projects are a means of providing trails, bicycle parking, and other bicycle facilities.
To ensure that roadway construction projects provide facilities where needed and feasible, it is important
that an effective review process be in place so that new roads meet the cities’ standards and guidelines
for the development of bicycle facilities. A developer may also attempt to reduce the number of trips by
paying for on- and off-site bicycle improvements designed to encourage residents, employees and
visitors to the new development to bike rather than drive. Related City policies and ordinances are
described in the Development Impact Fee Annual Report
7.4.3.10. General Funds
One of the local revenue sources of cities, towns, and counties available for use on bicycle improvements
are general funds resulting from sales taxes, property taxes, and other miscellaneous taxes and fees.
There are generally few restrictions on the use of these funds, which are utilized for a large variety of
local budget needs. As such, there is typically high demand for these funds for numerous government
services. Design and construction of pathways through use of this funding source usually receives limited
support from local governments unless their constituents lobby effectively for such use.
In some cases, a component of local general funds can be dedicated to transportation improvements
including the construction and repair of pathways.

7.4.3.11. Special Improvement Districts
Cities may establish special improvement districts to provide funding for specified public improvement
projects within the designated district. Property owners in the district are assessed for the improvements
and can pay the amount immediately or over a span of 10 to 20 years. Street pavement, curb and gutter,
and streetlights are some of the common improvements funded by Special Improvement Districts.
Business Improvement Districts and Special Assessment Districts are example of special improvement
districts.
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7.4.3.12. Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act
In 1982, California Legislature passed the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act in response to reduced
funding opportunities resulting from Proposition 13. The Mello-Roos Act allows any county, city,
special district, school district, or joint powers of authority to establish a Community Facility Districts
(CFD) for the purpose of selling tax-exempt bonds to fund public improvements within that district.
CFDs must be approved by a two-thirds margin of qualified voters in the district. Property owners
within the district are responsible for paying back the bonds. Construction and maintenance of bicycle
facilities are eligible for funding under CFD bonds.
Online resource: http://mello-roos.com/pdf/mrpdf.pdf

7.4.3.13. Parks and Recreation Funds
Local parks and recreation funds are generally derived from property and sales taxes and some fee
revenues, and they are sometimes used directly for pathway or pathway-related facilities, including
bathrooms, pocket parks, lighting, parking, and landscaping. Parks and recreation funds are also utilized
to cover pathway maintenance costs incurred by these departments.
7.4.3.14. Integration into Larger Projects
“Routine accommodation” policies at Caltrans and MTC require agencies to design, construct, operate,
and maintain transportation facilities using best practices for bicyclists. Local jurisdictions can begin to
expect that some portion of a bicycle project costs, when they are built as part of larger transportation
projects, will be covered in project construction budgets.
7.4.4. OTHER SOURCES
7.4.4.1. Community Action for a Renewed Environment (CARE)
CARE is a competitive grant program that offers an innovative way for a community to organize and
take action to reduce toxic pollution in its local environment. Through CARE, a community creates a
partnership that implements solutions to reduce releases of toxic pollutants and minimize people's
exposure to them. By providing financial and technical assistance, EPA helps CARE communities get on
the path to a renewed environment. Transportation and “smart-growth” types of projects are eligible.
Grants range between $75,000 and $300,000.
Online resource: http://www.epa.gov/care/

7.4.4.2. Bikes Belong Grant
Bikes Belong is an organization sponsored by bicycle manufacturers with the intent to increase bicycle
riding in the United States. Bikes Belong provides grant opportunities up to $10,000 with a minimum 50
percent match to organizations and agencies seeking to support facility and advocacy efforts. Eligible
projects include bike paths, trails, and bridges, mountain bike facilities, bike parks, and BMX facilities.
Online resource: http://www.bikesbelong.org/grants

7.4.4.3. Volunteer and Public-Private Partnerships
Local schools or community groups may use the bikeway projects as a project for the year, possibly
working with a local designer or engineer. Work parties may be formed to help clear the right-of-way
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where needed. A local construction company may donate or discount services. A challenge grant
program with local businesses may be a good source of local funding, where corporations ‘adopt’ a
bikeway and help construct and maintain the facility.

7.4.5. MATRIX OF FUNDING SOURCES
The matrix on the next page provides detailed information for the funding sources listed in the
preceding section. Beside each source is the corresponding application deadline, the allocating agency,
the amount available, matching requirements, eligible applicants, eligible projects and comments,
including agency contact information.
Table 7-6
Funding Acronyms and Jurisdictions
Acronyms
ABAG – Association of Bay Area Governments
ACTC – Alameda County Transportation Commission
BAAQMD – Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Caltrans - California Department of Transportation
CMAQ - Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
CTC - California Transportation Commission
FHWA - Federal Highway Administration
MTC – Metropolitan Transportation Commission
RTPA - Regional Transportation Planning Agency
State DPR - California Department of Parks and Recreation (under the State Resources Agency)
SAFETEA-LU – Safe Accountable Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
ACTC – Alameda County Transportation Commission

Jurisdictions for Union City, California:
Caltrans - Caltrans District 4
Congressional District 13
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Table 7-7
Funding Sources
Administering
Agency

Annual
Total

Varies,
generally
January or
February.

Federal Transit
Administration

$204 m
nationally
in 2009

20%

States, MPOs,
local
governments
and tribal
agencies

Rivers, Trails
and
Conservation
Assistance
Program

Aug 1 for
the
following
fiscal year

NPS

Program
staff time
is
awarded.

Not
applicable

Governments,
communities

Bicycle
Transportation
Account

December

Caltrans

$7.2 m

min. 10%
local match
on
construction

city, county

Federal Safe
Routes to
School

Mid-July

Caltrans

$46 m

none

California Safe
Routes to
School

Late May/
Early June

Caltrans

$24.5 m

10%

State, city,
county, MPOs,
RTPAs and
other
organizations
that partner
with one of the
above.
city, county

Grant Source

Due Date

Transportation,
Community
and System
Preservation
Program

Matching
Requirement

Eligible
Applicants

Planning

Construction

Other

Comments

X

X

May be used for research.
Funds projects that
increase the efficiency of
the transportation
system.

X

RTCA staff provides
technical assistance to
communities so they can
conserve rivers, preserve
open space, and develop
trails and greenways.
Contact NPS at (202)
354-6900.

Federally-Administered Funding
X

State-Administered Funding
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X

X

X

X

X

X

State-funded. Projects
that improve safety and
convenience of bicycle
commuters. Contact
Penny Gray, Caltrans,
(916) 653-2750.
Maximum project award
is $500,000.
Construction, education,
encouragement and
enforcement program to
encourage walking and
bicycling to school.

Primarily construction
program to enhance
safety of bicycle facilities.
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Administering
Agency
CA Dept. of
Parks and
Recreation

Annual
Total
$1.3 m
in2010

Matching
Requirement
12%

On-going

California
Conservation
Corps

CCC
donates
labor
hours

None

November

Caltrans

$3 m

20% local

Oct in CA

Caltrans, NDOT

$50m in
2009

Varies
between 0%
and 10%

Grant Source
Recreational
Trails Program

Due Date
Oct. 1

California
Conservation
Corps

Community
Based
Transportation
Planning
Demonstration
Grant Program
Highway Safety
Improvement
Program
Land and
Water
Conservation
Fund

March

NPS, CA Dept. of
Parks and
Recreation

$2.3 m in
CA in
2009

50%

Wildlife
Conservation
Board Public
Access
Program

Quarterly

Wildlife
Conservation
Board

Grants
can be
up to
$250,000

Up to 50%

7-26

Eligible
Applicants
Agencies and
organizations
that manage
public lands
Federal and
state agencies,
city, county,
school district,
NPO, private
industry
MPO, RPTA,
city, county

Planning
X

Other
X

X

X

X

Local or
regional
governments
Cities, counties
and districts
authorized to
operate,
acquire, develop
and maintain
park and
recreation
facilities
Public agencies
and nonprofits

Construction
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Comments
Funds can be used for
acquisition of easements
for trails from a willing
seller.
CCC provides labor
assistance on
construction projects and
annual maintenance.
Contact the Corps at
(916) 341-3100.
Projects that exemplify
livable community
concepts. Contact Leigh
Levine, Caltrans, (916)
651-6012.
Projects must address
safety issue. Education
and enforcement
programs are eligible.
Lands acquired through
program must be
retained in perpetuity for
public recreational use.
Individual project awards
are not available.

State of California must
have a proprietary
interest in the project.
Project awards are not
available.
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Administering
Agency
California Natural
Resources Agency

Annual
Total
$10 m

Matching
Requirement
None

Eligible
Applicants
Federal, State,
local agencies
and NPO

Not
Available

Caltrans

Not Available

Petroleum
Violation
Escrow
Account

Not
Applicable

Caltrans

$1.69 m
statewide
annually
through
FY
2013/14
Varies
annually

Office of
Traffic Safety
(OTS) Grants

January

Caltrans

Varies
annually

Grant Source
Environmental
Enhancement
and Mitigation
Program

Due Date
November

State Highway
Operations and
Protection
Program
(SHOPP)
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Planning

Construction
X

Other
X

Local and
regional
agencies

X

X

None

Local and
regional
agencies

X

X

None

Government
agencies, state
colleges, state
universities,
city, county,
school district,
fire department,
public
emergency
service provider

X

Comments
EEMP funds projects in
California, at an annual
project average of
$250,000. Funds may be
used for land acquisition.
Capital improvements
and maintenance projects
that relate to
maintenance, safety and
rehabilitation of state
highways and bridges.
Funds programs based
on public transportation,
computerized bus routing
and ride sharing, home
weatherization, energy
assistance and building
energy audits, highway
and bridge maintenance,
and reducing airport user
fees.
Contact OTS at (916)
509-3030.
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Grant Source
Community
Development
Block Grants

Due Date
Varies
between
grants

Administering
Agency
U.S. Dept. of
Housing and
Urban
Development
(HUD)

Annual
Total
$42.8 m

Matching
Requirement
Varies
between
grants

Eligible
Applicants
City, county

Planning
X

Construction
X

Other
X

Comments
Funds local community
development activities
such as affordable
housing, anti-poverty
programs, and
infrastructure
development. Can be
used to build sidewalks,
recreational facilities.

Locally-Administered Funding
Regional
Surface
Transportation
Program

Varies

Caltrans, RTPAs

Varies
annually

Not
applicable

Regional, local
agencies

X

X

Transportation
for Livable
Communities

Varies

MTC

$400,000
per
project

Not
applicable

Local and
regional
agencies

X

X

X

Transportation
Fund for Clean
Air

Varies

Bay Area Air
Quality
Management
District

$22 m

Not
applicable

Local and
regional
agencies

X

X

Bicycle
Facilities
Program

June/July

Local and
regional
agencies

X

X

Varies

$10 $120 k
per
project
$4 m
annually

50%

Safe Routes to
Transit

Bay Area Air
Quality
Management
District
Transform/EBBC

None

Local and
regional
agencies

X

X
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Administering
Agency
ACTC

Annual
Total
varies

Matching
Requirement
None

Eligible
Applicants
City, county,
joint powers
agency

Not
applicable

MTC and ACTC

varies

None

Not Applicable

X

Measure B

Not
applicable

ACTC

Varies

Not
Applicable

Not Applicable

X

New
Construction

Not
applicable

City

Varies

Not
Applicable

City, county,
joint powers
authority

X

General Funds

Not
Applicable

City, county

Varies

Not
Applicable

City, county

Special
Improvement
Districts

Not
Applicable

City, county, joint
powers authority

Varies

Not
Applicable

Neighborhoods,
communities

Grant Source
Transportation
Development
Act (TDA)
Article 3 (2%
of total TDA)

Due Date
Jan.

Regional
Bicycle
Program
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Planning
X

X

Construction
X

X
X

Other

Comments
Projects must be
included in either a
detailed circulation
element or plan included
in a general plan or an
adopted comprehensive
bikeway plan and must
be ready to implement
within the next fiscal
year.
MTC administers RBP
funds to county CMAs
based on population,
bikeway network capital
cost and unbuilt network
miles.
In 2011, the TA will issue
its first call for bicycle
projects funded through
Measure A.
Fees related to new
construction to provide
bicycle amenities that
mitigate transportation
effects of new
development.

X
Only those who benefit
from the improvement
may be taxed. Taxes
should be tied to the
amount of benefit
received.
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Administering
Agency
City, county,
special district,
school district,
joint powers
authority

Annual
Total
Varies

Matching
Requirement
Not
Applicable

Eligible
Applicants
city, county,
special district,
school district,
joint powers of
authority

Not
applicable

City, county

Varies

Not
Applicable

Not
applicable

City, county, state,
tribal agencies,
non-profits

Varies

Grant Source
Mello-Roos
Community
Facilities Act

Due Date
Not
Applicable

Parks and
Recreation
Funds
Integration
into Larger
Projects

Planning

Construction
X

Other
X

Comments
Property owners within
the district are
responsible for paying
back the bonds. May
include maintenance.

City, county

X

X

X

Not
Applicable

City, county,
state, tribal
agencies, nonprofits

X

X

X

Bicycle projects can be
integrated into larger
construction projects.

applicant must
fall within the
statutory terms
of EPA’s
research and
demonstration
grant authorities
organizations
and agencies

X

X

Grant program to help
community organize and
take action to reduce
toxic pollution in its local
environment

Other Sources
Community
Action for a
Renewed
Environment

March

US EPA

Varies

Not Available

Bikes Belong
Grant

Multiple
dates
throughout
year.
Not
Applicable

Bikes Belong

Not
Available

50%
minimum

City, county, joint
powers authority

Varies

Not
Applicable

Volunteer and
Public-Private
Partnerships
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Public agency,
private industry,
schools,
community
groups

X

X

X

X
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Requires communitybased initiative to
implement
improvements.

