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Executive Summary

The Bay Trail

The plan for the Bay Trail proposes development of a regional hiking and bicycling trail around the perimteter
of San Francisco and San Pablo Bays. The Plan was prepared by the Association of Bay Area Governments
pursuant to Senate Bill 100, which mandated that the Bay Trail:

e provide connections to existing park and recreation facilities,
e create links to existing and proposed transportation facilities, and
¢ be planned in such a way as to avoid adverse effects on environmentally sensitive areas.

Bay Trail Alignment

This plan proposes an alignment for what will become a 400-mile recreational “ring around the Bay." When
developed, the Bay Trail will be a trail system comprised of three components:

* spine trails, encircling the Bay and creating a continuous recreational corridor which links all nine Bay Area
counties;

* spurtrails, providing access from the spine trail to points of natural, historic and cultural interest along the
Bay shoreline; and

¢ connector trails, providing restricted access to interpretive trails in environmentally-sensitive areas along
the shoreline and connections to recreational opportunities as well as residential and employment centers
inland from the Bay.

Approximately one-third of the trail already exists, either as hiking-only paths, hiking and bicycling paths or as
on-street bicycle lanes.

Bay Trail Policies

The Bay Trail Plan also contains policies to guide selection of the trail route and implementation of the trail
system. Policies fall into five categories:

1) Trail alignment policies reflect the goals of the Bay Trail program—to develop a continuous trail which
highlights the wide variety of recreational and interpretive experiences offered by the diverse bay
environment and is situated as close as feasible to the shoreline, within the constraints defined by other
policies of the plan.

2) Trail design policies underscore the importance of creating a trail which is accessible to the widest
possible range of trail users and which is designed to respect the natural or built environments through
which it passes. Minimum design guidelines for trail development are recommended for application by
implementing agencies.

3) Environmental protection policies underscore the importance of the San Francisco Bay’s natural
environment and define the relationship of the proposed trail to sensitive natural environments such as
wetlands.

4) Transportation access policies reflect the need for bicycle and pedestrian access on Bay Area toll bridges, in
order to create a continuous trail and to permit cross-bay connections as alternative trail routes.

5) Implementation policies define a structure for successful implementation of the Bay Trail, including
mechanisms for continuing trail advocacy, oversight and management.

The Bay Trail
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Executive Summary

Overview of Issues

When completed, the Bay Trail will create connections between more than 90 parks and publicly-accessible
open space areas around San Francisco and San Pablo Bays. By providing access to a wide array of commercial
ferries and public boat launches, the trail will establish connections to "water trails" which will enable outdoor
enthusiasts to appreciate the Bay not only from the shoreline, but from the water as well.

Trail access across all seven of the Bay Area’s toll bridges is proposed, defining a series of trail “loops” which
will provide a variety of excursions for hikers and bicyclists of varying abilities. To increase options for trail
access from homes and worksites, the proposed alignment provides connections to local and regional transit--
BART, Santa Clara County’s light rail trolley system, and Caltrain--which can themselves become extensions of
the Bay Area's recreational network. Trail connections to existing and planned local bikeway systems will
encourage recreational as well as commute bicycling, as safer bicycle networks are established and expanded.

While the Trail will provide access to wetlands and other sensitive natural features along the Bay's shoreline,
Bay Trail policies were designed specifically to protect these areas. Existing bay fill (primarily in the form of
levees) provides shoreline trail access in many locations, and trail design policies require that trail design,
construction and use be appropriate to the surroundings.

Relationship to Other Plans and Policies

Bay Trail policies and design guidelines are intended to complement, rather than supplant the adopted
regulations and guidelines of local managing agencies. Implementation of the Bay Trail will rely on the
continued cooperation among shoreline property owners, the hundreds of local, regional, state and federal
agencies with jurisdiction over the trail alignment, the numerous trusts and foundations which operate in the
region, and the countless environmental and recreational interests whose members care deeply about the future
of the Bay Area.

This extraordinary regional cooperation has already begun with the work of the Bay Trail Advisory Committee,
which drafted the policies presented here, and the ABAG Regional Planning Committee and Executive Board,
which adopted the final plan.
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Introducing the Bay Trail

Section I
Introducing the Bay Trail

* The Vision of a Trail Around the Bay
* Making the Vision a Reality
* Benefits of the Bay Trail

You always remember the first time you saw San Francisco Bay.

It comes back to you in later years with vivid intensity: the sudden, breath-taking impact of that initial
moment when the great bay was first spread out before you, fresh and new and shining like a banner and a
herald of things to come.

Even if you were a native of the area and grew up on these shores, it is probable that there was some single
instant, on a bridgeor a hilltop or some unfrequented beach, when you suddenly became conscious of the bay,
whenyou really saw it for the first time-—-no longer an accustomed part of the background but a thing of beauty
and power that had somehow become part of you.

Or, if you came from another part of the country, you may have seen it first from the air or from one of its
highway approaches or from the deck of the Oakland ferry at sundown, when the water around you was
luminous with crimson fireand vertical patterns of lights glowed from the darkening towers of San Francisco.
Then, suddently, no matter what your age, you were young, and the bay around you and the city beyond it
were the future, full of great and glowing promise.

--Harold Gilliam®

The Vision of a Trail Around the Bay

When Padre Pedro Font, accompanying Juan Bautista de Anza in 1776, first viewed San Francisco Bay, he described
itas “a prodigy of nature.” De Anza himself referred to the Bay as “a marvel of nature [which] might well be called
the harbor of harbors.”

With a keen sense of the Bay's potential, Richard Henry Dana prophesied:

If California ever becomes a prosperous country, this bay will be the center of its prosperity.
The abundance of wood and water; the extreme fertility of its shores; the excellence of its
climate, which is as near to being perfect as any in the world; and its facilities for navigation,
affording the best anchoring-grounds in the whole western coast of America--all fit it for a

place of great importance.’

' Harold Gilliam, San Francicso Bay, Doubleday & Co., Garden City, New York, 1957, pp. 46-47.
: Ibid., pp. 51-52.
s Ibid., p. 57.

The Bay Trail
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Introducing the Bay Trail

While the face of the Bay has changed greatly since it was described by early explorers and adventurers, its
importance as the physical and emotional focus of the region has not. The ancient peoples of California—the Ohlone,
Coast Miwok and Patwin Indians—were drawn to the richness of hunting and fishing the Bay provided. Later, with
European exploration and trade along the Pacific Coast, sailors and explorers marveled at the Bay’s extraordinary
beauty and prized its natural harbor as a center for exploration and commerce. As the region began to modernize,
industrial activities proliferated along the shoreline, and commercial waterfronts developed in response to the
region’s increasing prominence and prosperity. Now, although industry and commerce still occupy strategic
portions of the Bay’s shoreline, public attention increasingly is being placed on recreational and open space uses
at the water’s edge.

Enhancing opportunities for public access to the bayshore became a State priority in 1965 with the passage of the
McAteer-Petris Act. Establishment of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC),
signalled State recognition of the Bay’s importance and a governmental commitment to enhancing opportunities for
public access to this extraordinary natural resource.

Progress in this respect has been startling. In 1965, only four miles of the Bay shoreline was accessible to the public.
Afteronly20years, this figure had grown to more than 100 miles, due to the combined efforts of BCDC and initiatives
by local, regional, state and federal agencies which created new shoreline recreational opportunities throughout the
Bay Area.

With the proliferation of public access, the value of enhancing the recreational experience by creating a network of
accessways has been increasingly apparent. BCDC'’s Bay Plan underscores this need:

Federal, state, regional and local jurisdictions, special districts, and the San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission should cooperate to provide new public access,
especially to link the entire series of shoreline parks and existing public access areas to the
extent feasible without additional Bay filling or ad versely affecting natural resources.!
(Public Access Policy #8, emphasis added)

Making the Vision a Reality

The dream of continuous access around the Bay moved one step closer to reality in the fall of 1987, when Senate
Bill 100 became law. Conceived and authored by State Senator Bill Lockyer, the “ring around the Bay” legislation
received widespread support from local agencies and organizations throughout the San Francisco Bay Region, and
was coauthored by the entire Bay Area legislative delegation. Passage of SB 100 brought State supportand planning
funds to the project and initiated the regional planning program which has resulted in the recommendations
presented here.

Sente Bill 100 proposed that a plan be developed fora bicycling and hiking trail around San Francisco and San Pablo
Bays. Thelegislation directed the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), in cooperation with a widearray
of local and regional agencies, environmental organizations and recreational interests, to develop and adopta plan
and implementation program for what has become known as the Bay Trail. The complete text of SB100 appears in
Appendix A. The principal provisions of the measure were:

to provide connections to existing park and recreation facilities,
® to create links to existing and proposed transportation facilities, and
* to plan the trail in such a way as to avoid adverse effects on environmentally sensitive areas.

Section III describes how the proposed trail alignment and policies meet the mandate of Senate Bill 100.

' San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, San Francisco Bay Plan, p. 28.

The Bay Trail
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Introducing the Bay Trail

Benefits of the Bay Trail

Trails are playing an increasingly prominent role in recreation planning for many reasons. Trails serve multiple
purposes: providing opportunities for recreation and exercise near the home and the workplace, creating visual
amenities in developed areas, offering alternatives for shorter commute and shopping trips, and creating friendlier,
more human-scale connections between communities.

The Bay Trail will offer Bay Area residents and visitors improved access to the Bay and enhanced opportunities to
enjoy of the full range of the region’s natural, recreational, historicand cultural resources. It will create an enjoyable
way for Bay Area residents to learn more about the Bay and to appreciateits many facets. It will providean incentive
for expanding public access to the shoreline, and preservation of the Bay’s natural resources. It can create
recreational and aesthetic amenities for local economic development and waterfront planning projects, and will
focus increased attention on existing waterfront commercial and recreation areas.

By connecting existing parks and recreation facilities, the Bay Trail can provide footand bicycle access to these areas,
offering an alternative to increased automobile travel to the shoreline. Where the trail expands the region’s network
of bikeways, it will create new commute alternatives for those who might prefer to commute to work by bicycle. It
will reinforce the recreation potential of the region’s transit systems, by linking recreational destinations along the
Trail to bus service throughout the Bay region, and to rail transitservices, such as BART, the Santa Clara County light
rail system, and Caltrain. Opportunities for additional connections will be explored as other transit links become
available.

Finally, the Bay Trail will reinforce the Bay Area’s growing sense of regionalism, by underscoring the connection
all Bay Area communities share—the connection to San Francisco Bay.

Why trails are increaing in popularity:

o Aslandvalues increase andland supplies diminish in the face of continuedurbanization, new recreational opportunities
in the traditional form of parks are more difficult and expensive to provide . Trail development is an attractive altemnative,
particularly inurban areas, where linear rights-of-way may already exist along flood control channels and transportation
facilities.

o Heath-conscious Americans are seeking ways to fitexercise into their busy schedules. Lunchtime recreation and exercise
is growing in popularity, increasing the demand for recreation facilities at the workplace. Trails are well-suited to serving
this work-based recreational need.

* As people age or experience injuries from more strenuous forms of recreation, they are turning to lower-impact forms
of exercise. Walking provides a wide variety of health benefits for people of all ages and abilities.

* More than ever before, employers are recognizing the relationship between a healthy workforce and a productive
business. Moderate exercise promotes employee health and relieves stress, thus reducing lost productivity due to illness and
absenteeisnt,

The Bay Trail
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Planning the Bay Trail

Section II
Planning the Bay Trail

¢ Physical Setting of the Bay Trail
* Institutional Setting for Bay Trail Planning
* Framework for Developing the Bay Trail Plan

Physical Setting of the Bay Trail

The San Francisco Bay Area is one of the most highly urbanized estuaries in the world. Eight counties and thirty-
six cities touch the Bay shoreline. Many more communities are connected to the Bay by the network of rivers, streams
and creeks which flow into the Bay. Despite the fact that the majority of the 5.8 million people who now live in the
San Francisco Bay Area live within five miles of the Bay, general appreciation and understanding of the Bay and its
pivotal importance to the region is surprisingly limited.

As a natural resource, the San Francisco Bay Area owes its famous climate to the Bay, as its open expanse of water
moderates extreme heat and cold, creating the moderate climate Bay Area residents enjoy. Wildlife in the Bay is
remarkably diverse. The Bay’s mudflatsand vegetation provide food, shelter and nesting habitat for the birds which
follow the Pacific flyway, the migratory path used by millions of birds each year as they travel south from the arctic.
Fifty species of these migratory birds remain in the Bay Area during the winter; another threedozen areyear-around
residents of the Bay.

As a living classroom for the study of natural history, the Bay is an extraordinary resource for as diverse a group
as scientists, university students and elementary school children who participate in the broad range of educational
programs offered at interpretive centers scattered throughout the region.

San Francisco Bay continues to serve as an important economic resource for the region. Thriving ports, commercial
waterfronts, and industrial uses along the Bay are vital components of the Bay Area’s economic diversity. Each of
these natural and built environments poses a variety of opportunities and challenges to the development of a
regional recreational trail system such as the Bay Trail.

The Bay's Natural Environments

Of the Bay’s natural environments, wetlands are one of the most prevalent and environmentally valuable,
producing the basic nutrients that form the foundation of the food chain. Where the flow from creeks and rivers
blend with theocean tides, the nutrientlevelsare particularly rich. The marshes and mudflats along the San Fancisco
Bay shoreline are, therefore, a source of food and shelter to a wide variety of fish and wildlife.

The San Francisco estuary has historically been the largest contiguous tidal marsh system on the Pacific Coast of
North America.! Although wetlands were once common along the bayshore, they are relatively scarce now, having
diminished by 95 percent since the 19th century. Despite this, theapproximately 31,360 acres of undiked marsh that
remain represent 40 percent of all salt marshes in the state.?

! Michael Josselyn, The Ecology of San Francisco Bay Tidal Marshes: A Commnity Profile, 1983, p.1.
2 Frederic Nichols, et. al. "The Modification of an Estuary," Science, Volume 231:7, February 1986.

The Bay Trail
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Planning the Bay Trail

The value of this resource was acknowledged in 1972, when the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge was
established. The Refuge includes more than 18,000 acres of South Bay wetlands in Alameda, Santa Clara and San
Mateo Counties. Additional acreage in Sonoma and Solano Counties is included in the San Pablo Bay National
Wildlife Refuge. Public access is limited to about 2 percent of the Refuge to minimize disturbance to the estuarine
life, the resident harbor seals, and the multitude of waterfowl and shorebirds that rest and feed there, especially
during the winter.

In addition to Refuge trails, public access trails and observation platforms for viewing wildlife are scattered
throughout the Bay Area. Figure II-1 highlights locations of existing public access near wetlands. Due to the
sensitive nature of this resource, access in wetlands is generally limited to hiking only. Frequently, access is
restricted or eliminated during nesting season. Other regulations, particularly restrictions on domestic pets, reflect
the concern that trail users respect wildlife's need for a secure environment in which to feed, nest and rest. Trails
in these locations are generally unpaved; instead of asphalt surfacing, they may be left as natural-surface trails,
improved with a compacted gravel or crushed rock surface, or developed as boardwalks.

The Bay's Built Environments

Land uses along the San Francisco Bay shoreline represent a microcosm of land uses throughout the region.
Residential development along the proposed trail route ranges from very low-intensity rural residential to
multifamily development in urban settings. Some newer communities have trails integrated into their site design,
creating a direct link to the Bay.

Commercial land uses will be among the most common activities near the Trail, due in large measure to the
proliferation of office and light industrial parks along the bayfront. Commercial waterfronts and retail commercial
activities are also common along the route; examples of these are Ghirardelli Square and Fisherman’s Wharf in San
Francisco, Jack London Square in Oakland, and the active commercial waterfronts of Emeryville, Benicia, Tiburon
and Sausalito.

Mining, in the form of salt production, occurs on 22,000 acres of diked wetlands in the southern part of the Bay,
making this activity by far the largest user of bayfront land. More than 15,000 acres of the salt evaporation ponds
are within the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.

Industrialland uses represent less than five percent of total bayfront land use. Two major ports—the Port of Oakland
and the Port of San Francisco—occupy strategic locations along the shoreline. Other traditional heavy industries
are concentrated in Contra Costa County, where eleven companies operate refineries, tank farms and storage and
blending facilities between Richmond and Martinez. Hazards associated with heavy truck traffic and the criss-
crossing of the industrial zones by railroad tracks present special challenges to trail development in these areas.
Military facilities located along the shoreline, particularly Moffett Field Naval Air Station near Mountain View,
Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot in Richmond and the U.S. Naval Air Station in Alameda, pose other challenges, due
to their special security requirements.

Overall, industrial land uses in the Bay Area have been decreasing relative to commercial and residential uses. One
indication that this trend is continuing is the number of ongoing development projects involving the conversion of
industrial areas into mixed commercial and housing developments, a trend which is especially apparent in the East
Bay.

The shoreline is also a focus for considerable recreation-oriented development, including marinas, boat launches,
fishing piers, beaches, and shoreline parks. Many newer parks, such as Shoreline at Mountain View, and proposed
parks in San Mateo and Sunnyvale, disguise former sanitary landfills. The extent of recreational opportunitiesalong
the trail will be explored more fully in Section III.

The Bay Trail
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Planning the Bay Trail

Institutional Setting for Bay Trail Planning

San Francisco Bay is the center of a complex web of regulation and land use control. Jurisdiction over use of the San
Francisco Bay shoreline is shared by numerous federal, state, regional and local agencies. Cooperative, coordinated
efforts by themall will be necessary to ensure that the Bay Trail is successfully implemented. The list which follows
is not exhaustive; it does, however, illustrate the range of agencies on which successful implementation of the Bay
Trail will depend.

Cities and Counties around the Bay are the principal land use regulatory authorities. Each agency exercises direct
permit control over land use within its jurisdiction. Through general plans, zoning ordinances, subdivision
controls, and plans and budgeting priorities for park and recreation projects, these agencies will provide the most
direct and visible framework for establishing the Bay Trail.

A variety of special districts have regulatory authority on shoreline land which they own or manage. Notable
examples are agencies with flood control powers (e.g., Alameda County Flood Control District, Santa Clara Valley
Water District) and park and open space districts (e.g., East Bay Regional Park District , Midpeninsula Regional
Open Space District).

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) is one of the primary permitting agencies
for bayshore land uses activities, exercising authority over a 100-foot wide strip of land around the Bay’s margin.
One of the policies most relevant to the Bay Trail is BCDC's charge, in issuing permits for shoreline development,
torequire “maximum feasible publicaccess” to the shoreline. The Commission isalso required to provide for water-
oriented land use on the shore. These principles are enunciated in the Bay Plan, which identifies general locations
and standards for creating public access and recreational facilities along San Francisco Bay.

The California State Coastal Conservancy implements a program of agricultural protection, wetlands and facilities
restoration and resource enhancement in the coastal zone. Conservancy grants to local agencies for public access
and resource enhancement projects have contributed to many existing segments of the Bay Trail.

The California Department of Transportation (CalTrans) is the State agency authorized to construct and maintain state
and federal highways and bridges. CalTrans operates six of the Bay Area’s seven major toll bridges, and will play
asignificantrolein determining how the Bay Trail should interface with these facilities,as well as with the Bay Area’s
highway network.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has jurisdiction over all bayshore areas at elevations lower than mean high tide;
this includes all historic wetland areas below mean high tide, even if they are now dry. A Corps permit is required
prior to the construction of any structures in or across navigable waters.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) develops the environmental guidelines which are followed by the Corps
of Engineers in evaluating permit proposals under Corps jurisdiction.

Although it is a non-regulatory agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service must be consulted on any federal project
that involves the modification of any body of water. Itadvocates the preservation and restoration of wetlands.

As the state custodian of fish and wildlife resources, the California Department of Fish Game provides comments and
advice to land use permitting agencies. Fish and Game has limited direct permit authority when a proposed project
would alter any streambed.

The California State Lands Commission has authority over all tidal and submerged lands and the beds of navigable
watersowned by the State. Italso retains a “public trust” in those lands which have historically been subject to tidal
influence, but which, due to dikes or fill, are now dry. In some instances, it can require a trail easement across these
lands to fulfill the public trust interest, as part of negotiating a boundary line agreement (a legal document, drafted
to settle the State’s interest) with the property owner.

The Bay Trail
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Planning the Bay Trail

Framework for Developing the Bay Trail Plan

Senate Bill 100 directed ABAG to establish a policy committee to oversee development and implementation of the
trail as well as an ad visory committee, representing environmental and recreation interests, to assist in preparation
of the plan. All meetings of the Bay Trail Policy Committee, Advisory Committee and their subcommittees were
open to the public. Committee rosters appear in Appendix B.

Bay Trail Policy Committee

ABAG’s Regional Planning Committee (RPC) was designated the Policy Committee for the Bay Trail program. The
RPC isa standing committee of ABAG, comprised of 34 local elected officials and representatives of business, labor,
community organizations, and other regional agencies. In its capacity as the Bay Trail Policy Committee, RPC
membership was expanded to include representatives of two additional environmental organizations—Save San
Francisco Bay Association and the Santa Clara Valley Chapter of the National Audubon Society. The Committee
voted its unanimous recommendation for adoption of the Bay Trail Plan in April, 1989.

The Executive Board directs ABAG’s operations. A body of 38 elected officials from member cities and counties,
the Executive Board, after considering recommendations from the Advisory Committee and Regional Planning
Committee, formally adopted the Bay Trail Plan on June 15, 1989.

Bay Trail Advisory Committee

Bay Trail Advisory Committee was formed in December, 1987, to advise project staff and the Bay Trail Policy
Committee during preparation of the Bay Trail Plan. Thirty-seven delegates and twenty alternates, representing
thirty-one local, regional, state and federal organizations and agencies serve on the Advisory Committee.

To facilitate the Advisory Committee’s work, five subcommittees were formed: Transportation, Trail Design,
Financing, Environmental Issues subcommittees developed policy recommendations. Three geographic area
subcommittees were formed to review possible trail alignments in the North Bay (Marin, Sonoma, Napa and Solano
Counties), East Bay (Alameda and Contra Costa Counties) and Peninsula and South Bay (San Francisco, San Mateo
and Santa Clara Counties). Subcommittee meetings were conducted very informally, to allow all those interested
in Bay Trail planning an opportunity to participate fully in the work of the Committee. In all, 13 Advisory
Committee meetings and 24 subcommittee meetings were held in developing the plan for the Bay Trail.

Bay Trail Technical Committee

A Bay Trail Technical Committee was also formed, to provide an opportunity for all interested public agencies to
participate directly in the Bay Trail planning process. Some agencies were represented both on the Technical and
Advisory Committees. More than 110 agency representatives, representing 69 local, regional, state and federal
agencies participated in the work of the Technical Committee.

The Bay Trail
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Bay Trail Recommendations

Section III
Bay Trail Recommendations

* Bay Trail Alignment
* Bay Trail Policies
* Meeting the Mandate of Senate Bill 100

The Bay Trail Plan consists of two components: a proposed alignment for the Bay Trail and policies to guide the
selection of a trail route and implementation of the trail system.

Bay Trail Alignment

This plan proposes an alignment for what will become a roughly 400-mile recreational “ring around the Bay." As
Figure III-1 indicates, once completed, the Bay Trail will represent a trail system comprised of three components:
spine trails, spur trails, and connector trails:* The spineand spur trails create the framework of the Bay Trail system.
The spine trail encircles the Bay, providing a continuous recreational corridor which links all nine Bay Area
counties. Depending on the location, spine trails may be multiple-use trails (hiking and bicycling) or may be
restricted to hiking or bicycling only. In some areas, site constraints force the spine trail inland.

Where the spine trail does not follow the shoreline, spur trails provide access from the spine trail to points of interest
along the Bay. Existing spur trails are predominantly hiking-only trails, which permit restricted access in
environmentally-sensitive areas along the shore.

In addition to the spine and spur trails, Figure ITI-1 shows a series of connector trails. Connector trails fall into two
categories: existing shoreline trails which connect to the Bay Trail but which have not been incorporated into the
Bay Trail alignment, and trails which provide connections to urban centers located inland from the Bay. Trails
falling into the first category are primarily those within the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge. Wildlife
Refuge trails are generally passive, interpretive trails, rather than active, recreational facilities. Their use is
restricted to pedestrians only and the trails may be subject to closing during certain times of the year in order to
protect nesting wildlife.

Trail connections to inland urban centers principally rely on rivers or creeks to provide connections to the Bay.
These trail connections are important because they tie residential and job centers into the Bay Trail system. They
also create an alternative means of trail access for users who prefer not to rely solely on automobile transportation
toreach staging areas along the shoreline. Some of these connector trails will ultimately serve as links between the
Bay Trail and the proposed Ridge Trail, eventually forming a comprehensive regional trail network.

Inonelocation (Robert’s Landing in San Leandro), an observation platformis proposed in lieu of a trail connection
along the shoreline. This will allow trail users to view, but not disturb, the fragile dune environment which exists
there.

'The routes shown on the following alignment maps actually represent approximately 550 miles of trails, even though the
Bay Trail is described as a 400-miletrail . This discrepancy is dueto the fact that alternative routes have been suggested for some
segments of the alignment where only one route will ultimately be developed.

In addition to the following figures, detailed maps showing county-long segments of the trail are available separately. Please
see the last page of this report for information about obtaining county reach maps.
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Bay Trail Recommendations

Tablelll-1 provides abreakdown of Bay Trail mileage. Itindicates that approximately one-third of the trail already
exists, either as hiking-only paths, hiking-and-bicycling paths (ClassIbikeways) or as on-streetbicyclelanes (Class
Il bikeways). Figurelll-2 illustrates the different types of bikeways which are likely to be incorporated into the Bay
Trail.

Figure III-3 shows the proposed Bay Trail alignment in more detail. These maps illustrate some of the many

opportunitiesand challenges facing the Bay Trail Advisory Comitteeasitsought to locateacontinuous trailaround
the Bay.

Table 111-1 Bay Trail System Length

Length of Spine and Spur Trails by County

Trail Segment Length (in miles)
Spine Trails Spur Trails Total
County Existing Proposed Existing Proposed
Alameda 41’ 72 4 24 141
Contra Costa 4 59 1 9 73
Marin 20* 22 11 17 70
Napa 3° 28 0 4 35
San Francisco 6 6 0 5 17
San Mateo 27° 24 3 4 58
Santa Clara 5 28 6 5 44
Solano 56 15 0 0 71
Sonoma 0 33 3 3 39
Total 162 287 28 71 548
449 99

notes:

Trail lengths are generalized and are provided for comparative purposes only, due to the margin of error and the varying

scales of resources used to calculate trail mileage.

! includes 9 miles class II bicycle lanes

2 includes 4 miles class II bicycle lanes

? includes 3 miles class II bicycle lanes

4 includes 2 miles class II bicycle lanes

The Bay Trail
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Bay Trail Recommendations

Bikeway Classifications

Class I
Bicycle/Pedestrian Path

e exclusive right-of-way for bicyclists
and pedestrians

e pathway completely separated from
motor vehicles by space or physical
barrier

¢ minimal cross-flow by motor vehicles

(e.g., at intersections)

Class 11
Bicycle Lane

e restricted right-of-way designated for
the exclusive flow of bicycles

» travel by motor vehicles or pedestrians

prohibited, but vehicle cross-flow
allowed for parking and turning

e signed as a bike lane
* lane designated by solid white striping

(dashed striping at intersection
approaches, where vehicles may cross

to make turns)

Class III
Bicycle Route

¢ shared right-of-way for motor vehicles
and bicycles

e signed as a bike route

The Bay Trail
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Bay Trail Recommendations

Bay Trail Policies

The Bay Trail policies are described in detail in Table III-2. The policies are grouped into five categories:

1) Trail alignment policies reflect the goals of the Bay Trail program—to develop a continuous trail which
highlights the wide variety of recreational and interpretive experiences offered by the diverse bay
environment and is situated as close as feasible to the shoreline, within the constraints defined by other
policies of the plan.

2) Trail design policies underscore the importance of creating a trail which is accessible to the widest possible
range of trail users and which is designed to respect the natural or built environments through which it
passes. Minimum design guidelines for trail development are recommended forapplication by implementing
agencies.

3) Environmental protection policies underscore the importance of the San Francisco Bay’s natural environment
and define the relationship of the proposed trail to sensitive natural environments such as wetlands.

4) Transportation access policies reflect the need for bicycle and pedestrian access on Bay Area toll bridges, in
order to create a continuous trail and to permit cross-bay connections as alternative trail routes.

5) Implementation policies definea structure for successfulimplementationof the Bay Trail, including mechanisms
for continuing trail advocacy, oversight and management.

Table 111-2

Bay Trail Policies

rail Ali li Discussion

1. Ensureafeasible, continuoustrailaround theBay. Indeveloping the trail alignment, attention was focused on
providing a realistic route for trail development, consistent
with theneed to balance theconstraints posed by the different
natural and built environments around the Bay. Use of the
spineand spur trail system provides themeans toaccomplish
this goal.

2. Minimize impacts on and conflicts with sensitive  Policies relating specifically to the Bay's sensitive natural
environments. environments are discussed below; however, natural areas
are not the only sensitive environments around the Bay.
Military facilities, sewage treatment facilities, landfills, and
areas of heavy industry each have special requirements and
constraints for locating public use. Security and safety are
two considerations which play prominent roles in selecting
trailalignmentsand indetermining whether a separate trail
facility (e.g., bike path, hiking trail) will be required.

3. Locate trail, where feasible, close to the shoreline. A rangeofconstraints—physical, environmental, and safety-
related—uwill prevent the trail from being located entirely
along the Bay shoreline. Where a shoreline alignment is
feasible, it is the preferred Bay Trail route.

The Bay Trail
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Bay Trail Recommendations

Table I11-2, continued

Bay Trail Policies

Trail Ali ¢ Polici Honed

4. Provideawide variety of viewsalong the Bay and
recognize exceptional landscapes.

5. Investigate water trails as an enhancement to the
trail system where necessary or appropriate.

6. In selectinga route for the trail, incorporate local
agency alignments where shoreline trail routes
have been approved. Incorporate San Francisco
Bay Conservation and Development Commission
publicaccess trailswhere they have beenrequired.

7. Where feasible and consistent with other policies
of this plan, new trails may berouted along existing
levees.

8. Where existing trails through wetlands are well-
maintained and well-managed, the Bay Trail can
feasibly be routed there. In these cases, trails
should be used according to current regulations.
Alternate routes should be provided where
necessary and additional buffering/transition
areasdesigned to protect wetland habitats should
be provided whereappropriate to protect wildlife.

9. Inselectinga trail alignment, use existing stream,
creek, slough and river crossings where they are
available. This may require bridge widenings in
some locations. In selecting trail alignments, new
stream, creek and slough crossings should be
discouraged. Where necessary becauseacceptable
alternatives do not exist, bridging may be
considered. :

Discussion

The richness of the Bay is reflected in the widely divergent
views from its shoreline--vast expanses of marshland, open
expanses of water, the lights of an urban panorama, the
bustle of a working waterfront. Each of these scenes
represents a valued facet of the San Francisco Bay

The use of ferries and other forms of water transportation
may be a feasible means of providing connections between
shoreline areas. For example, the Bay Trail alignment
shows ferry service to Angel Island trails. Additional ferry
service may eventually be possible in the East Bay and
across the Carquinez Strait.

Many agencies and jurisdictions are preparing plans for
trails and other forms of public access to the shoreline.
Where these plans have been adopted, the trail routes have
been incorporated into the Bay Trail. In other cases, local
planning is still ongoing.

Levees will be an important component in the Bay Trail
system. Existing trails in Hayward, Sunnyvale and
Mountain View in the South Bay and Lower Tubb's Island
in the North Bay are examples of levees which provide
shoreline access. Because levees represent existing bay fill,
they are one of the few options for trails in natural areas
near the shoreline.

The Bay Trail alignment incorporates a number of existing
trails through wetlands, where there is an established use
pattern and where the facilities are well-maintainted and
well-managed. Among these are trails in the Hayward
Regional Shoreline and near the Hayward Shoreline
Interpretive Center. In other locations around the Bay,
notably the Corte Madera Ecological Reserve, the Bay Trail
has been routed inland, and marsh trails have not been
incorporated into the Bay Trail alignment.

The Bay shoreline is cut by a number of rivers, streams,
creeks and sloughs. Use of existing fill (foot or vehicle
bridges) is preferred for locating trail crossings. In some
instances, existing foot and vehicle bridges canaccommodate
bicycle and pedestrian use. Where bridges are designed for
vehicle use only, some widening or cantilevering trail
sections on the existing structure may be necessary fo
accommodate trail users safely.

The Bay Trail
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Bay Trail Policies

Bay Trail Recommendations

Table 1H-2, continued

Trail aligﬂm!ﬂt Policies, cont'd

10. In order to minimize the use of existing staging
areas along the shoreline and to reduce the need
for additional staging areas, the choice of trail
alignment should take full advantage of available
transit, including rail service (e.g., Caltrain, BART),
ferries and bus service.

11, Connections to other local and regional trail and
bikeway systems should be actively sought in
order to providealternatives to automobileaccess
to the Bay Trail. In particular, opportunitiesshould
be explored for trail connections to the Bay Area
Ridge Trail, which is envisioned to circle the Bay
along the region’s ridgelines.

il Design Polici

12. Provide access wherever feasible to the greatest
range of trail users on each segment.

13. Whereverpossible, new trails should be physically
separated from streets and roadways to ensure
the safety of trail users.

Discussion

Trail users’ reliance on the automobile to reach shoreline
trails can be reduced if access by alternatives means of
transportationis considered whileplanning trail alignments.
The role of public transit as an adjunct to recreational
activities can be greatly enhanced if convenient access to the
trail is provided along bus lines, rail lines and ferry stops.

Creation of a region-wide hiking and bicycling trail system
can be achieved if planning for all trail facilities takes full
advantage of opportunities for connections to other existing
and proposed recreational systems. The proposed Bay Trail
connector trails, in particular, begin to create a regional
network by programming links with the Bay Area Ridge
Trail.

It is the goal of the Bay Trail Plan that the full range of trail
users be able to enjoy the trail, regardless of physical
limitations due to age or disabilty. Separate standards have
not been developed for “accessible trails”—segments of the
trail which would be designed for disabled access.
Accessibility guidelines have been incorporated throughout
the trail design guidelines, which appear at the end of this
table. This policy also refers to the Bay Trail Plan'’s goal to
accommodate, as much as possible, the various modes of
travel for which the trail is being designed (e.g., bicycling
and hiking). Multiple use of trails will not always be
possible or appropriate. In some instances, it may not be
feasible to allow hikers or joggers on a specific portion of
trail, due to traffic safety or environmental concerns. In
other areas, use restrictions on existing trails may preclude
bicycle access. The goal, however, is to have an alignment
(or multiple alignments) that will meet the needs of all
users.

The possibility of conflict between automobiles and trail
users is a serious safety concern. Where creation of a class
1 path is feasible, this design is preferred.

The Bay Trail
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Bay Trail Recommendations

Table 111-2, continued

Bay Trail Policies

Trail Design Polici td

14. Create a trail that is as wide as necessary to
accommodate safely the intended use, with
separate alignments, where feasible, to provide
alternative experiences.

15. Highlightthe interpretive potential of certain trail
segments, including opportunities for
interpretation, education, restand view enjoyment.

16. Incorporate necessary support facilities, using
existing parks, parking lots, and other staging
areas wherever possible.

17. Design new segments of trail to meet the highest
practical standards and regulations, depending
on the nature and intensity of anticipated use,
terrain, existing regulations, and standards on
existing portions of the trail.

18. Minimumand maximumstandardsby use, width,
surface, etc. should be developed, to ensure safe
enjoyment of the trail and compatibility with
surroundings and existing facilities, and to
encourage use and design of surfaces for which
long-term maintenance will be cost-effective.

Discussion

Insomeinstances, competition among trail users for right-
of-way may be relieved by providing a wide path. In other
cases, separate facilities will be necessary. Throughways
for long-distance bicycling will likely follow different
routes than paths which are suitable for more leisurely
bicycle activity, or for combined bicycle and pedestrian
use.

The Bay's varied landscapes offer opportunities for
environmental and historical education, as well as a great
diversity of natural and urban views. Enjoyment of the
trail, especially by first-time trail users, can be enhanced
by effectivesigning and other interpretiveinformation and
programs.

Support facilities, such as parking lots, restrooms, water
fountains, picnic tables and benches are important
components of a trail system. They also have significant
land use implications if they are not properly situated and
designed. The Bay Trail alignment has been proposed to
take advantage of existing facilities in parks and other
shoreline access areas. As the trail is developed and use
patterns emerge, the need for additional facilities can more
accurately be evaluated and new or expanded facilities
properly located and designed. Cooperative use of some
existing private parking facilities may be possible by
negotiatingagreements between property owners and trail
management agencies,

In designing the Trail, it will be important to ensure that
new connecting segments of trail are built fo a standard
which not only is compatible with the terrain, but with
existing trails, and which accommodate use restrictions on
existing trails as well.

The Advisory Committeeadopted the trail design guidelines
which appear at the end of this table. These guidelines
identify minimum standards which meet CalTrans
standards for bikeways and incorporate standards for
accessibility.

The Bay Trail
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Bay Trail Policies

Bay Trail Recommendations

Table 111-2, continued

Trail Desiea Polici td

19. Design and route the trail to discourage use of
undesignated trails.

20. A consistent signing program should be
established throughout the trail system, using a
Bay Traillogo which will identify trails within the
Bay Trail systemas distinct fromother connecting
trails. The choice of materials used should be the
concern of the individual implementing
jurisdictions and agencies.

21. The Bay Trail signing program may include
necessary cautionary and regulatory signing,
including warnings of seasonal trail closings and
otherrestrictionson trail use. Interpretivessigning
may be provided to help educate trail users about
the surrounding environmentand the importance
of observing trail use restrictions and staying on
designated trails.

22. The trailhead signing program may include
variety of inforination which will enhance the
Bay Trail experience. This include a
description of thelength and relative difficulty of
the trail as a guide for trail users with mobility
limitations, available support facilities, available
access to other connecting trails, and a description
of the habitat resource which emphasizes
interpretive information as well as the need to
observe posted trail use restrictions.

. .

23. The Committee isaware of the ecological value of
wetlands; inmany cases, they provide habitat for
a variety of endangered species. In the San
Francisco Bay Area, these areas serve as a vital
link in the Pacific flyway for feeding, breeding,
nesting and cover for migratory birds. To avoid
impacts in wetland habitats, the Bay Trail should
not require fill in wetlands, and should be
designed so that use of the trail avoids adverse
impacts on wetland habitats.

Undesignated trails can be observed in areas where formal
trails do not exist. These informal paths are also known
as”casual,” "bandit” or "social” trails. Use of these trails
frequently creates severe emvironmental damage and
destruction of habitat values. Proper alignment and design
of formal trails can divert trail users away from areas where
access should be restricted.

Because the distance covered by the trail-roughly 400
miles—is so great, it will beimportant tomaintainaconsistent
form of identification along the length of the trail, so that
trail users can orient themselves easily. At the same time,
it is important to ensure that Bay Trail signs are compatible
with and complementary to trail signs used by managing
agencies,and "public trail” identification signs required on
B.C.D.C. trails.

Environmental damage caused by carelessness and lack of
attention to trail regulations can be reduced by using the
trail signing program to educatetrail users about the reasons
underlying trail regulations, in particular, the need to stay
on the designated trail.

Trail userswithmobility limitations should beable to gauge
the difficulty of trail sections before starting off down the
path. Signage describing the relative difficulty of the trail
(e.g., grades, trail surfaces, high winds) should be provided
at staging areas.

The environmental issues recommendations reflect the
Advisory Committee’s strong concern that the Bay Trail
respect habitat values. While the Committee has approved of
trail alignments on existing fill (e.g., levees), this policy
languageis clear in its intent that additional fill should not be
necessary to accommodate the Bay Trail alignment.
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Bay Trail Recommendations

Table [11-2, continued

Bay Trail Policies

Environmental Protection Policies. cont'd

24. Future support facilities serving the Bay Trail
should be designed and constructed in such a
manner that they do not impact fish and wildlife
resources, especially wetlands. These facilities
should be located and designed in a way that no
fill of wetlands will be required.

. TheBay Trailshould notbedefined asa continuous
asphalt loop at the Bay's edge, but as a system of
interconnecting trails, the nature of which will
vary according to the locale and the nature of the
terrain and resouces in the vicinity of each

particular trail segment.

26. The path will notalways follow the Bay shoreline;
inland reaches may be more appropriate,
especially for bicycle travel, in some parts of the
San Francisco Bay region.

27. The path should be designed to accommodate
different modes of travel (such as bicycling and
hiking) and differing intensities of use, possibly
requiring different trail alignmentsforeachmode
of travel, in order to avoid overly intensive use of
sensitive areas.

28. Where the alignment of the Bay Trail may more
appropriately be located away from the shoreline
in order to protect particularly sensitive habitats,
access to shoreline areas may be possible by
connecting the Bay Trail to existing loop trailsand
other interpretive facilities. These access points
should be planned and designed tomakeclear the
distinction between the continuous Bay Trail and
the interpretive trail. (Features may include
different trail surfaces, marked entry points to
interpretive areas, expanded facilities for
education and shoreline interpretation, signage,
regulation and enforcement of regulations.)

29. Provision of land or funds for Bay Trail planning
or construction shall not be considered mitigation
for wetland losses.

Discussion

This policy is related to policy #23, and expands the
Committee’s concern to include impacts of future support
facilities serving the Bay Trail.

There is some duplication between certain of the
environmental protection policies and trail design policies.
The policies in this section differ slightly in that they reflect
themoredirect connection between environmental concerns
and the policy intent represented by the recommendation.
This policy reiterates the need to plan trail alignments and
incorporate trail designs which respect the characteristics of
the environment through which the trail passes.

As the alignment reflects, some segments of the
Bay Trail divert inland to avoid sensitive environments.

Insomelocations, parallel trailsareproposed toaccommodate
hiking and bicycling activity on separate paths. One
example of this is the dual trail configuration in the vicinity
of the Palo Alto Baylands.

As the alignment maps demonstrate, the Bay Trail will
provide connections to interpretive trails within the San
Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge. As connector
trails, these paths will broaden the opportunities available
to Bay Trail users.

This policy reiterates the very clear language in SB 100.

The Bay Trail
Page I11-20



mailto:28_.,~J;,t~e:~lignrtl;1{t�:ritJh~;;!a~�t@1iin~y
https://according.to

Bay Trail Policies

Bay Trail Recommendations

Table -2, continued

Transportation Access Policies

30. Bridgesand roads will be important connections
in the Bay Trail system, providing not only
commute routes, but enhancing the recreational
use of the Trail by creating trail loops which will
allow a greater number of people to enjoy the
Trail.

31. In the short term, attention should be focused on
improving safe access to the bridges, possible
expansion of bicycle shuttle services and public
transitaccommodationsof bicycles to allow cross-
bay access.

32. In thelong term, unconstrained access on bridge
structures is preferred. This can more easily be
accomplished in planning future facilities, aslong
aspublicaccessisarequirement for new structures.
Legislative action which would require bicycle
and pedestrian access on new facilities should be
actively sought.

33. Opportunities for cooperative funding of
pedestrian and bicycle accessways should be

investigated in order to make financing feasible.

. Access to the frail by all forms of public transit
should be strongly encouraged. Opportunities
for reaching the trail by public transit should be
highlighted on trail maps and promotional
materials.

Discussion

The proposed alignment shows Bay Trail connections across
Theproposed alignment shows Bay Trail connections across
all seven of the major Bay Area toll bridges. This policy
stresses the importance of bridge connections for both
commute and recreational use.

This policy reflects the need fo look to both short-and long-
term solutions for creating bicycle and pedestrian access on
bridges. Unconstrainted access (i.e., apath) is preferred for
the flexibility that paths provide for trail users. Where this
is not feasible, other alternatives should be pursued to
provide cross-bay access for trail users.

Current state law requires that bicycle access be considered
inconnectionwith constructionof new bridges. If CalTrans
determines that bicycle access is not feasible, physically or
economically, it is required to report the basis for this
finding to the Legislature. This policy reflects the need for
a greater commitment to the provision of bicycle and
pedestrian access in conjunction with construction of new
bridges, due to the tremendous difficulty and cost associated
withretrofit ofabridgestructureonce built without provision
for bicycle access. Currently, CalTrans has plans for two
new bridges in the Carquinez Strait—one in the vicinity of
the Benicia-Martinez Bridge and one to replace the older
span of the Carquinez Bridge.

Insome cases, it may beappropriate to seek joint funding for
pedestrian and bicycle access facilities on bridges. Use of
recreational funding as well as transportation funding may
make bicycle and pedestrian access more economically
feasible.

One means of encouraging trail users to take advantage of
public transit is through promotional information and trail
maps, which can make opportunities for transit access to the
trail easier to recognize.
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Bay Trail Recommendations

Table 111-2, continued

Bay Trail Policies

Implementation Policies

35. Domestic pets should be prohibited on new trails
if the managing agency determines that their
presence would conflict with habitat values or
other recreational users. This prohibition is not
intended to apply to service animals such as guide
dogs.

Anongoing Bay Trail Project should be established
to implement the Bay Trail Plan. The Project
should be jointly sponsored by a wide range of
organizationsand agencies committed to realizing
the vision of the Bay Trail.

37. The Bay Trail Committee, technical committee
and outreach program should be established as

described in Section IV of the Bay Trail Plan.

. "Friendsof the Bay Trail" should be established to
provide widespread opportunities for the active
involvement of individuals and organizations
throughout the Bay Area to promote the Bay Trail.

39. ABAG's Executive Board should continue Bay

Trail Programoversight, by reviewing monitoring

reports prepared by the Bay Trail Committee.

40. TheBay Trail Committeeshould continue to exlore

the establishment of a management authority to

coordinate maintenance, patrolling and liability
functions for portions of the Bay Trail,

41. Local governments and other implementing
agenciesshould be strongly encouraged toamend
relevant planning and policy documents (general
plans, specific plans, zoning ordinances) to

incorporateappropriatereferences to the Bay Trail.

Discussion

Uncontrolled animals on trails pose hazards to bicyclists as
well as towildlife. For this reason, the Advisory Committee
recommends restrictions on domestic pets in those parts of
thetrail where their presencewould create an environmental
or safety conflict. The imposition of any such restriction
would be the responsibility of each managing agency.

The cooperation and support of many agencies and
organizations will be necessary to translate the Bay Trail
Plan into reality. If commitment to the trail is widespread
and responsibility for implementationis shared, the chances
of success will be far greater than if one organization or
agency alone assumes authority over Bay Trail
implementation.

Details of the structure for Bay Trail implementation are
discussed fully in Section IV.

Individuals and organizations throughout the Bay Area
share the goal of creating the Bay Trail. Friends of the Bay
Trail will provide a focal point for their involvement in the
future of the Bay Trail project.

SB 100 requires ongoing oversight of Bay Trail
implementation.

Long-term management of the Bay Trail will, in some
regions of the Bay Area, pose a fundamental challenge to
trail implementation. By exploring the creation of a
management authority to assume responsibility for trail
management in these "gap” areas, this hurdle can be
overcome.

Incorporation of the Bay Trail into local agencies general
plans and other policy documents will be necessary to ensure
that the Trail will continue to be a priority for local
implementation through recreation planning as well as
private development.
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Bay Trail Recommendations

Table HI-2, continued

Implementation Policies, cont'd
42. The Bay Trail Plan recognizes the authority of

managing agencies to set policy regarding the use
of trails within their jurisdiction.

43. Since the passage of the McAteer-Petris Act in
1965 and adoption of the San Francisco Bay Plan,
significant trail access to and along San Francisco
Bay has been obtained for residents of the Bay
Area by the San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission. The Bay Trail Plan
recognizes that BCDC has accomplished this
without greatly interfering with wildlife values
and property rights, and strongly recommends
that the Commission’s public access efforts be
continued.

44. Inconstructing the trail and implementing signing
programs, agencies should be encouraged to
utilize non-profitorganizations(e.g., theCalifornia
Conservation Corps, the East Bay Conservation
Corps, the Marin Conservation Corps, the San
Jose Conservation Corps, the San Francisco
Conservation Corps and the Trail Center).

45. Local agencies should be sensitive to the natural

environment not only in project planning to

implement segments of the Bay Trail, but also in
maintaining and managing the trail once built.

. Agenciesshould be encouraged to take advantage
of the wide variety of available trail financing and
implementation techniques identified in the Bay
Trail Plan as they undertake implementation of
Bay Trail segments in their jurisdictions.

47. The Bay Trail Committee should assist local

agencies in identifying and securing funding for

Bay Trail implementation.

Discussion

This policy reiterates the authority of local agencies to
determine the nature of trail use within their jurisdiction.
Policies regarding presence of domestic pets on trails vary
widely throughout the San Francisco region, as do policies
regarding shared use of trails by bicyclists and pedestrians.

Thosesegments of the Bay Trail which currently exist are due
inlarge part to thework of the San Francisco Bay Conservation
and Development Commission.  Continuation of the
Commission s commitment to public access to the Bay and its
ability to createareas of public access while respecting wildlife
values and property rights will be essential to continued
progress in implementing the Bay Trail.

Many non-profit organizations have been active in assisting
in the development of recreational facilities throughout the
Bay Area. Opportunities for continuing this activity in
support of the Bay Trail should be recognized and promoted.

Long-term maintenance of the trail and management of trail
activities should reflect the same concern for environmental
values as does trail development. Restrictions on access to
sensitive areas and use of herbicides and pesticides are two
such issues.

No potential financing technique should be ignored in
searching for means to implement the Bay Trail.

Finding funds to implement the Bay Trail will bea continuing
challenge. Expertise and commitment of the Bay Trail
Committee should be brought to bear in assisting local
agencies in development of local Bay Trail segments.
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Table [11-2, continued

Bay Trail Policies

Bay Trail Design Guidelines
High-use
Facilities Multi-Use Bicycle-only  Hiking-only Natural

Item (separate paths)* Paths* Paths * Paths Trails
Min. width 8-10' 10 8 5! 35
(one-way)
Min. width 10-12' 10-12' 10-12' 8-10 b
(two way)
Surface asphalt ® asphalt asphalt hardened  natural or boardwalks®
Horiz. clearance  12-16' 14-16' 10° 9-12' 7-9
(incl. shoulders))
Shoulder 2' area on both sides of the trail unspecified
Vert. clearance [ unspecified
Cross slope 2% Max unspecified
Max. grades 5% ¢ for short distances with flat rest areas at turn outs... unspecified

* Standards meet Caltrans Class I Bikeway Standards

* Min. widths that are less than 5' will be required to have 5x5 turnouts at intervals
to meet accessibility standards.

b High-use pedestrian path could be hardened surface other than asphalt

¢ Natural surfaces may require surface hardening to provide accessibilty.

4 Except where site conditions require a greater slope for short distances.

Meeting the Mandate of SB 100

Providing Connections to Existing Park and Recreational Facilities

As the connecting feature of a system of shoreline open spaces, the Bay Trail will create connections between more
than 90 parks and publicly-accessible open space areas around San Francisco Bay. Figure III-4 identifies some of the
larger recreation and open space facilities with which the Bay Trail will connect. As Table III-3 suggests, this
represents trail connections from Bay Trail spine and spur segments to more than 57,000 acres of publicly-accessible
open space throughout the San Francisco Bay Area. Connector trails provide access to an additional 7000 acres of
recreation and open space facilities.

These figures actually underrepresent the total amount of publicly-accessible land to which the Bay Trail will
provideaccess. Notincluded in these figures, forexample, ismuch of the BCDC-required publicaccess trail network
along the shoreline, and numerous small community parks and playgrounds.
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Bay Trail Recommendations

Table I11-3 Public Lands Accessible from the Bay Trail
Peninsula/South Bay Reach
Facility Name City Location Agency Primary Access | Acreage
Use
San Francisco City & County
Candlestick Point State Rec. Area San Francisco State Parks Recreation Open 135
Fort Point National Historic Site San Francisco National Parks Historic? Open 29
Golden Gate National Rec. Area San Francisco National Parks Recreation? Open 586
Marina Green San Francisco City /County Recreation Open 74
Presidio of San Francisco San Francisco Army Military Open 1774
Subtotal 2598
San Mateo County
Bayfront Park Menlo Park City Recreation? Open 160
Bayside Park Burlingame City Recreation Open 12
Brisbane Lagoon Brisbane City Recreation Open 122
Coyote Point San Mateo County Recreation Open 727
Foster City Wildlife Refuge Foster City City Recreation Open 33
Marina Park Belmont City Recreation Open 22
Orange Memorial Park* S. San Francisco City Recreation Open 30
Ravenswood Wildlife Refuge Menlo Park MROSD Habitat! Restricted 372
Redwood City Municipal Marina Redwood City City Recreation Open 20
Redwood Shores Ecolog. Redwood City Ca Fish & Game Habitat Open 152
San Bruno Mtn Park* San Mateo Co. County Habitat? Open 2054
San Bruno Mtn. State Park* San Mateo Co. State Parks Recreation Open 298
SF Bay Nat'l Wildlife Refuge San Mateo Co. US Fish & Wildlife Habitat Restricted 4301
Sea Cloud Park Foster City City Recreation Open 26
Shoreline Park San Mateo City Recreation Open 41
Tom Fry Golf Course San Mateo City Recreation Open 111
Subtotal 8481
Santa Clara County
Alviso Marina San Jose County Recreation Open 29
Coyote Creek Park - North® San Jose County Recreation Open 223
Coyote Creek Park - Central® San Jose City Recreation Open 399
Los Gatos Creek Park* Los Gatos/S]/Campbell Multi-Agency Recreation Open 30
Palo Alto Baylands Preserve Palo Alto City Recreation Open 2134
Palo Alto Municipal Golf Course Palo Alto City Recreation Open 184
SF Bay Nat'l Wildlife Refuge Santa Clara Co. US Fish & Wildlife Habitat Restricted 4301
Shoreline at Mountain View Mountain View City Recreation Open 544
Stevens Creek Nature Study Area Mountain View MROSD Habitat! Open 54
Sunnyvale Baylands Park Sunnyvale City /County Recreation Open 217
Subtotal 8115
Recreation-related 6157 acres (primary use) Total Peninsula/South Bay Reach 19,194
8637 acres (primary & secondary use)
Habitat-related: 11,234 acres (primary use)
12,009 acres (primary & secondary use)
Other: 1803 acres (primary use)

Access from connector trail
!Recreation is a secondary use
IHabitat is a secondary use

MROSD: Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District

Source: Greenbelt Alliance. Public Lands Database for the San Francisco Bay Area. March 1988, as corrected by local agendes, 1989.
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Bay Trail Recommendations

Public Lands Accessible from the Bay Trail

East Bay Reach

Table 111-3

Facility Name City Location Agency Primary Access | Acreage
Use
Alameda County
Albany Point Albany City Recreation Open 32
Aquatic Park® Berkeley City Recreation Open 33
Ardenwood Regional Preserve Fremont EBRPD Historic? Open 208
Casa Verde Park Union City City Recreation Open 17
Coyote Hills Regional Park Fremont EBRPD Recreation? Open 966
Crown Beach Alameda EBRPD Recreation? Open 383
Crown Memorial State Beach Alameda State Parks Recreation Open 131
Galbraith Golf Course Oakland City Recreation Open 169
Garin Regional Park* Hayward/Union EBRPD Recreation Open 1317
Hayward Regional Shoreline Cy Hayward EBRPD Recreation? Open 817
Hayward Shoreline Interp. Center Hayward HARD Recreation? Open 800
Lakeside Park* Oakland City Recreation Open 122
Marina Park San Leandro City Recreation Open 30
Municipal Golf Course Alameda City Recreation Open 300
North Waterfront Park Berkeley City Recreation Open 90
Opyster Bay Regional Shoreline San Leandro EBRPD Recreation? Open 157
SF Bay Nat'l Wildlife Refuge Fremont US Fish & Wildlife Habitat Restricted 3603
San Leandro Bay Reg'l Shoreline Oakland EBRPD Recreation? Open 663
Sportsfield Park Newark City Recreation Open 26
Washington Park Alameda City Recreation Open 14
Subtotal 9878
Contra Costa County
Davis Park San Pablo City Recreation Open 16
Carquinez Open Space Martinez City Recreation Open 100
Carquinez Strait Reg'l Shoreline Contra Costa Co. EBRPD Recreation? Open 147
Miller Knox Regional Shoreline Richmond EBRPD Recreation? Open 259
Martinez Regional Shoreline Martinez EBRPD Recreation? Open 343
Point Isabel Regional Shoreline Richmond EBRPD Recreation Open 21
Point Pinole Regional Shoreline Richmond EBRPD Recreation? Open 2147
Rankin Park Martinez City Recreation Open 30
San Pablo Bay Reg'l Park Pinole/Hercules EBRPD Habitat not yet 56
Waterfront Park Martinez City Recreation Open 10
Wildcat Canyon® Richmond EBRPD Recreation Open 2420
Subtotal 5549
Recreation-related 11,560 acres (primary use) Total East Bay Reach acres: 15,427
Habitat-related: 3659 acres (primary use)
10,549 acres (primary & secondary use)
Other: 208 acres (primary use)

cAccess from connector trail
'Recreation is a secondary use
?Habitat is a secondary use

Source: Greenbelt Alliance. Public Lands Database for the San Francisco Bay Area. March 1988, as corrected by local agendies, 1989.

EBRPD: East Bay Regional Park District
HARD: Hayward Area Recreation & Park District

The Bay Trail
Page III-27



Bay Trail Recommendations

Table 111-3 Public Lands Accessible from the Bay Trail
North Bay Reach
Facility Name City Location Agency Primary Access | Acreage
Use
Solano County
Benicia State Recreation Area Benicia GVRPD Recreation Open 450
Glen Cove Waterfront Vallejo GVRPD Recreation Open 15
Marina Park Vallejo GVRPD Recreation Open 12
River Park Vallejo GVRPD Flood Control® Open 55
Subtotal 532
Napa County
Kennedy Park® Napa City Recreation Open 340
Subtotal 340
Sonoma County
Petaluma Adobe State Historic Pk Petaluma State Parks Historic® Open 41
San Pablo Bay Nat'l Wildlife Refg. Sonoma Co. US Fish & Wildlife Habitat Open 332
(Lower Tubbs Island)
Sonoma State Historic Park® Sonoma State Parks Historic! Open 64
Subtotal 437
Marin County
Angel Island State Park Tiburon State Parks Recreation Open 758
Bayfront Park Mill Valley City Recreation Open 14
Blackie's Pasture Tiburon City Habitat! Open 27
Bothin Marsh Open Space Pres. Mill Valley MCOsD Recreation? Open 112
China Camp State Park San Rafael State Parks Recreation Open 1512
Corte Madera Marsh Ecol Pres Corte Madera Ca Fish & Game Habitat Open 621
Dunphy Park Sausalito City Recreation Open 10
Golden Gate National Rec. Area Marin Co. Nat'l Parks Recreation? Open 23,155
Co. Fairgrounds & Civic Center San Rafael County Recreation Open 140
McInnis Park San Rafael County Recreation? Open 441
McNears Beach County Park San Rafael County Recreation Open 52
Paradise Beach County Park Tiburon County Recreation Open 19
Pickleweed Park San Rafael County Recreation Open 25
Piper Park Larkspur City Recreation Open 30
Richardson Bay Park Tiburon City Recreation Open 55
Richardson Bay Open Space Tiburon MCOsD Habitat! Open 113
Richardson Bay Wildlife Pres. Tiburon Audubon Habitat! Open 891
Ring Mountain Open Space Pres. San Rafael Sempivirons Fund Habitat! Open 377
San Rafael Bayfront San Rafael MCOsD Habitat Open 121
Strawberry Recreation District Tiburon Strawberry Rec. Dist. Recreation Open 48
Tiburon Uplands Nature Preserve Tiburon County Recreation? Open 24
Subtotal 28,545
Recreation-related 27,212 acres (primary use) Total North Bay Reach 29,854
29,233 acres (primary & secondary use)
Habitat-related: 2482 acres (primary use)
26,214 acres (primary & secondary use)
cAccess from connector trail GVRPD: Greater Vallejo Recreation & Park District
'Recreation is a secondary use MCOSD: Marin County Open Space District
Habitat is a secondary use
Source:Greenbelt Alliance. Public Lands Database for the San Francisco Bay Area. March 1988, as corrected by local agencies, 1989.
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Bay Trail Recommendations

The Bay Trail will enable outdoor enthusiasts to appreciate the Bay not only from the shoreline looking toward the
water, but from the water looking toward the shore as well. Boating, recreational fishing and sports hunting are
popular activities throughout the Bay. By establishing trail connections to "water trails"—commercial ferries, public
boat launches and fishing piers—the Bay Trail will multiply the recreational benefits associated with the trail. The
magnitude of boating and fishing facilities on the Bay is highlighted in Table IlI-4. Locations of ferry terminals and
boat launches are illustrated in Figure III-5.

Boating and Fishing Facilities Lab Bl

of the San Francisco and San Pablo Bays

Marinas
County Public | Private | Boat Launches Fishing Piers
Alameda 15 15 9 5
Contra Costa 3 1 6 1
Marin 1 15 12 2
Napa 0 2 2 2
San Francisco 4 5 1 1
San Mateo 4 4 5 1
Santa Clara 2 0 1 0
Solano 1 4 3 2
Sonoma 1 2 0 0
Total 31 58 39 14
Sources: State of California, Dept. of Boating and Waterways. Inventory of California Boating Facilities.1986
Bay Planning Coalition. The Saved Bay: A Catalogue of the Protected Areas of the San Francisco Bay.1987

Providing Links to Existing and Proposed Transportation Facilities

Creation of a continuous trail around the Bay focuses attention on the importance of the Bay Area’s toll bridges as
regional connectors. Completion of a recreational “ring around the Bay” requires trail connections between San
Francisco and Marin, where the Golden Gate Bridge already provides bicycleand pedestrian paths, as well asacross
the Carquinez Strait, where no trail access currently exists. The Bay Trail alignment proposes connections across
all seven of the Bay Area’s toll bridges; this will create a series of trail “loops” which will provide shorter, non-
repetitive excursions for hikers and bicyclists of varying abilities.

In planning the Bay Trail alignment, great care was taken to provide connections to local and regional transit. The
relationship between the Bay Trail and fixed-guideway transit systems is illustrated in Figure III-6. Although at
present these facilities are not widely used for recreational access, service on such carriers as BART, Santa Clara
County’slightrail trolley system, and Caltrain have enormous potential for serving recreational, as well as commute
purposes. BART and the Santa Clara County trolley system currently allow bicycles on board. Bicycle advocates
continue to work for expanded opportunities on other transit systems as well.
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Bay Trail Recommendations

The importance of incorporating transit facilities into the trail system will become more apparent as staging areas
(primarily parking facilities) for shoreline recreation facilities become moreand more crowded. Creating convenient
alternatives for reaching shoreline trails and recreation areas will reduce the burden on existing facilities and will
suppress the need to build costly new ones. Anotherlong-term benefit may be that new populations are introduced
to local transit service, furthering regional efforts to encourage public transit as a commute alternative.

Finally, the trail alignment has been designed to utilize existing and planned local bikeway systems. Most local
jurisdictions plan on-street bicycle lanes (Class II bikeways) or bicycle routes (Class III bikeways) through urban
areas to encourage bicyclists to use safer cycling routes. The Bay Trail alignment has, where possible, incorporated
these local systems into on-street segments of the Trail. Where this was not possible, the alignment attempts to
provide connections to local bicycle facilities, creating a bikeway grid that will be useful not only for recreational
cyclists, but for commute cyclists as well.

Protecting Sensitive Natural Environments

Many of the Bay Trail policies were designed specifically to address the need to protect sensitive natural
environments. No new solid Bay fill has been proposed to accommodate the Trail. In one location—the Moffett
Field Naval Air Station “gap” between existing shoreline trails in Mountain View and Sunnyvale—pier-supported
fill in the form of a boardwalk trail has been proposed as one of two alternate alignments. This was done because
the boardwalk alternative appears to be provide wildlife greater protection from disturbance than a levee trail in
that location. In all other cases, the Plan proposes trails only on existing fill (e.g., levees around salt ponds).

The use of a trail system which includes spine, spur and connector trails serves to protect natural areas, by routing
the majority of trail users along the spine trail. In this way, existing bayland trails in environmentally-sensitiveareas
are reserved for trail users who specifically intend to pursue a more interpretive, as opposed to recreational, trail
experience.

As the proposed design guidelines indicate, the trail design is intended to vary according to the terrain and the
nature of the natural or built environment through which it passes. This means that trails in more natural
environments will reflect by design, as well as by regulation, the need to respect more natural areas and preserve
them from urban-scale use.

Finally, Bay Trail policies and design guidelines are intended to complement, rather than supplant adopted
regulations and design specifications used by local managing agencies. Restrictions on theappropriate use of trails
(e.g., hiking only, no pets) which serve to protect natural areas in which trails currently exist, will not be weakened
through implementation of the Bay Trail.
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Implementation Strategy

Creating a Regional Context for Implementation

Making the Bay Trail a reality will require ongoing, coordinated local and regional action. Responsibility for
promoting and implementing the Trail must be shared by the hundreds of independent jurisdictions, agencies,
foundations and organizations which currently operate in the realm of recreation and open space provision in the
Bay Area. The framework for implementing the Bay Trail must, therefore, be one which encourages widespread,
active participationby agencies, organizations and individuals throughout the San Francisco Bay region. Successful
implementation of the Bay Trail will require many things:

advocacy of the trail;

outreach to encourage widespread participation in the Bay Trail;

coordination between the multitude of agencies and organizations with an interest in the Bay Trail;
facilitation and technical assistance to make trail implementation as easy as possible for local agencies,
grantsmanship to pursue trail financing as vigorously as necessary to ensure timely completion of the Bay
Trail system; and

* oversight, as required by SB100, to ensure that progress is achieved in implementing the Trail, and that
implementation is consistent with the adopted Bay Trail Plan.

The administrative structure selected to frame Bay Trail implementation activities must do more than create a
framework for accomplishing these things. It must also develop a stable administrative structure for the Bay Trail
project during the difficult first stages of trail implementation, when early achievements will be crucial to long-term
success. Stability will ensure continuity in working relationships between the many agencies, organizations and
individuals involved in implementing the Trail.

In the short term, public agencies must be persuaded to designate existing trails as segments in the Bay Trail system
and to incorporate the Bay Trail into relevant plans and codes (e.g., general plans, bikeway or trail plans, zoning
codes) in order to facilitate future trail development. The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission (BCDC) must be convinced to require Bay Trail signage (in addition to existing public access signage)
for future public access trails, and property owners must be persuaded to designate existing public access trails
required by BCDC as Bay Trail links.

Additional tasks will require continuing attention and effort. Effective working relationships with local agency staff
and elected officials must be developed and maintained to ensure that trailimplementation is not hampered by lack
of communication, missed opportunities or agencies working at cross-purposes. Existing non-profit organizations,
as well as public and private agencies, must be encouraged to take an active role in implementing the Trail, and
should be encouraged to suggest ways in which they would like to become involved. Local, regional and national
promotion of the Trail must be pursued to generate support, encourage local volunteerism and enhance funding
opportunities. Anup-to-dateinformationbase regarding progress on trail systemimplementation needsand issues
must be developed and maintained. Local agencies must be apprised of Bay Trail funding opportunities.
Cooperative funding should be pursued, possibly with the aid of a grant-writing revolving fund to support
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preparation of joint grant applications for high-priority segments of the Trail. Development proposals and
environmental impact reports must be reviewed for consistency with the Bay Trail Plan. Assessments of effectson
the Bay Trail must be communicated to local Bay Trail advocates, so that local advocacy in support of the Trail can
be effective.

Structure for Implementing the Bay Trail

FigureIV-1illustrates thestructure of the Bay Trail Project. The Bay Trail Project will be jointly sponsored by agroup
of organizations and agencies committed to implementation of the Bay Trail Plan. The program would be known
as "the Bay Trail Project, sponsored by A,B,C,D,E...Z." In this way, credit and responsibility for implementing the
trail would be widely shared by the full array of Bay Trail advocates.

The Bay Trail Committee will serve as the policy body for the Bay Trail Project. It wil be a large committee (with
25-30 members) inorder to promote widespread "ownership" of and support for the Bay Trail. Its principal function
will be to support and advocate Bay Trail implementation. The Committee will oversee the Bay Trail Project,
exercising broad responsibilities for promoting the trail, revising the Bay Trail Plan as necessary to reflect progress
already achieved, setting priorities for Bay Trail implementation, administering a Bay Trail fund, coordinating the
activities of Friends of the Bay Trail, and preparing and adopting an annual Bay Trail monitoring report. Because
a large committee is an unwieldly framework for conducting business, a smaller steering committee will meet
monthly to provide regular oversight of the project operations.

Outreach to the wider Bay Area community will be vital to create and maintain community-wide support for the
Trail. Because the expertise of existing community-based non-profit groups will be extremely valuable in
developing and carrying out the outreach effort, the assistance of three or four non-profit organization sponsors of
the Bay Trail project should be incorporated into the workings of the Bay Trail Committee. One way to achieve this
would be for staff representatives of these organizations to work with the Bay Trail Coordinator todevelopand carry
outan effective outreach program, designed to develop a broad base of Bay Trail support throughout the regionand
to inform and involve the many interested individuals and organizations about Bay Trail issues, activities and
events. Recognizing that non-profit budgets are constrained, grant funding should be found to reimburse, through
consulting contracts with the non-profit organizations, the staff time devoted to the outreach effort.

A technical committee will be created to work with the Bay Trail Committee and Project Coordinator to provide
advice and expertiseregarding therange of technicalissues which are likely toarise during design and implementation.

The Bay Trail Coordinator will be the principal project staff, hired by ABAG to provide staff support to the Bay Trail
Committee and to coordinate ongoing close communication withlocal agencies. Additionalsstaff or consultantsmay
be hired to fulfill specific project needs. To ensure clear lines of communication and accountability, all staff
employed to assist in the project will be supervised by, and constultants will report to and their work will be
reviewed by, the Bay Trail Coordinator. Except for consultants, Bay Trail staff will be housed in ABAG, which will
secure funds for the project's administrative support.

Friends of the Bay Trail will create a regional network of organizations and individuals committed to promoting the
Trail at the local level. Friends of the Bay Trail will involve a broad range of Bay Trail supporters—from those who
want to devote time and energy as active volunteers in the project to those who want to show support for the effort
but who wish only to be informed of progress in realizing the Trail.

As a practical matter, this organizational framework will be established as follows: the ABAG Executive Board will
establish the Bay Trail Committee asan inter-organizational standing committee of the Executive Board. ABAG will
be responsible for securing administrative support (staffing, facilities) for the Bay Trail Project. Subsequent to
establishing the Committee, the Executive Board will review the project's annual monitoring report, prepared and
adopted by the Bay Trail Committee.

The Bay Trail
Page IV-2



A Framework for Implementation

Bay Trail Project Structure igure

ABAG Executive Board

¢ Establish Bay Trail Committee
* Provide administrative resources
¢ Review Bay Trail annual monitoring report

Bay Trail Committee
* Establish priorities for Bay Trail implementation

* Review and amend Bay Trail Plan as necessary

* Encourage local agencies to implement the Bay Trail

» Establish and administer Bay Trail fund

¢ Establish and oversee revolving grant-writing fund, if necessary

* Prepare and approve annual Bay Trail monitoring report

* Encourage and direct volunteer actrivities to promote the Bay Trail

* Coordinate activities of Friends of the Bay Trail

Steering Committee

Staff

¢ Coordination with local

I Technical Committee I

Bay Trail Outreach

Non-profit representatives agency staff

working with Bay Trail " e
Coordinator to develop and Administrative support
carry out outreach effort

Friends of the Bay Trail

Region-wide network of Bay Trail supporters

*
Details of the Bay Trail outreach process will be refined. Nonprofits will be invited to participate in the design of
this activity during the summer of 1989, when interested parties meet with the Bay Trail Coordinator in order to
prepare a recommendation for Bay Trail Committee consideration in September, 1989. Questions addressed will
include:
¢ What role do existing nonprofits want to play?
* What tasks need to be performed for sticcessful outreach?
¢ How should the outreach activity be structured to accomplish the tasks and accommodate nonprofit needs?
» What are the staffing and funding implications of outreach recommendations?
¢ How can Friends of the Bay Trail be worked into the program most effectively?
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Bay Trail Committee

Role: Advocate and facilitate implementation of the Bay Trail

Mechanics: ® Quarterly meetings
e Membership: up to 30 members representing Bay Trail Project sponsor organizations
and agencies

Regional: ABAG President
California State Coastal Conservancy
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
S.F. Bay Conservation and Development Commission

Local Government:  (4) Representatives of Cities and Counties (These should be the
four local officials appointed to BCDC by ABAG's
Executive Board.)

Recreation: California State Parks Department
East Bay Regional Park District
Hayward Area Shoreline Planning Agency
Marin Open Space District
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
Napa Land Trust
National Parks Service, Western Region
Peninsula Open Space Trust
(2) Regional Bicycle Advisory Committee
Sonoma County Land Trust

Environmental:* Audubon Society
(2) North Bay Wetlands Coalition
San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge
Save San Francisco Bay Association

Sierra Club

(2) South Bay Wetlands Coalition
Public; League of Women Voters
Private: Bay Planning Coalition

Responsibilities: 1. Establish priorities for Bay Trail implementation

Review and amend Bay Trail Plan as necessary

Encourage local agencies to implement the Bay Trail.

Establish and administer the Bay Trail Fund.

Establish and oversee revolving grant-writing fund, if necessary.
Prepare and approve annual Bay Trail monitoring report.
Encourage and direct volunteer activities to promote the Bay Trail.
8 Coordinate activities of Friends of the Bay Trail.

NO s wN

*SB100 requires that ABAG establish a policy commitee, which includes members of appropriate environmental
organizations, to oversee development and implementation of the Trail. If sufficient representation by environmental
organizations as Bay Trail Project sponsors cannot be achieved, two representatives of environmental organizations
which are not sponsors should also be included on the Bay Trail Committee.
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Bay Trail Technical Committee

Mechanics: L)

Mechanics: ®

[ ]

Responsibilities: 1.

w N

Mechanics: L
Responsibilities: 1.

2.
3

Role: Provide technical assistance to Bay Trail Project

Role: Provide local advocacy and support for the Bay Trail and local Bay Trail projects

Role: Provide administrative support

Meet as necessary
Membership:

Bay Area Ridge Trail Director

California State Dept. of Transportation
East Bay Regional Park District
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
Regional Bicycle Advisory Committee

Friends of the Bay Trail

Region-wide network of Bay Trail supporters, including existing organizations,
active volunteers and casual supporters
County-level committees

Advocate and promote the Bay Trail before local decision-making bodies (park and
recreation commissions, planning commissions, City Councils, Boards of
Supervisors), service organizations and other local groups.

Plan and conduct events to promote the Bay Trail.

Identify important local Bay Trail projects; organize fundraising programs to
support these projects.

ABAG Executive Board

Annual consideration of Bay Trail Progress

Establish Bay Trail Committee as an inter-organizational committee of the
Executive Board.

Provide administrative resources for the Bay Trail Project.

Review annual Bay Trail monitoring report.
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Financing Challenges

While the Bay Trail is aregionally-shared vision, most trail implementation will be focused at the local level. Existing
public agencies will likely implement the bulk of the Bay Trail through local recreation or bikeway plans which
incorporate Bay Trail segments, or as a requirement of development (e.g., BCDC public access requirements,
conditionsondevelopmentapprovals). Whileacquisition and construction funds will come largely from traditional
funding sources (grants, bonds, tax revenues), greater coordination among existing agencies and more vigorous
pursuit of these funds will be necessary if the Bay Trail is to compete successfully with other worthy programs.

Trail maintenance and management issues, particularly funding and liability coverage, represent potential barriers
to successful implementation of the Bay Trail. Where feasible, responsibility for maintaining and managing local
segments of the Trail should fall to existing agencies, either as part of existing programs, or through cooperative
agreements with trail and open space management agencies. In some areas, no existing agency may be able to
willing to take responsibility for maintaining and managing the trail. To bridge this gap, a Bay Trail management
authority (established as a separate organization or as a function within an existing agency) may be needed to serve
as the "manager of last resort" for these orphan segments of the Bay Trail system. Trail management assistance can
be valuable in facilitating cooperative agreements between jurisdictions for trail maintenance and patrolling,
contracting for enforcement of trail maintenance requirements placed on private landowners as conditions of
development approvals (e.g., through BCDC enforcement programs), or providing a trail management alternative
for agencies which are unable to commit to long-term trail management.

Development of promotional materials for Bay Trail activities for use by local agencies and Bay Trail volunteer
groups will be necessary to keep visibility of the trail high. These materials will include brochures, tour maps, slide
shows, posters, press releases, and public information packets, as well as special materials developed for specific
trail events.

All of this will, of course, require funds. New funding sources must be explored and more effective pursuit of
existing funds must be initiated. Information regarding the availability of funds should be disseminated to local
agencies and joint grant applications by local agencies should be encouraged. Fundraising by Bay Trail volunteers
will be needed to support specific projects of local interest, such as upgrading existing facilities (e.g., providing
benches, signs, drinking fountains, buffer plantings, access improvements for trail users with mobility limitations)
and to create dedicated or memorial trail segments. Creation of a tax-exempt Bay Trail Fund will be necessary to
allow deductible contributions of money, materials, services or other donations to support trail implementation
activities.

Construction Cost Estimates

Roughly one-third of the Bay Trail is already in place, as Class I paths or Class Il bicycle lanes along streetsand roads.
The remaining 270 miles along the proposed alignment remain to be developed. Using the construction cost
estimates for class Iand class Il facilities listed in Table IV-1, the construction costs alone for completing the Bay Trail
range from $5 million (if the remaining trail were to be developed entirely as Class II bicycle lanes) to $34 million
(the high-end estimate for Class I trails). Neither of these figures is likely to be the Bay Trail financing target. The
remaining 270 miles of unbuilt trail will not be developed entirely as Class I trails or as Class Il facilities; as the Bay
Trail policies outline, there will necessarily be a mix of trail types, determined by local needs and conditions.

These rough costestimates are provided merely to suggest thefinancing challenge facing the Bay Trail. These figures
do not include:
* the cost of acquiring land or easements for publicly-built segments of the Trail,
the cost of road widening to accommodate Class II bicycle lanes (if necessary),
additional costs associated with preparing the site for trail construction (e.g., grading),
periodic maintenance costs (e.g., levee reconstruction),
costs associated with routine trail maintenance, and
costs for ongoing trail management (e.g., patrolling, liability costs).
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Table 1V-1

Trail Construction Cost Estimates

Trail Feature Speciﬁcaﬁons Unit Cost of Material & Labor
Low High
Class I (Path): 8 wide
Asphalt path 2" on 4" asphalt base per mile $ 95,000 $ 126,700
Decomposed granite path without headers per mile $42,240 $ 63,360
with headers per mile $75,000 $ 90,000
Bridge without installation 60 long $ 6,000 $ 21,500
with installation 60 long $ 14,000 $ 36,500
Class II (Bike Lane): 8’ wide
Signing, striping, and legends | - per mile $19,000.
* Traffic post and sign - each $ 160.
o 4" solid white line 2 coats linear foot $ 30
¢ Legend 2 coats each $ 30
Grate modification - per mile $ 1,900
Sources: Cities of Martinez and Sacramento; Contra Costa County; Shoreline at Mountain View; Continental Bridge, Inc.

Financing Options

No single source of funds will be sufficient, no single regulatory technique will be adequate to implement the Bay
Trail. Development of the trail will rely on many differentsources of funding, and the judicious use of a wide variety
of techniques to realize the dream of a "ring around the Bay."

If the physical scope of the Bay Trail program weren't daunting enough, the complexities of the Trail's political and
geographicsetting, and the various phases of the Trailbuilding program, dicate thata wide range of techniques need
tobeexplored and applied by implementing agencies. Because the trail program will beimplemented overaseveral-
year period by a diverse group of agencies and organizations, it is essential that funding mechanismsbe appropriate
to the timing of construction and to each particular funding situation.

A range of financing and regulatory techniques which might be employed by implementing agencies is reviewed
below. They are grouped into three categories: Government Revenues (local, state, and federal grants and
appropriations), Regulatory Measures (actions taken through the exercise of agency or governmental powers) and
Partnership Tools (innovative approaches or fundraising activities which require interaction of private, public and
non-profit sectors). Table IV-2 compares the applicability of each technique for the three phases of Bay Trail
implementation—acquisition, development and management.
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Financing Options for the Bay Trail

Potential Application to Bay Trail Acquisition/Development/Operation

Phases/Rating
Financing Tool Category Financing Mechanism
Acquisition | Development | Management

Government Revenue State Coastal Conservancy Grants 1 1 -
(restoration and access grants)
Proposition 70 2 1 -
(1988 Park Bond Act - State block grants)
Transportation Development Act, Article 3 3 1 3
(pedestrian/bicycle project block grants)
CalTrans Corridor Improvement Mitigation Funds - 1 -
(bike lane construction to mitigate highway expansion)
Federal, State and Local Recreation Budgets 2 1 1
(line items from annual budgets)
Revolving Local Funds/User Fees - - 2
(State revolving loans coupled with facility use fees )
Revenue Dedications 2 2 -
(earmarked taxes or State fees, e.. environmental license plate fees)
Local/State Bonds and Initiatives 2 2 -
{locally applied bond measures)
Trust Funds - 2 2
(“permanent” State funds or set asides, e.g. Cigarette Tax Fees)
Offshore Oil Lease Punds (SAFECO) 2 2 -
(Federal oil tax revenues returned to State)

LEGEND:
Acquisition: Land acquisition, dedication, or easement. Ratings: 1. Most likely and/or readily available funding and regulatory tools.
Development: Trail and facilities construction. 2. Conditional likelihood (sources that will take more effort to secure but are worth it).

Management: Maintenance and patrolling. 3. Long shots (unpredictable, difficult to obtain, or inappropriate).




Table IV-2, cont'd p ; ; i
Financing Options for the Bay Trail

Potential Application to Bay Trail Acquisition/Development/Operation

Phases/Rating
Financing Tool Category Financing Mechanism
Acquisition | Development | Management

Government Revenue Bicycle Lane Account 3 2 -
(Caltrans sponsored grants for bicycle projects)
Federal Highway Trust Funds - 3 -
(construction of bicycle path in conjunction with Federal Project)
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) 3 3 -
(U.S. HUD grants to municipalities for financing public benefits)
Land and Water Conservation Funds 3 3 -
{U.S. Department of the Interior sponsored grant program)
Federal Water Pollution Control Act 3 3
(funds available as part of EPA grants for treatment plants)

Regulatory/Fee Development Dedications 1 1 -
(land or fee dedications)
Development or Impact Fees 1 1 -
(exactions for recreational facilities)
Flexible Zoning 1 2 -
{cluster, incentive zoning)
State Lands Commission - Mitigation Funds 1 1 -
{public trust easements in boyndary line agreements)
Assessment Districts - 2 2
(property tax assessment for public goods)

LEGEND:
Acquisition: Land acquisition, dedication, or easement.  Ratings: 1. Most likely and/or readily available funding and regulatory tools.
Development: Trail and facilities construction. 2. Conditional likelihood (sources that will take more effort to secure but are worth it

Management: Maintenance and patrolling. 3. Long shots (unpredictable, difficult to obtain, or inappropriate).




Table [V-2, cont'd 4 ; A ;
Financing Options for the Bay Trail

Potential Application to Bay Trail Acquisition/Development/Operation

Phases/Rating
Financing Tool Category Financing Mechanism
Acquisition | Development | Management

Regulatory/Fee Cooperative Agreements With Flood Control Districts & Other Agencies 2 - -

(long term lease arrangements for recreational use)
Partnerships Establish a Non-profit Advocacy Organization 2 1 2

(create a Bay Trail Fund or "Friends of the Bay Trail”)

In-kind Donations - 1 1

(materials donations and volunteer labor)

Foundation Support 2 2 -

(grant awards from foundations and funds)

Corporate Grants - 2 -

(business support)

Easement Leasing - - 2

(leasing unused portions of alignment, e.g. utility corridor)

Redevelopment Agencies - 2 -
(link trail with local economic development plans)

}_?ublic/ Private Enterpriée - 2 :
(joint financing as part of commercial development)

LEGEND:
Acquisition: Iand‘acquisiﬁgl‘l,‘dedicaﬁon, oreasement.  Ratings: 1. Most likely and/or readily available funding and regulatory tools.
Development: Trail and facilities construction. 2. Conditional likelihood (sources that will take more effort to secure but are worth it).

Management: Maintenance and patrolling, 3. Long shots (unpredictable, ditficult to obtain, or inappropriate).
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GOVERNMENT REVENUES

Local Sources

1.

General Revenues. Such funds are typically line items in the annual budgets of City and County parksand
recreation programs. Drawn largely from property taxes, they are generally applied to operational and
maintenance costs, rather than capital financing.

Local/Regional Bonds and Initiatives. Local or regional bond acts can be used for open space, park and
trail development. Oneexample of a successful initiative is Measure AA (1988), a parkland acquisitionbond
issueinitiated by the East Bay Regional Park District and approved by votersin Alameda and Contra Costa
Counties in November, 1988. Measure AA allocates $4.3 million for acquisition and construction of trail
projects which will be links in the Bay Trail, including a five-mile segment of the Carquinez Strait Trail, a
connection between Point Isabel and Miller/Knox Regional Shoreline, a six-mile trail from Point Pinole to
Lone Tree Point, and a three-mile link from San Leandro Bay Regional Shoreline to Oyster Bay. A bond act
to support implementation of the Bay Trail could be initiated as a separate measure, or one could be
incorporated into a larger bond act for statewide parks and trail development.

State Sources

3.

Proposition 70. Formally known as the California Wildlife, Coastal, and Park Land Conservation Act of
1988, Proposition 70 is a $776 million bond act approved by California voters in June, 1988. It earmarks a
major share of its funding for specified park and open space acquisition projects. In the Bay Area, there are
19 stipulated projects, with a total funding base of $115,600,000. Four categories of funding are available
through Proposition 70: Per Capital Grants, Roberti-Z'Berg-Harris Funds, Specified Local Agency Grants,
and Competitive Statewide Programs. The first three represent block grant programs to specific cities,
counties and agencies. The fourth is a thematically-based competitive grant process. Possible sources of
funding for the Trail include the following grant categories:

*  Per Capita Grants represent $120 million available to designated cities, counties and recreation and park
districts throughout the state. Funds may be used foracquisition, development, rehabilitation orrestoration
of land for parks, beaches, wildlife habitat and/or recreation.

* Robert-Z'Berg-Harris Funds contain $20 million in block grants availabe to urbanized areas foracqusition
and development of park and recreation lands. This is a matching grant program (70% State, 30% local
funding), with a one-year funding horizon, beginning July 1989.

e State Coastal Conservancy has $30 million to award as grants to agencies and non-profit organizations.
Grant funds can be used to acquire natural lands on the coast and in the San Francisco Bay, to provide public
access, and to restore or enhance these resources.

e East Bay Regional Park District has been allocated $10 million. Both the Urban Shoreline Acquitision
Project and the Carquinez Strait Project components are relevant to the Bay Trail.

e  State Park Development and Acquisition Funds are available. The Bay Trail alignmentas proposed connects
to Candlestick Point State Recreation Area, China Camp State Park and Angel Island.

o East Shore State Park received an allocation of $25 million to acquire and develop a shoreline park
between Emeryville and Richmond.

* Trails Grant Program consists of $5 million to be allocated over a two-year period for the acquisition and
development of trails. Half has already beenallocated; the remaining $2.5 million will be available in fiscal
year 1990/91.
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4.

10.

State Coastal Conservancy Grants. The Coastal Conservancy is a State agency which awards block grants
annually to public agencies and non-profit organizations to enhance coastal/bay access and to restore
wetland resources. Coastal Restoration Projects, Coastal Resource Enhancement Projects, Urban Waterfront
Restoration and Public Accessways programs relate to the Bay Trail. The implementation of the Bay Trail
is emerging as one of the Conservancy's major funding interests; funding priority in the Bay Area will be
given to projects that will serve as links in the Bay Trail. For this purpose, $1.1 million has been allocated
for 1989. Additional funds administered by the Conservancy include Propositions 18 (1984) and 19 (1986)
whichallocated $15 million and $5 million respectively for San Francisco Bayshore enhancement, accessand
waterfront restoration projects. Roughly two-thirds of Proposition 18 funds are still available, with over $3
million to be spent on San Francisco Bay urban waterfront projects. While legislative restrictions discourage
allocations of these proposition funds for development of waterfront parks per se, the Bay Trail's potential
for enhancing urban waterfront projects make these connections a focal point for unspent monies.

Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3. These are state block grants awarded annually to local
jurisdictions for the implementation of pedestrian and bicycle projects; they are administered by the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission for all Cities and Counties in the Bay Area. These block grants
represent the major funding source for bicycle lane projects. Local agencies apply for TDA Article 3 grants
through the Counties. Last year, roughly $2.7 millions was awarded to the Bay Area Counties. In the 1988-
1989 fiscal year, $3,635,724 has been allocated to the San Francisco Bay Region.

Revenue Dedications. These represent earmarked taxes or state fees. Two pertinent sources for the Bay
Trail are the recently-passed Proposition 99 (Cigarette Tax Initiative) and the Environmental License Plate
Fund. Proposition 99 requires that 5% of the collected tax revenues be set aside for as yet unspecified
environmental projects. The Planning and Conservation League estimates that the 2.5% available for parks
and recreation purposes represents $15 million annually. A portion of these funds could be tapped for Bay
Trail development through sponsoring state legislation or via the Robert-Z'Berg-Harris Program. Other
states have created special funds to buy and develop parklands from such sources asa soft drink tax (Illinois,
1984), a cigarette tax (Nebraska, 1984), a parks and soils tax (Missouri, 1984) and a lottery (Colorado, 1983).

General Funds from the State Budget. A lineitem could beinserted in the annual State budget for Bay Trail
implementation. This device has occasionally been used in the past for specific land acquisitions by the East
Bay Regionl Park District and other special districts. As a one-time source of funds, it could be applied to
acquisition and development, but would be inappropriate for funding operational costs.

Offshore Oil Lease Funds. Otherwise referred to as Outer Continental Shelf Funds or Special Account for
Capital Outlay (SAFECO), these are Federal tax revenues that are returned to the State. There are no
established allocation criteria; availability depends on individual legislative approvals. These, like the
"General Funds from the State Budget,” should be seen as strictly acquisition and development tools, not
for operations and management. Both are unpredictable and highly political funding sources.

Bicycle Lane Account (BLA). The California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) annually sets
aside $360,000 - $500,000 for bicycle projects throughout the state. Available as grants to those cities or
counties which currently have bike plans, the emphasis tends to be on projects which benefit bicycling for
commute purpoises. The criteria for projects is somewhat flexible, and monies have been appropriated for
bicycle education, as well as lane construction. This would be a marginal source of funds for the Bay Trail,
not only for the relatively small appropriations, but for its commute purpose priority. The Bay Trail, while
it could serve bicycle commuters in some areas, has a primarily recreational orientation.

CalTrans Corridor Improvement Mitigation Funds. The California Transportation Commission can
appropriate up to 10 percent of the budget for a CalTrans freeway or highway improvement project for
facilities to mitigate the impacts or road construction. These funds are not applicable for all CalTrans
projects, but where they are applicable, they are intended to supportactions that will help relieve congestion
during the construction period. If bicycle facilities, particularly lanes, can be demonstrated to be cost-
effective solutions to mitigating traffic delays and related impacts, then CalTrans can incorporate them at
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the design stage of the freeway project. Mitigations funds will likely be allocated for bicycle lanes in
conjuncion with the Interstate 80 expansion within the Richmond to Emeryville Corridor. The lanes, to be
built on some parallel surface roads, could become components of the Bay Trail.

Revolving Local Funds (RLFs)/Local User Fees. RLFs provide state-sponsored, long-term, low-interest
loans to localities for major capital investments. In addition, they may provide other forms of financial
assistance such as credit enhancements or, to a limited extent, grants. In a state revolving fund, a state
agency receives aninitial infusion of capital, typically appropriations from general revenue, federal grants,
or the proceeds from a bond issue. Local user fees would be set to cover operation and maintenance costs
and to repay the loan. These tools may havea narrow application to the Bay Trail, but could be derived from
a percentage of revenues collected from user fees associated with shoreline recreation, such as marinas,
launches and fishing piers. Establishing a user fee for trail access itself does have precedent, but would be
difficult to administer. Parking fees could be charged at selected staging areas along the Trail.

Trust Funds. Trust funds are similar to revenue dedications, but represent a permanent account or "set-
aside" for a program. If they are created from sources other than user fees, they generally require the
establishment of a nexus between the source of revenue and the proposed expenditures (i.e., a set-aside from
property taxes in areas affected by intensive growth pressures; cigarette taxes to mitigate environment
harm). The State Legislature would formally determine the source(s) and the level of the trust fund. A trust
fund, once established could provide a secure base upon which officials could plan and invest in the Bay
Trail corridor for years to come.

A Bay Trail maintenance trust fund could be established using revenues collected froma fraction of license
fees derived from horse racing at Bay Meadows and Golden Gate Fields. (License fees are based on a
percentage of the pari-mutuel pool wagers at each race track, the breakage of winning ticket amounts and
the unclaimed pari-mutuel tickets). Currently, $750,000 in race track revenues are set aside annually to the
Wildlife Conservation Board for the Wildlife Restoration Fund.

Federal Sources

13.

14.

15.

Federal Water Pollution Control Act. Under Sections 201 and 208 of this law, also known as Clean Water
Act grants, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) allows the inclusion of trail development in
conjunction with the planning of federally-funded grants for the construction of sewage treatment plants
and transport/storage facilities. Many of these plants lie along the Bayshore. The proposed design of San
Francisco's Sunnydale project includes a Bay Trail segment.

Land and Water Conservation Funds. A U.S. Department of the Interior-administered grant program for
outdoor recreation facilities development and open space acquisition, these funds pass through the State
Department of Parks and Recreation. Once a $25 million per year revenue source for the State from Federal
offshore oil leasing fees, it is currently a minor funding instrument, with only $1.2 million available for all
California last year. This year there is $222,000 available for Northern California. Grant money in the
program is primarily designated for projects that stress multi-use and have high use potential. It may
include development of bicycle trails, particularly where there are few developed trails or where a trail
could be built to connect serveral parks. Congress is considering establishment of a Heritage Trust, which
would be established from the interest on the LWCEF, to support greenway acquisition. The Bay Trail as
envisioned already matches many of the LWCF funding criteria. However, to help ensure future LWCF
funds, it would be valuable for the Bay Trail to be designated as a "National Recreational Trail" within the
National Trails System.

Federal Highway Trust Funds. Two alternatives are available here for funding bicycling facilities: 1)
constructing bicycleand pedestrian facilities as part of any Federal Highway Aid project, as longas they are
within the public right-of-way; and 2) constructing such facilities independently of highway projects, but
serving the highway corridors. These funds are difficult to obtain, as they are vey limited and the applicant
must clearly show that the proposed bicycle facilities provide a viable commute alternative for automobile
commuters.
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16.

Community Development Block Grants (CDBGs). Administered by the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, CDBGs are competitive, broad-purpose grants available to municipalities for projects
of community-wide benefit. They can be used in a variety of ways, from financing new infrastrcture or
assisting in urban redevelopment, to supporting community non-profit organizations. The Bay Trail could
be eligible for development funds from CDBGs where there is potential for incorporating the Trail into the
local grantmaking process as a cultural amenity, or where the project can be linked with urban renewal or
economic development programs. Several rail-trails have documented economic, historicand/or cultural
merit and have been awarded CDBG funding. These include Seattle's Burke-Gilman Trail and a portion of
the Baltimore and Annapolis Trail.

REGULATORY MEASURES

3‘

Development or Impact Fees. These exactions are assessed against developers and are paid prior to
construction of land improvements. They can be a significant source of local revenues for development of
recreational facilities which are ordinarily within or adjacent to the candidate site. While they would be
valuable means of tying private commitments to the Trail and would relieve local governments of front-end
financing pressure, they would be a one-time revenue source and are only pertinent for new trail
development.

Development Dedications. A substitute for impact fees, mandatory land dedications are enabled under
the Quimby Act to be used by cities and counties to secure park and recreation benefits associated with
development. For either development fees or dedications to be used for Bay Trail acquisition or
development, amendments incorporating the Bay Trail into local general plans and other planning
documents would be necessary. Here, the Bay Conservation and Development Commission could play a
major role in administering an access program as part of their permit-granting process for all Bay shoreline
development.

Subdivision Map Act. The Subdivision Map Actrequireslocal agencies to requirereasonable publicaccess
to ocean and bay shorelines as part of the tentative map and final map approval process for subdivisions
which front on the coastline or bay shoreline.

Flexible Zoning. This technique can work with development dedications to provide a trail corridor for
Class I segments of the Bay Trail. It could also be used for protecting wetland and open space resources in
relation to development projects near the Bay. Flexible zoning may include: 1) cluster zoning, which would
group units in one portion of the site and allow for the remainder to be used as common open space;
2) planned unit development; and 3) incentive zoning which allows an increase in density of development
greater than would normally be permitted in exchange for the provision of public recreation lands and the
retention of the scenic or environmental values. This package of regulatory techniques would be best used
in conjunction with dedications for securing public rights to traverse the property were the Trail to cross the
parcel in question.

State Lands Commission, Public Trust Easements and Mitigation Funds. The Commission governs state
lands, including present and historic tidelands and submerged areas. This source is relatively unknown,
but could be a great potential resource for enabling the establishment of Class I trail easements for the Bay
Trail, particularly within its scope of interest over filled tidelands. The State retains a public trust interest
across all tidelands, including those that have been filled (with the exception of tidelands sold through the
defunct Bay Tidelands Commission). Thus, whenever the Commission settles a boundary line agreement
with any owner of bayfill lands, it has the right to require public access as a way of fulfilling the public trust.
Since 1973, the Commission has been negotiating trail easements as part of its public trust settlements, it has
negotiated trail easements on the Bayshore already, including one at Redwood Shores in Redwood City.
The Comission's Kapiloff Land Bank (established in 1983 to create a pool of mitigation funds) could be used
for obtaining use easements from private owners or buying fee interest in shoreline trails. While the State
would generally retain title to such easements, public agencies could obtain free, 66-year leases on them.
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Assessment Districts. An assessment district is created within a municipality when infrastructure
improvements or recreational facilities are needed within the bounds of a specified area. Residents within
an assessment district are annually assessed for a fee that is attached to their property taxes. Assessment
Districts canbe set up by city councils to finance most publicimprovements, including trails, so long as they
provide a benefit to the affected property owners. They can incorporate both commercial (e.g., office parks
and marinas) and residential areas. Arrangements for establishingand financing an assessmentdistrictcan
be flexible, and afford opportunities for multi-jurisdictional projects. Roads are the typical example of this,
but the concept could be extended to the Bay Trail.

Cooperative Agreements with Flood Control Districts and Other Agencies. These are excellent tools for
realizing multiple public benefits. Agreements are negotiated between public agencies to determine the
scope and extent of joint land use. Examples along the Bay Trail include Alameda Creek Trail and sections
of the Hayward Area Shoreline, representing a cooperative agreement between the owner of the land
(Alameda Flood Control District) and the East Bay Regional Park District for recreational use. No annual
feeis paid, and the lease is a ten-year, renewable lease. The major issues that need to be settled in advance
are trail maintenanbce and liability; these responsibilities are generaly assumed by the agency receiving the
recreation license. Numerous opportunities may existing along the Bay Trail for other cooperative
agreements.

PARTNERSHIP TOOLS

1.

Corporate Grants. Corporate grants can assist in financing community-oriented projects. Grant requests
should be targeted to those companies whose operation isnear the proposed corridor of the Trail and whose
employees could benefit from Bay Trail access for recreation and physical conditioning.

Establishing a Non-profit Advocacy Organization. A nonprofit(501(C) 3) Bay Trail Fund or Friendsof the
Bay Trail canbeestablished to support the Trail and solicitdonations for trail developmentand management.
Related models are the Sempervirens Fund which supports Big Basin State Park, Save Mount Diable in
association with Mount Diablo State Park, Golden Gate National Park Association for the Golden Gate
National Recreation Area, and the Alameda-Contra Costa Regional Parks Foundation for the East Bay
Regional Park District.

Foundation Support. Selected foundations have shown increasing interest over the last decade in
supporting the acquisition and development of recreational facilities and programs. Awards are given to
both governments and non-profit groups; grants are best sought to fund development of a particular
segment of the trail, rather than for operation or management programs.

In-kind Donations. Service, community and fraternal organizations can offer volunteer workers for trail
construction and maintenance. They canalso solicitfree or wholesale materialsand construction equipment
for trail construction. Trail adoption programs can be established to enable service, hiking and bicycling
clubs to maintain particular reaches of the Trail. Given the proximity of the Bay Trail alignment to many
Bay Area businesses, considerable opportunities for soliciting in-kind support for the Trail's construction
and maintenance are possible.

Easement Leasing. The leasing of unused or underground portions of a trail corridor for storage or utilities
may have potential for helping to meet operational revenue requirements for the Bay Trail. A prime
example of creative and lucrative easement leasing is that of fiber optics lines beneath a trail alignment.
Administrators of a number of trails, particularly rail-trails, have negotiated leases with communication
companies for fiber optics installation along their trail corridors. For example, AT&T pays the Northern
Virginia Regional Park Authority $250,000 per year for an easementof 35 miles beneath the Washingtonand
Old Dominion Trail.
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6. Redevelopment Agencies. Redevelopment agencies can offer a variety of government assistance and
incentive programs to facilitate commercial and economic development in designated areas. Urban
sections of the trail which lie within a redevelopment area may be eligible for special consideration not
available elsewhere, if the trail can be linked with redevelopment plans. In such instances, that portion of
the Trail may also be eligible for Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) assistance.

7. Public/Private Enterprise. The joint financing of trail facilities using public and private capital would be
appropriate where the Trail can be integrated with proposed or existing waterfront and marina plans.
Again, a nexus must be shown between regional trail use and the attraction or benefit it would provide for
associated commercial ventures, such as restaurants and stores. The tourism-associated benefits of some
portions of the Bay Trail is worth examining for leveraging private capital.
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Senate Bill No. 100

Introduced by Senators Lockyer, Boatwright, Keene, Kopp, Marks, McCorquodale, Morgan, Nielsen, and
Petris. (Coauthors: Assembly Members Agnos, Baker, Bates, Willie Brown, Campbell, Cortese, Duplissea,
Eastin, Filante, Hannigan, Hansen, Harris, Isenberg, Klehs, Quackenbush, Speier, and Vasconcellos.)

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. Chapter 11 (commencing with Section 5850) is added to Division 5 of the Public Resources
Code, to read:

Chapter 11. SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA BIKEWAY SYSTEM

5850 The Association of Bay Area Governments shall develop and adopt a plan and implementation
program, including a financing plan, for a continuous recreational corridor which will extend around the
perimeter of San Francisco and San Pablo Bays. The plan shall include a specific route of a bicycling and hiking
trail, the relationship of the route to existing park and recreational facilities, and links to existing and proposed
public transportation facilities.

The plan shall do all of the following;:

(a) Provide that designated environmentally sensitive areas, including wildlife habitats and wetlands, shall
not be adversely affected by the trail.

(b) Provide for appropriate buffer zones along those portions of the bikeway system adjacent to designated
environmentally sensitive areas.

(c) Provide that the land and funds used for trail construction and planning are not considered mitigation
for wetlands losses.

(d) Provide alternative routes to avoid impingement on environmentally sensitive areas.

(e) Provide that no motorized vehicles, except to the extent necessary for emergency services, be allowed
on the trail.

The association shall submit the plan to the Legislature not later than January 1, 1989.

5851. The Association of Bay Area Governments shall establish a policy committee, which includes
members of appropriate environmental organizations, to oversee development and implementation of the trail.

A cooperative working relationship shall be established with the San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, state and federal agencies, and all
other cities, counties, and districts, including school districts, which are affected by the proposed trail.

The association shall establish an advisory committee representing groups concerned with environmental
and ecological protection of the bay and groups representing bicycling and other relevant recreational activities.

SEC. 2. Section 99234 of the Public Utilities Code is amended to read:

99234: (a) Claims for facilities provided for the exclusive use of pedestrians and bicycles or for bicycle
safety education programs shall be filed according to the rules and regulations adopted by the transportation
planning agency.

(b) The money shall be allocated for the construction, including related engineering expenses, of those
facilities pursuant to procedures or criteria established by the transportation planning agency for the area
within its jurisdiction, or for bicycle safety education programs.

(c) The money may be allocated for the maintenance of bicycling trails which are closed to motorized traffic
pursuant to procedures or criteria established by the transportation planning agency for the area within its
jurisdiction.
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(d) The money may be allocated without respect to Section 99231 and shall not be included in determining
the apportionments to a city of county for purposes of Sections 99233.7 to 99233.9, inclusive.

(e) Facilities provided for the use of bicycles may include projects that serve the needs of commuting
bicyclists, including, but not limited to, new trails serving major transportation corridors, secure bicycle parking
at employment centers, park and ride lots, and transit terminals where other funds are unavailable.

() Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, a planning agency established in Title 7.1
(commencing with Section 66500) of the Government Code may allocate the money to the Association of Bay
Area Governments for activities required by Chapter 11 }(commencing with Section 5850) of Division 5 of the
Public Resources Code.

(g) Within 30 days after receiving a request for a review from any city or county, the transportation
planning agency shall review its allocations made pursuant to Section 99233.3.

SEC.3. No reimbursement is required by the act pursuant to Section 6 of Article XIII B of the California
Constitution because this act is in accordance with the request of a local agency or school district which desired
legislative authority to carry out the program specified in this act.

SEC. 4. This act is an urgency statute necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health or
safety within the meaning of Article IV of the Constitution and shall go into immediate effect. The facts
constituting the necessity are:

In order to permit the development of a continuous recreational corridor around the perimeter of San
Francisco and San Pablo Bays and to thereby provide urgently needed recreational facilities at the earliest
possible time, it is necessary that this act take effect immediately.
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ABAG Executive Board

President: Councilmember Warren K. Hopkins, City of Rohnert Park

Vice-President: Supervisor Mary Griffin, County of San Mateo

County of Alameda
Supervisor Mary King
Supervisor Edward R. Campbell
Supervisor Don Perata, Alternate

County of Contra Costa
Supervisor Tom A. Torlakson
Supervisor Tom Powers
Supervisor Nancy C. Fahden, Alternate
Supervisor Robert Schroder, Alternate

County of Marin
Supervisor Al Aramburu
Supervisor Harold C. Brown, Jr., Alternate

County of Napa
Supervisor Mel Varrelman
Supervisor Paul Batisti, Alternate

County of San Francisco
Supervisor Doris Ward
Supervisor Willie B. Kennedy
Supervisor Nancy Walker
Supervisor Harry Britt, Alternate
Supervisor Jim Gonzalez, Alternate

County of San Mateo
Supervisor Tom Nolan
Supervisor Mary Griffin
Supervisor Tom Huening, Alternate
Supervisor William J. Schumacher, Alternate

County of Santa Clara
Supervisor Diane McKenna
Supervisor Susanne Wilson
Supervisor Rod Diridon, Alternate
Supervisor Ron Gonzales, Alternate

County of Solano
Supervisor Lee Sturn-Simmons
Supervisor Sam Caddle, Alternate

County of Sonoma
Supervisor Tim Smith
Supervisor James Harberson, Alternate

Cities in Alameda Coun
Councilmember Peter Snyder (Dublin)
Councilemember Shirley D. Sisk (Newark)
Mayor Ken Bukowski (Emeryville), Alternate
Councilmember Cathie Brown (Livermore), Alternate

Cities in Contra Costa County
Mayor Joel Keller (Antioch)
Vice Mayor June Bulman (Concord)
Councilmember Graig W. Crossley (Moraga), Alternate
Councilmember Ernest Parti (Lafayette), Alternate

Cities in Marin County
Councilmember Vaso Medigovich (Corte Madera)
Vice Mayor Frank Shaw (Tiburon), Alternate

Cities in Napa County
Mayor Ed Solomon (Napa)
Councilmember Bob Maxfield (Calistoga), Alternate

Cities in San Francisco County
Mayor Art Agnos
James Ho (Deputy Mayor of Business & Economic
Development)
Claude Everhart (Deputy Mayor of Governmental Relations),
Alternate
Peter Lydon (Special Assistant to the Mayor), Alternate

Cities in San Mateo County
Councilmember Robert Bury (Redwood City)
Councilmember Joan Stiff (Woodside), Alternate
Mayor Paul Gumbinger (San Mateo), Alternate

Cities in Santa Clara County
Councilmember Barbara A. Rogers (Cupertino)
Councilmember Paul Kloecker (Gilroy)
Councilmember Barbara Waldman (Sunnyvale), Alternate
Mayor Curtis Wright (Morgan Hill), Alternate

Cities in Solano County
Mayor Gary Falati (Fairfield)
Mayor Joe Anderson (Dixon), Alternate

Cities in Sonoma County
Mayor Patricia Hilligoss (Petaluma)
Councilmember Schuyler Jeffries (Santa Rosa), Alternate

City of Oakland
Vice Mayor Aleta Cannon
Councilmember Carter Gilmore
Councilmember Richard L. Spees
Councilmember Marge Gibson-Haskell, Alternate

City of San Jose
Councilmember Nancy lanni

Advisory Members:
Mayor Ken Mercer, Pleasanton (Regional Water Quality
Control Board)
Captain Thomas C. Crane (U.S.N.)
Robert Talley (U.S.N.), Alternate
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ABAG Regional Planning Committee

Chair: Supervisor Tom Powers (Contra Costa County)
Vice Chair: Councilmember Emily Renzel (Palo Alto)*

Mayor Warren K. Hopkins, Rohnert Park (ABAG President)*
Supervisor Mary Griffin, San Mateo County (ABAG Vice President)
Supervisor Al Aramburu (Marin County)*

Vice Mayor Dorothy L. Breiner (San Rafael)

Councilmember Robert Bury (Redwood City)*

Supervisor Sam Caddle (Solano County)*

Vice Mayor Louis Cortez (Newark)*

Vice Mayor Robert E. Davis (Cotati)*

Paul DeFalco (Public Interest)

John Dustin (SF Bay Conservation & Development Commission )*
Bonnie England (Coalition of Labor and Business, COLAB)

Vice Mayor David A. Fleming (Vacaville)*

Vice Mayor Marge F. Gibson-Haskell (Oakland)

Maria Gonzalez (Hispanic Housing Coalition)

Gary W. Hambly (Building Industry Association of Northern
California)

Stana Hearne (League of Women Voters of the Bay Area)*

Supervisor Thomas Hsieh (San Francisco)

* Serves on Environmental Management/Open Space Subcommittee

John Holtzclaw (Sierra Club)*

Mayor Roberta Hughan, Gilroy (Bay Area Air Quality Management
District)*

Mary Jefferds (East Bay Regional Park District, Bay Trail Advisory
Committee)*

Arnold B. Jonas (Bay Area Planning Directors Association)

Commissioner W. R. "Bill" Lucius (Metropolitan Transportation
Commission)

Mayor Ken Mercer, Pleasanton (Regional Water Quality Control
Board)*

Larry Orman (Greenbelt Alliance)

Vice Mayor Susanna M. Schlendorf (Danville)
Angelo ]. Siracusa (Bay Area Council)
Councilmember Richard Spees (Oakland)

Percy H. Steele, Jr. (Bay Area Urban League)
W.H. Steele (Chevron, ABAG Associates)
Councilmember Edwin Suchman (San Leandro)*
Lynn Tennefoss (Bay Trail Advisory Committee)*
Supervisor Mel Varrelman (Napa County)*
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Mayor Ed McManus, City of Albany, Chairman

Bay Trail Advisory Committee

Thomas H. Mikkelsen, Assistant General Manager, East Bay Regional Park District, Vice-Chairman

ABAG Regional Planning Committee
Stana Hearne
Mary Jefferds (Alternate)

Alameda County Parks, Recreation & Historical
Commission
Larry Larsen
Audrey LePell (Alternate)

Audubon Society, Golden Gate Chapter
Arthur Feinstein
Leora Feeney (Alternate)

Audubon Society, Marin Chapter
Barbara Salzman

Audubon Society, Santa Clara Valley Chapter
Lynn Tennefoss
Stuart Guedon (Alternate)

Bay Planning Coalition
Ellen Johnck
Bradley Mart (Alternate)

Browning-Ferris Industries
Ken Wells

California Recreational Trails Committee
William Bliss

California Dept. of Transportation
Merle Johnson
Bruce Couchman
Stan Randolph (Alternate)

California State Coastal Conservancy
Alyse Jacobsen
Richard Retecki

Citizens Commiittee to Complete the Refuge
Florence LaRiviere
Thomas Rountree (Alternate)

East Bay Area Trails Council
Bob Walker

East Bay Regional Park District
Thomas H. Mikkelsen
Jocelyn Real (Alternate)

Greenbelt Alliance
Judith Kunofsky
Barbara Rice (Alternate)

Hayward Area Shoreline Planning Agency
Richard Sheridan
Betty Moose (Alternate)

Leslie Salt Corporation
Greg Morris
Bob Douglass (Alternate)

Marin County Open Space District

Marin County Recreation & Parks Commission
Frances Brigmann
Dennis Jauch (Alternate)

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Doug Kimsey
John McCallum (Alternate)

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
Teena Henshaw
Del Woods (Alternate)

Napa County Land Trust
Sonoma Land Trust
Joan Vilms

National Park Service, Rivers and Trails Technical
Assistance Program
Nancy Stone

Regional Bicycle Advisory Commiittee
Irving Besser
Stuart Chappell
George Godlewski
Richard Macdougall

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
Steven A. McAdam
Margit Aramburu (Alternate)

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission
Deborah Learner
Stephen Shotland, S.F. City Planning (Alternate)

San Mateo County Parks & Recreation Commission
Harry Dean, Jr

Santa Clara County Parks & Recreation Commission
Barbara Green

Santa Fe Southern Pacific Corporation
Susan Saltzer
Bert Bangsberg (Alternate)

Save San Francisco Bay Association
Marc Holmes

Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter
Tom Espersen

Sierra Club, San Francisco Bay Chapter
Stan Abinanti
David Madden

Sonoma County Trails Committee
Virginia Jones

Trail Enthusiasts
Jean Rusmore, Co-author, Peninsula Trails and

South Bay Trails
Betsy Crowder (Alternate)

Accessibility Experts
Vicki White, Accessibility and Special Population Program
Manager, Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Phyllis Cangemi, Whole Access (Alternate)
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Bay Trail Technical Committee

Local Governments
Alameda

Fred Framsted, Planning

Cheri Sheets, Transportation Planning
Alameda County

Betty Croly, Planning

Carla Schultheis, Public Works Agency
Albany

Claudia Cappio, Planning
Berkeley

Chuck Roberts, Public Works
Brisbane

Lorna Groundwater, Parks, Recreation

and Beaches Commission

Clayton

Robert Kendall, Planning Commission
Concord

Chuck Gabrysiak, Planning
Contra Costa

Jim Cutler, Community Develelopment

T.S. Khanna, Transportation Planning
Corte Madera

David Wilkinson, Parks and Recreation
Danville

Bernie Cooper, Leisure Services
Fairfield

Kevin Daughton, Transit

Mick Jessop, Community Services
Foster City

Mike McGuire, Parks and Recreation
Fremont

Pleasant Hill Park District

Robert Berggren, Administration
Petaluma

James Ryan, Public Works
Pleasanton

Gerri Langtry, Planning

Bob Silva, Parks and Recreation

Commission

Redwood City

Maureen Riordan, Planning
Richmond

Peter Ingram, Public Works
San Anselmo

Eliza Wingate, Library
San Bruno

Susan Parshootto, Recreation Services
San Francisco

Gordon Chester, Public Works

Stephen Shotland, City Planning
San Jose

Mike Flores, Planning

John Guisto, Parks and Recreation
San Leandro

Rob Caughell, Community
Development

Norm Weisbrod, Planning
San Mateo

Rory Walsh, Planning
San Mateo County

Paul Council, Parks and Recreation

Commission
Harry Dean, Jr., Parks and Recreation

Sunnyvale
Dennis Howell, Parks and Recreation
Jennifer Britton, Administration
Union City
Jon Holan, Planning

Feder: o t

Calif. State Dept. of Parks and Recreation
Ronald Garrison, Candlestick Point
State Recreation Area
Richard Parmer, Candlestick Point
State Recreation Area
National Parks Service, Western Region
Nancy Stone
Henry Rowlan
Bay Conservation and Devel. Commission
Steven McAdam

Special Districts, Agencies and Orgs.

California Conservation Corps
Ellen Piependrink

East Bay Municipal Utilities District
Pat Solo

East Bay Regional Park District
Tom Mikkelsen*
Jocelyn Real*

Janet Harbin, Planning San Pablo Hayward Area Recreation and Park Dist.
Hayward Craig Monroe, Planning Wes Asmussen
Hanson Hom, Parks and Recreation San Rafael Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Martin Storm, Planning Jean Freitas, Planning Doug Kimsey
Los Altos San Ramon John McCallum
Bob Rayl, Parks and Recreation Detlef Curtis, Public Works Midpeninsula Regional Open Space Dist.
Los Altos Hills Herb Moniz, Parks and Community Del Woods
William Ekern, Administration Services Pleasant Hill Recreation and Park District
Marin County Santa Clara Nancy Whaley
Frances Brigmann, Open Space Dist. Doug Handerson, Planning Santa Clara Valley Water District
Martinez Linda Weiland, Planning Bill Hoeft
Julie Pappan, Public Works Santa Clara County
Dave Wallace, Planning David Brandt, Advance Planning
Menlo Park Felice Errico, Parks and Recreation
Lauren Mercer, Public Works Ruth Shriber, Parks and Recreation
Rubin Nino, Public Works Don Weden, Advance Planning
Millbrae Saratoga
Karla McElroy, Recreation Lisa Welge, Planning
Jim Skeels, Recreation Sausalito
Mountain View Kenneth Curtis, Planning
Glen Lyles, Parks and Recreation Solano County
Napa Carl Wilson, Public Works
Robert Carlsen, Recreation Harry Englebright, Environmental
Newark Management
Ronald Sutherland, Planning Sonoma County
Novato Maria Cipriani, Planning
Tom Starr, Parks and Recreation Victoria Eisen, Transit
Oakland South San Francisco
Charles Bryant, Planning Dave Carbone, Planning
Martin Matarrese, Park Services Terry Jewell, Recreation and
Palo Alto Community Services
Gayle Likens, Transportation Planning Jean Smith, Planning
Pinole Alex Tsitovich, Recreation and
David Dowswell, Planning Community Services
Pittsburg St. Helena
Dennis Flannery, Leisure Services Kathleen Carrick, Recreation
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