Matadero Creek Trail

Summary of Requested Changes to the Draft RFP

Prepared by Concerned Midtown Residents

1. Purpose of this Outline

a. This outline provides community feedback on the Draft Request for Proposals (RFP) regarding the Matadero Creek Trail
 as requested by the City of Palo Alto (the City). 
· During a community meeting with Midtown residents on 4/16/2013, Jaime Rodriguez, the City’s Chief Transportation Official, reiterated this request for community feedback and promised revisions to the draft RFP based on such feedback. 

2. Expand the Scope of the RFP 

a. For the purpose of identifying an additional east-west bicycle/pedestrian corridor between the Alma area and the Baylands, the proposed Matadero Creek Trail should not be viewed as the sole option.  The RFP should require the Consultant to consider alternative routes anywhere between Embarcardero and Charleston Roads. 
b. Relatedly, the name of the proposed trail should be changed.  The current name of the project artificially limits the scope of the evaluation and the possibility of alternatives. The project should be renamed the “Midtown East-West Bicycle/Pedestrian Route,” or something similarly broad.
3. RFP Needs to Include Specific Alternatives

a. A fundamental principle of project design and evaluation is to include specific project alternatives.  The current draft RFP only focuses on Matadero Creek and fails to include even one specific alternative.  

b. On-road alternative routes need to be seriously considered.  There are many examples of very successful on-road bicycle routes in this area, such as the Bryant Street Bike Boulevard.  

c. We request that the following alternative routes be included in the RFP and evaluated by the Consultant:

· Alternative 1:  The current proposed Matadero Creek Trail

· Alternative 2:  Bryant Street Bike Boulevard  and El Carmelo Elementary School   (   El Dorado   (   Cowper   (   Hoover Park Path   (   Sutter   (   Clara   (   (1) south on Louis to Seale Park and Palo Verde Elementary School, (2) north on Louis to Ohlone Elementary School and Oregon Avenue/Oregon 101 Overpass, and (3) east on Colorado to Greer Park and potential Matadero Canal 101 Underpass, and further south to potential Sterling Canal Trail, Adobe Creek Underpass and future Adobe Creek 101 Overpass

· Very little traffic along these streets, especially El Dorado, Sutter, and Clara; Already very bike-friendly; Path runs in front of residents’ houses rather than in back; Cheaper to implement; Just as in the current proposal (Alternative 1), this would require provisions for safe crossing at Middlefield (e.g., traffic signal); Does not involve mid-block crossings.
· Alternative 3:  California Avenue Underpass   (   N. California   (   Louis   (   Oregon Avenue   (   Oregon 101 Overpass
· Uses existing infrastructure to cross Alma and 101, so no need for more funds to create an additional route from Alma to the Baylands; Closer to Stanford University (which the grant was intended to benefit); Traffic signal already exists at Middlefield; Roadways already feature bike lanes; Granted funds can be used to enhance safety of the route.
· Alternative 4:  Direct access across Caltrain and Bryant Street Bike Boulevard  (   East Meadow   (   future Adobe Reach Trail   (   Adobe Creek Underpass and future Adobe Creek 101 Overpass
· Traffic signal already exists at Middlefield; Roadways already feature bike lane; Granted funds can be used to enhance safety of the route.
· Alternative 5:  Potential Margarita/Loma Verde Underpass and Bryant Street Boulevard   (   Loma Verde   (   future Sterling Canal Trail   (   Adobe Creek Underpass and future Adobe Creek 101 Overpass 
· Traffic signal already exists at Middlefield; Roadways already feature bike lanes; County-granted funds can be used to improve safety of the route.
· Alternative 6:  Bryant Street Bike Boulevard (  Colorado   (   Cowper   (   east to Greer Park, potential Matadero Canal 101 Underpass and further south to potential Sterling Canal Trail, Adobe Creek Underpass and future Adobe Creek 101 Overpass
· Traffic signal already exists at Middlefield; Roadways already feature bike lanes; County-granted funds can be used to improve safety of the route.
4. Highlight Specific Safety Concerns

a. There are several important safety issues that the Consultant should be specifically asked to evaluate.  These should be explicitly enumerated in the RFP. 

b. Provisions for Safe Road Crossings

· How will we ensure bicyclist safety where the trail intersects highly trafficked streets like Middlefield, Ross, Louis, and Greer?  Less careful bicyclists could suddenly barge onto busy road crossings (or into unwitting pedestrians walking those streets) where existing creek walls and fences create “blind intersections” restricting the visibility of drivers, bicyclists, and pedestrians alike.  In addition, raised roadways over the creek further inhibit the visibility of drivers at road crossings.   

· If barriers at each road crossing are necessary to prevent bike/car accidents, will the SCVWD’s still have access to maintaining the creek?
c. Preventing Unauthorized Trail Access at Night

· SCVWD has requested a nighttime curfew, with no lighting at night.  How will this curfew be enforced?  What will prevent a nighttime bicyclist from barging into the same road crossings at night?

· Will the safety of trail neighbors be jeopardized, given an open, public trail that is unlit at night and which directly borders their backyards?

d. Preventing Creek Falls and Drownings

· The concrete walls on Matadero Creek can drop more than 10 feet into the creek, and the creek swells with rushing water during winter rains.  What measures need to be taken to prevent teenagers and kids who might be tempted to climb the railings and accidentally fall in?

· Will protective railings restrict the SWCVD maintenance team’s access to the creek from the creek’s banks?

5. Clearly Articulate Objectives 

a. Public projects are designed to accomplish specified objectives.  In order for any Consultant to properly evaluate the project and provide a convincing cost-benefit analysis, the objectives of the project need to be clearly articulated. The current draft lacks any language on the project’s objectives.

6. Assess Demand for the Specific Proposal 
a. The RFP should include an assessment of the demand for the specific proposal, and then compare it to the demand for the specific alternatives.

· Community demand must be assessed based on the specific proposals and alternatives at hand.  

· In the abstract, most would be in favor of “more bike trails.”  But, specifics are important.  For example, this plan proposes a bike path between a concrete wall with railings and residential fences that is interrupted at every block by busy streets. The proposed trail runs along a maintenance road which is neither scenic nor natural. 
· In addition, this specific proposal begins at Bryant Street and ends at Greer Road.  It does not include underpasses at Alma and 101.  There are serious obstacles to the longer trail, such as the private home blocking the trail at Waverley (eminent domain could cost well over $2 million), the very high cost (many millions) of the Alma and 101 underpasses, and the uncertainty of an Alma underpass given High Speed Rail plans.

7. Acknowledge that an Acceptable Finding is that the Project is Not Feasible
a. It is not truly a “Feasibility” Study unless an acceptable finding is that the project is not feasible.  The Consultant should not be biased or pressured to conclude the project is “feasible.” 
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