
DRAFT 
Caltrans District-4 Bicycle Advisory Committee 

                                                      
                                                      Minutes    
                                                 April 15, 2009 1:30 – 3:30 
                        District 4 Headquarters, Mountain View Room, 15th Floor,  
                                                  111Grand Avenue, Oakland  
 
Attendance:
Ina Gerhard, Caltrans Bicycle Coordinator (Acting) 
Michelle DeRobertis, VTA 
Sean Co, MTC 
Robert Raburn   EBBC 
Bob Eltgroth   CABO 
Ole Olsen, Delta Pedalers 
Robert Cronin,  SVBC 
Paul Goldstein,  SVBC 
Rick Marshall, Napa Public Works 
Nick Pilch, Albany Strollers and Rollers 
Pat Pang,   Caltrans Office of Advance Planning 
Jean Finney, Caltrans Office of Transit and Community Planning 
Nigel Blampied, Caltrans Office of Program Management 
Roland Au-Yeung, Caltrans Office of Traffic 
Gladwyn d’Souza, Bicyclist, San Mateo County 
Pat Giorni, Bicyclist, San Mateo County 
 
Item 1.  Welcome and introductions were made.   
Pat Pang explained that the BAC is being moved from the Office of Advanced Planning 
to the Office of Transit and Community Planning along with the Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee in order to provide consistency with DD-64-R1. Jean Finney is the Transit 
and Community Planning office chief. She said that Ina Gerhard will continue to be 
acting BAC coordinator while the Office actively seeks a permanent coordinator by 
September. The position is considered to be a priority by Bijan Saparti.   
  
Item 2.  Review and approval of the Minutes of January 21, 2009 
The minutes were approved with no changes.   
 
**It is here noted that agenda items were discussed out of order because the presenters 
had not yet arrived.  However, for the sake of continuity, today’s minutes will follow the 
agenda. 
 
Item 3. Report on Action Items from January 21, 2009 Meeting – Patrick 
Pang/Roland Au-Yeung (CT-Office of Traffic) 
Attachment 3   Center Line Rumble Strip discussion. Niles Canyon-ALA 84, Hecker 
Pass-SCL 152, Saratoga to Skyline-SCL 9. Roland will get info for Hwy 1/Woodside-84. 
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CLRS have been implemented for the past 7 years as a safety measure and are based on 
findings of a September 2003 study by the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety 
(provided next day by email). CLRS have been found to reduce the number of crashes by 
25%. CLRS may be more effective because they provide more noise and vibrations than 
centerline reflectors or Bott’s dots. Robert Raburn pointed out that speed reduction is also 
an effective deterrent of centerline crashes that benefits both the motorist and the cyclist 
while installation of CLRS is a so-called improvement on a multi-modal road that does 
not directly provide benefit to bicyclists. Paul Goldstein pointed out that CLRS are still 
defined as “experimental”. Roland’s response was that the language should be changed in 
order to adopt CLRS as a standard application. Roland would like to install CLRS on all 
the Caltrans/State Highways and will send a list of proposed sites.   
 
Highway 9 (SCL) is undergoing construction now. “Share the Road” signs will be 
installed. Areas were identified where extra width can be gained without building 
retaining walls and with minimum excavation to provide extra room for bicycles. The 
question of the environmental determination for this project was raised and if concerns of 
bicyclists were considered. Roland responded that the environmental document was a 
categorical exemption The CLRS installation is considered as Phase 1 of this project. The 
shoulder widening plus retaining walls, considered as Phase 2, will need an 
environmental study completed before it can go forward.   
 
Highway 152 (SCL) was completed 1 year ago. 
   
Highway 84 (ALA) CLRS installation is completed (Phase 1). Phase 2 will improve the 
road alignment and widen the shoulders. Michelle DeRobertis suggested that doing a two 
phase approach is backward since there is no analysis of the Phase 1 impact of CLRS 
installation on cyclists. She further suggested that the shoulder improvements (Phase 2 
element) should be in place before the CLRS are installed (Phase 1).   
 
Item 4.   Committee Operational procedures – Michelle DeRobertis (VTA) 
Ina presented Attachments 1 (Operational Procedures, based on the PED in order to 
present a framework for BAC) and 2 (D-4 BAC Charter, Objective and Goals). The goal 
of the BAC has been to reach out through the BABC to all bicycle coalitions to address 
the issues that come through their counties and that those issues would be represented at 
D-4 BAC by representatives of the local coalitions.   
Should we formalize the structure? The consensus is yes so long as membership does not 
become exclusive. Since the D-4 BAC has no funding input in projects, the committee 
needs to be not so formal an organization as exists in some county or city BPACs. 
Caltrans is looking for input and is interested in hearing what everyone has to say. 
Interested, yet unaffiliated members of the public are encouraged to continue attendance. 
 
What do the recommendations from this committee mean? Do they carry weight? Jean 
Finney outlined that the role of D-4 BAC would be to provide Caltrans with “eyes and 
ears” as to what the issues are as well as providing a perspective on Caltrans’ design 
plans and planning studies so that it can garner the appropriate bicycle considerations. 
BAC recommendations would carry more weight than individual comments or concerns. 
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Whether those recommendations would affect policy remained unanswered. It was 
suggested that MTC always have representation since it has developed the Regional 
Bicycle Plan and there needs to be collaboration with Caltrans to implement that Plan. 
Rather than identify individuals, identify the agencies, organizations and advocates that 
the D-4 BAC wants included at the table.  Identify a county bike coordinator for each 
county who would, along with MTC, flesh out the governmental agency representation. 
A list was made of those agencies and organizations, a balance of advocates, county 
representatives, CT staff representation and CMAs including being open to “members of 
the public”. This is to be refined by Ina Gerhard, Michelle DeRobertis and Paul Goldstein 
before the next meeting.  They will also explore and develop 

Membership Definition:•  Create a seat for a county government representative and 
fill it by contacting county agency calling for candidates to fill that seat through 
an application process.  
Term of Office• : 1 or 2 year commitment 
Alternates:•  A good way to groom future membership and foster institutional 
history. Discuss whether they should be expected to attend all meetings, or only 
in the absence of the appointed representative. However, all information should 
be distributed to alternates, which presents opportunity for greater distribution of 
D-4 BAC information.   
Agenda• : Members and public would continue to go through the D-4 BAC chair 
and/or coordinator to construct the agenda in a timely fashion.  
Voting •  It was suggested that only members of the D-4 BAC be allowed to vote, 
not walk-in members of the public. However, it is duly noted that some public 
representation such as Delta Pedalers, with continued interest in the D-4 BAC 
should not be formalized out of a vote.  
Notificatio• n: Compile an email list of county representation and publicize 
meetings on Caltrans and other websites.  
Work Plan•  to include the nomination of a Vice Chair 
Responsibilities of Caltrans• : Caltrans should bring issues for advice and to solicit 
committee input. 

 
Item 5.   American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) - Nigel Blampied   
Attachment B-2 (ARRA Funding Prioritization) 62.5% of the ARRA funding has been 
assigned to the regional agencies.  $9.7 M of that was allotted through MTC to program; 
37.5% ($29 M) to Caltrans. Each portion has money assigned to Transportation 
Enhancements activities. Bicycle projects qualify. Tight timelines (from March 2) 
restricted the types of projects submitted because they had to be shovel ready (within 90-
120 days) with engineering completed and approved and environmentally cleared. Five 
projects have been submitted and will go to the MTC for final funding approval on April 
22.  On Caltrans side, there is not yet a list of funded projects as it is finishing the 
compilation of that list to meet deadlines.  However, what will be chosen are projects that 
are fairly well advanced, basically projects that were already programmed for the next 
fiscal year. This means that new projects can now be proposed for programming through 
MTC and Caltrans, because $39 million were advanced to this year’s STIP and SHOPP 
and are now available in the next cycle. 
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The “Safe Routes to Schools” list of ready-to-go projects submitted to Caltrans HQ (I-
580-Dublin/Pleasenton, Benicia Bridge project, and US 101/Ralston overpass) are 
ineligible for ARRA TE funding, because they are not inter-regional as defined by the 
legislature (Attachment 4-1 Programming Guidelines). Only a short list of state 
highways, e.g. US 101, SR 1, SR 152, and I-580, qualify. New signage for the Pacific 
Coast Bicycle Route and e-lockers for the Capitol Corridor railroad stations may be 
eligible. ITIP TE projects have to be submitted by Caltrans. Regional STIP TE projects 
are sponsored by CMAs through MTC. There is a better chance to get MTC-programmed 
funding through CMA sponsorship of new projects if they are ready to go by the August 
submittal deadline. Some may qualify for ITIP TE through Caltrans though; so send 
proposal/request to Bijan Sartipi, because the District does not make the decisions but 
does put forward projects.  Project do not have to be shovel ready since this is regular, 
not ARRA funding. 
 
Item 6.   Various projects 
Pat Pang responded to Andy Casteel’s (Bay Area Bicycle Coalition) request for solid 
barriers on I-580 before the approach to the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge toll plaza 
where bicycling is permitted on the shoulder. This proposal is not acceptable to Caltrans 
but staff is actively considering an alternative to install a channel line (rigid plastic 
candlestick markers) along the shoulder to highlight the official separation while not 
physically taking away the shoulder area from the motoring traffic as a short term 
solution. There are still maintenance concerns and funding issues to be resolved before 
this can be implemented.  As a long term solution Caltrans is actively participating in an 
effort with the City of Richmond, Chevron and ABAG (preparation of a PID document 
per request from Richmond) for construction of a permanent bike trail in the area. It is in 
the interest of this group to work with the local agency to keep momentum going for the 
path.   
 
Robert Raburn: “It is rare that an advocacy organization would request a solid barrier on 
a freeway shoulder, but this is a unique situation where an existing Class I path feeds into 
a shoulder lane that immediately exits within a ¼ mile onto Western Drive.  Maintenance 
is a concern but should not be a burden for ¼ mile of what is existing. The idea behind 
this request is also to allow for bi-directional traffic, it is uncertain that this could be done 
if there are flexible bollards. So from that perspective we want to reach out in the short 
term and in a cost effective manner to provide that bi-directional route that wasn’t won 
from the State. The solid barrier is encouraged for this short stretch. But flexible bollards 
are an improvement over the nothing that exists.” 
 
Within the next 2 years there will be the Scofield deck replacement (rehab) in that same 
section of I-580. Bus shuttle service will be provided during the construction phase. It is 
envisioned that the flexible barrier project will take place before the Scofield rehab 
project. 
 
As an aside, the request was made to refer to paved multi-use paths as “path” or “Class I 
facility” and not as “trail”. 
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Marsh Creek Road: No update 
Pigeon Pass 84: There is no shoulder. Robert Raburn requested that it be prioritized to 
construct the shoulder. 
Mokelumne Aqueduct over-crossing: Highway 4 By-pass Authority has authorized 
planning, ARRA funding unlikely. 
ALA 84: Rosewaren overpass is in the design phase now to widen into the creek to 
provide 8’ shoulder. Construction to start April 2010. 
 
Site visits were requested for US 101/Ralston and Highway 9 and will be set up by email. 
  
Item 7.  Announcements 
 
Jean Finney announced that the position of acting BAC Advisor will rotate to perspective 
candidates over the next few months. It is hoped that the candidates will ultimately apply 
for the position, which should be permanently filled in September. Ina will probably not 
be the coordinator of the next BAC meeting. 
 
Michelle DeRobertis announced a bike ride event on May 17 to celebrate SVBC 10 new 
overpasses and under-crossings in Santa Clara County. Check the Bike to Work Day 
events on their website.  
 
Item 8.  Adjournment 
 
 
 
                                 Date of the next D4BAC meeting: July 15, 2009 
 

 5



 

 6



 

 7



 

 8



 

 9



 

 10



 

 11



 

 12



 

 13



 

 14



 

 15



 

 16



 

 17


