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Supplemental Documents to Public Comments on the Draft Four Cities Coordinated Stevens Creek Trail Feasibility Study

Supplement to Comment # 101 
Name: Patrick Grant 

Documents were submitted in separate attachment 

21-May-15

200 pages 



There are several serious omissions and errors in the Draft Stevens Creek Feasibility Study Report that need
to be corrected concerning the I-280 crossing options.  Also, misinformation concerning the trail effort
is widely circulating through neighborhood blogs.  Following are corrections and comments on the 
omissions, errors, and misinformation, organized into four sections plus an appendix.   

Section 1.  Covers use of Stevens Creek Blvd east toward Mary as a trail route vs Foothill as presented
in Appendix B.  Page 10 totally contradicts recommendations of the standard industry Federal Highway
Administration Bicycle Compatibility Index and safety recommendations.  Furthermore, Foothill has
options that enable it to become a Class 1 trail, whereas routes on Stevens Creek Blvd towards and
crossing Hwy 85 do not. The latter is so bad that designating it suitable for youth and other less
experienced cyclists as a trail route clearly falls under California section 835 precedent liability,
especially when so many other safer more appropriate routes exist.

Section 2.  Covers a totally new concept not previously explored to enable a class 1 trail along Foothill 
crossing under I-280 from Homestead to Starling Drive. This route overcomes issues with previous 
designs discussed in the I-280 exit crossing study by incorporating a loop to gain elevation and a 
crossing bridge very similar to the existing Stevens Creek Trail at the Hwy 237/Hwy 85 interchange.
Illustrations and simulated bridge view are included.  

Section 3. Covers use of the upper dry tunnel of Steven Creek under I-280 which was dismissed early in
the study primarily due to Caltrans lack of support at that time.  Fortunately, through other projects I 
have had for years a working relationship with Caltrans and recently discovered they have had
considerable changes in policy and personnel. Caltrans now considers such a route worth reexamining.
Also, a new public land route accessing both ends of this tunnel has been uncovered and is illustrated.

Section 4 covers concerns fueled by misinformation expressed on neighborhood blogs against the 
possibility of a trail on any section, and even the study itself.   

        4.1 Covers trail usage and percent of residents that actually would use a trail of access to open 
space park area.   

         4.2 Covers effect of trail has on land values and crime and video of possible trail route 

         4.3 Documents freeway widening construction costs to put costs in plan in perspective.   

Appendices

I have previously written a series of emails on each of these separate topics, hoping each topic would 
more clearly stand alone. However, I am writing this one large document because of feedback
requesting that all the topics be combined in one PDF with supporting documentation.  This task is
daunting and I wish there was another way to add the previously published reports that are several
hundred pages in length. They will be in the appendices or online as appropriate.

Patrick Grant, Sunnyvale, Ca

______________________________________________________________________________________
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Section 1 
Appendix B page 10 entries conflict with the only nationally accepted metric for choosing
appropriate bike routes in the Draft Stevens Creek Feasibility Study Report. The report has serious 
errors in evaluations of Stevens Creek Blvd in commercial zones that must be corrected. In choosing 
and evaluating bike routes, Federal Highway Administration created the Bicycle Compatibility
Index. (BCI). http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/tools/docs/bci.pdf

As the only widely used nationally accepted transportation metric (BCI) gives existing Stevens Creek
Blvd failing level E/F grades (4.5 to 5.3) and Foothill a marginal poor C grade (2.5).  BCI sets lower 
limits for adult novice cyclists as level C. The report sections quoted below are totally backwards from
BCI metrics and will mislead decision makers to choose the most dangerous route possible.  

The reasons are Stevens Creek Blvd has double traffic, street parking in commercial area, higher peak
truck traffic, and much higher curb activity. Scores were derived from Draft Stevens Creek Feasibility
Study Report and online Google earth dimensions, and city of Cupertino documents according to
procedures in http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/tools/docs/bci.pdf.
Note for "Arterial Streets Route – Foothill Expressway to Foothill Blvd. to Stevens Creek Blvd" states:

"Must navigate high volume and speed traffic on Foothill Expressway entering and
exiting I-280 and traverse hill to the west on Stevens Creek Blvd. to trail. Expressway has
incomplete pedestrian facilities. Roadways are truck routes."  Report CORRECTLY
states: "INFEASIBLE: Does not provide a ped/bike experience appropriate for all trail
user abilities."

For "Arterial Streets Route – Mary to Stevens Creek Blvd." 
"Must pass DeAnza College, navigate traffic entering and exiting SR85 and traverse
hill to the east on Stevens Creek Blvd. to reach trail connection. Route is a long 
distance for the Stevens Creek Trail. Stevens Creek Blvd. is a truck route." REPORT
INCORRECTLY States "FEASIBLE: Traffic Study for Intersection Improvements." 

Appendix line by line BCI scoring for Stevens Creek Blvd and Foothill.
Stevens Creek Blvd. totals 5. Rating is F. Note these are old traffic numbers; current and future
numbers with heavier traffic will be worse.  Numbers near the Post Office using Cupertino city traffic
study numbers (see page 15 of study for traffic numbers near the Post Office) measured 85% percentile
speed in Appendix 1.  See sections of BCI manual in Appendix 2 to understand terms and equation and 
suitability score and instructions on calculating.
Foothill total BCI is 2.5 rating is C- but note this section can be made into trails that connect to local
streets, making it an excellent BCI score A. Trails are immune to motor vehicle traffic increase
degrading level of service. Below is BCI components: 
                               Stevens. Foothill

BL. -0.966. -0.966

BLW -0.738.  -0.738

CLW. -1.992. -1.992

CLV/OLV. +1.74 +1.056

SPD. +1.594. +1.558

PKG. +0.506. Zero

AREA. Zero.  -0.264

fT. +0.4. +0.2

fR. +0.1. Zero

fP. +0.5 Zero
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I call your attention to appendix B page 10. Using accepted standards called out in the report or used as
objective engineering criteria of route suitability (FHWA, LAB), the table on I-280 to Stevens Creek
Blvd has correctly identified use of Foothill Expressway unimproved (but with existing bike lanes) as

"INFEASIBLE: Does not provide a ped/bike experience appropriate for all trail user abilities."
Meanwhile, Mary to Stevens Creek Blvd., a larger busier faster street with many more conflicts and 
distractions, much higher traffic, and a Hwy 85 interchange, giving it a several times worse engineering 
score using Bicycle Compatibility Index (BCI), was stated as "FEASIBLE".
The Mary to Stevens Creek route to Blackberry Park should be likewise noted as "Highly
undesirable. Does not provide a ped/bike experience appropriate for all trail user abilities."

The cities cannot allow encouraging youth and other riders ill equipped to follow such an unacceptable 
route as Stevens Creek Blvd. with other workable alternates clearly available.  Doing so may open cities
to future litigation and liability under the ruling of Bonano v. Contra Costa County, section 835.4: "the
reasonableness of a public entity's creation or maintenance of a dangerous condition of its property must 
be balanced against the costs and benefits of alternative means of providing the public service, not 
against the alternative of discontinuing the public service." 
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