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Good evening Mayor Halliday and city council members, 

My name is Kristina Boyce and this is my mother Gail Minor and I'm speaking to you as a 
concerned daughter and community member. 

I was originally here to speak on behalf of just my father Troy Minor, but after learning about the 
other terminally ill Parcel 5 tenant still remaining, my family is more concerned about her safety 
and welfare if she were to be displaced. We fear that my father and Ms. Miller are literally days 
away from being locked out by the sheriff with their breathing machines by the direction of the 
City of Hayward. I was given permission last Sunday by Ms. Miller to speak about her condition 
and housing situation. Ms. Maria Miller is a 76 year old disabled and terminally ill Bunker Hill 
tenant. I was shocked to hear that she too was facing an eviction because her symptoms are even 
worse than my dad as she also has end stage COPD. She's wheel-chair-bound and hooked up to 
oxygen machines 24-7 and is hardly audible. She currently is admitted at Eden Hospital. It takes 
tremendous effort for her to even communicate. Her son lives with her as her full-time caregiver 
on a fixed income. 

My mother and I collected resources to pay legal fees to delay my dad's unlawful detainer so he 
could be comfortable in his home as long as possible as we diligently continued to search for 
housing that would accommodate his breathing machines. We asked your city attorney if my 
father could have even 6 more months since his doctor noted on the medical certification form 
from Alameda County In Home care services that my father could possibly only live another 6 
months at this point in time with his health condition, but this request was rejected by the City of 
Hayward. 

My father paid rent on time for 34 years. No amount oftime or free rent (since the rental account 
was closed November 30 2018) that he or Ms. Miller have received so far is going to remedy the 
fact that they are both sick with no where to live that will accommodate their breathing 
machines. Since my father can't move in with his family with the difficulty of climbing stairs, 
we will be forced to place my father in a potentially hostile living situation in an apartment 
complex where he will likely pose as a nuisance and disturbance with his wall-vibrating and 
incredibly loud breathing machines he runs every night to help him sleep. 

Please allow my father and Ms. Miller to " age in place" and "remain connected to their 
neighborhood and community" as outlined in your vision statement for seniors and people with 
disabilities in the Hayward General Plan 2040 by letting them live their lasting days in their 



homes. According to the Tentative Timeline document for the development ofthe ParcelS 
homes, estimated construction won't begin until Spring of 2021, so while the land sits there 
vacant for over a year awaiting construction, two terminally ill long-standing tenants are kicked 
out of their homes with no where to go. More importantly, Ms. Miller and my father deserve to 
die with dignity in their home. As publicly elected officials representing the City of Hayward, 
you have a duty and moral responsibility to protect the vulnerable in our community. Who is 
more vulnerable than a female, disabled, senior citizen one step away from homelessness like 
Ms. Miller? Mayor Halliday, I ask you and every council member here, what would you do if 
you were in my shoes? Would you be okay with putting your sick elderly mother, father, or 
grandparent in a hostile living situation or on the streets? 

I ask for your immediate action and support in offering a resolution that puts the needs of real 
lives over a development project. 

Thank you for listening and your consideration 
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Goal6 Aging in Place 

Goal HOL-6: Create neighborhoods that enable residents to remain in their homes and live healthy. productive 
lives as they age. 

Policies in this section support opportunities for Hayward residents to remain in their community as they age. Hayward's senior 

population will continue to grow in the coming years as the current population ages. Rather than move to a new community. 
many seniors prefer to stay in their homes and their communities. Aging in place promotes self -sufficiency and preserves 

valuable social networks that support a higher quality of life for seniors. The current physical environment and provision of 

services can be improved to promote independence as resident's age. 
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PG:5 Tentative Timeline 

Ftbruary 2019 Hold Neighborhood Meeting Yes 

May2019 City Council WOI1c Session on Master Site Plan, Planning Commission review, Yes (3) 
and Council approval of General Plan EIRAddendum, Master Site Plan & 
Issuance of RFP 

June2019 Issuance of Request for Proposals 

August2019 Proposals Due 

September 2019 Interviews v.rith Developer finalists 

November 2019 Council Selection of Developer Yes 

o.c.mber 2019 Exclusive Negotiations Begin 

O.Cember 2020 Approval of Disposition and Development Agreement, Project Entitlements Yes 

Spring2021 Construction Start 

H HAYWARD 



Proposals made by my family to the City of Hayward: 

The City of Hayward is not a private landlord, it is a public entity. Mayor Halliday 
and council members, you have the authority to make life changing policy decisions. 
As elected officials, you have the power to help my father and Ms. Miller. You have 
the opportunity to make meaningful change and potentially save the lives of 2 long
term Hayward tenants. 

My family proposed the following to the City of Hayward's attorney, Goldfarb and 
Lipman and every request was rejected: 

1 )My mother can qualify with her excellent credit to purchase our family home so my 
father can live out the remaining days in the home he raised his children in. Rent is 
skyrocketing and the mortgage of our family home will be a more affordable option 
and sound investment emotionally and economically than a monthly rent at a 1 
bedroom apartment. My family has been cooperative with the housing relocation 
agent, OPC and we are trying to do the right thing. We have independently looked and 
my father paid rent on time for 34 years (never missed a payment). We would gladly 
continue to pay rent if the City of Hayward reopened his account. We would also be 
eternally grateful to be able to negotiate with the City of Hayward to purchase our 
family home. Hayward tenants being offered first right to purchase is a discussion 
item at tonight's Hayward City Council meeting for the future development properties 
(which is wonderful), but what about my father who may not survive when this 
opportunity actually presents itself? 

How much would it really cost the City of Hayward to sell us our home? 

2) Our attorney helped the relocation of tenants during the Bart redevelopment project 
and was able to work with the City of Hayward to grant a life estate interest for a 
senior citizen on Atherton Street. Development went on as usual and the senior was 
able to live out her final days in peace where her home went back to the city upon her 
death. If purchasing our home is off the table, why can't my father or Ms. Miller be 
granted a life estate interest in their property? 

3) According to the Alameda County In-Home Care medical document signed in 
December, my father at this point in time can potentially only survive his end stage 
COPD with 6 more months so we asked for 6 more months in his home, this request 
was denied. 



MINOR, GAIL A 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Gail Minor6666i I 77777 
Monday, March 04, 2019 6:20 AM 
MINOR, GAIL A 
Fwd: Troy Minor Impending Unlawful Detainer Response 
Alameda County In Home Support Services Med Cert Form.pdf; Intended Development 
of Parcel S.png;- Kaiser Permanente.pdf.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Kristina Minor" 
Date: Mar 1, 2019 12:35 PM 
Subject: Troy Minor Impending Unlawful Detainer Response 
To: "List-Mayor-Council" <List-Mayor-Council@hayward-ca.gov>, "Kelly McAdoo" 
<Kelly.McAdoo@hayward-ca.gov> 
Cc: "Jennifer Ott" <Jennifer.Ott@hayward-ca.gov>, "John Stefanski" <John.Stefanski@hayward-ca.gov>, 
<thecollective @thehaywardcollective.com>,

Pursuantto the February 11,2019 TTAP Final Offer Letter, the City will provide a one-time cash 
payment of $5,000 plus up to $2,000 for verified moving expenses contingent on your entering 
escrow for the purchase of a home or having a signed lease for a rental unit by February 28. 2019. 
You will also receive the full balance of your security deposit of $1,215. If you fail to meet this 
deadline, the City will be forced to file an action against you for unlawful detainer. 

Dear City Council, City Manager, and City Mayor, 

My name is Kristina Boyce and I am the daughter of Troy Minor, who is a Parcel 5 tenant residing at 25672 
Maitland Drive. I am responding to the TTAP Final Offer letter, sent by John Stefanski February 11th, 2019 and 
signed by Deputy City Manager Jennifer Ott, and I am asking for help in relation to the impending unlawful 
detainer my father faces by not meeting the February 28th, 2019 deadline to have a signed lease or be in 
escrow on alternative housing. My father is terminally ill with stage 4 COPD and fighting for his life with 
irreversible lung and heart damage. Please see attachment of medical certification from Alameda County In 
Home Care Social Services #4 from his doctor (dated December 215

\ 2018) where Dr. Christopher Gee marks 
YES to the statement, "Is the individual's condition(s) or functionallimitation(s) expected to last at least 12 
months OR expected to result in death within 12 months." My mother and I have spent hours upon hours 
making calls, sending em ails (can provide email inquiry transcripts and phone logs), and scouring the internet 
in hopes of finding housing for my father and we have had no luck. My mother and I have been in constant 
communication with your hired agency OPC (can provide email correspondence) and have followed up on 
every single lead they have sent, and not llead after being vetted was acceptable to my father's 
disability/health needs. (Please see prior email pasted below where I document every lead that was sent as a 
sample of what they have been sending and my notes on what was unreasonable and unacceptable about 

each one). 

Sean, 

My mother and I have been, in good faith, independently looking for alternate housing for my dad, as well as reviewing listings you 
have provided. I have spent hours of personal time calling and emailing places on Zillow and apartments.com (can provide evidence 

1 



of phone logs and email inquiry transcripts to apartment complexes) along with communicating with you consistently and pursuing 
every housing lead sent by OPC. 

I have been transparent and consistent from the beginning about my father's needs to survive this move: 
-a place that will not force my dad to give up his 15-year-old emot.ional support dog. 
-not climb stairs with stage 4 COPD (terminally ill) 
-not be locked in a I year lease. rather a 6 month max. lease. 
-allow for co-signer for income verification and credit since my mother has been his tinancial supporter since his health declined. 
-The pool was always a wish list item mentioned informally over the phone and never on our short needs list. 
-My mother is his certified care taker, which is why we have asked that his housing be located close to my mother and his doctors 

The only changing need is having housing amenable to his loud breathing machines. T added this on the list after 1 heard it running 
from visiting with him. It is imperative that he is comfortable and not stressed with his heart condition. 

So far 7/9 listings recently sent on February 7th are not reasonable and ru·e not acceptable. 1 have called and left multiple voice 
messages for 4712 West St. Oakland and 2757 76th Ave and I'm waiting to get a call back (hoping these aren't scams). Both of these 
rentals are stated as not for rent or for sale on Zillow and I cannot locate their listing on apartments.com. OPC has sent listings that at 
face value appear acceptable given they meet $2000 budget (which is already more than the $1760 my dad was paying in good faith 
up to Dec. I st 2018 when the account was closed for 25672 Maitland Dr.) Here are our comments on those 7 listings sent by OPC: 

Example 1: The 297 Smalley Ave in Hayward is falsely advertised as a 2bed. 1 bath. I called and communicated with Elena the 
property owner who confirmed it is the 1 room "in-law" unit in the back of the house and it has NO front door(have text message 
evidence that states front door needs to be installed). This unit looks like a shack and it wouldn't surprise me if this does not meet 
basic codes of safety for occupancy. Please see link below for image of this rental at $1700/month. 
https://www. google.com/maps/@37 .6691443,-
122.0975268,3a,72.722488y, 143.040817h,74.623642t/data=!3m4! I e I !3m2! 1 si070ZOtFGNDdWDoLlxi 00 !2e0?shorturl= 1 

Example 2: I spoke with Tony from 777 Palomino Dr. Pleasanton unit and this place has a firm no pet policy (even emotionally 
certified dogs) and it's on top Jloor so my dad would have to go and up and down stairs to access unit. 

Example 3: 434 E. 17th St. just states that cats are allowed on Zillow listing under pet policy. I called and left serveral voice messages 
to hear if they accept emotionally certified clogs and am waiting to hear back. 

Example 4: I have already contacted Gabriel a couple of weeks ago on 9021 Seneca Sl. when you first sent this listing on January 25th 
and he reiterated multiple times that the sharp incline driveway would be the biggest challenge for my dad and they are NOT flexible 
on lease terms (only accepting 1 year leases). 

Example 5: The 3444 Hannah St is a shared house and confirmed with Justin (propeny manager) that there would be a tenant above 
and on the side of available room. This rental also has a ti·eeway overpass right above unit (see below link) and the proximity to car 
pollution would be a detriment to his health. 
https :/ /www .redfin.com/CA/Oakland/3444-Hannah-S t-94608/ho me/1980914 

Example 6: 451 Livermore is too far out for my mother to get to my father. Livermore was never a city in our discussion of reasonable 
locations for my father to move to. 

Example 7: I 123 Baypoint is too far out for my mother to get to my father. Bay Point was never u city in our discussion of reasonable 
locations for my father to move to. 

We seriously want you to continue looking, but keep my father's situation in mind, the basic requirements. and other comments 
described above. 

We also are continuing to look independently. 

Regards, 
Kristina 

Before my father became very ill, he was a licensed self-employed General Contractor and Real Estate Broker, 
conducting his business in the Hayward area. He volunteered with Project Elf at Cesar Chavez Middle school 
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for several years, wrapping presents and fund raising monies to give food and presents to low-income families 
Christmas Day. He was a member of MDI (Mentoring men to live with excellence} offering regular community 
service and mentorship to young men in Hayward and surrounding bay area. He was always very supportive 
and involved in our schooling from serving as a regular chaperone on school field trips to meetings with 
teachers and counselors. He consistently was determined to learn about how we can improve and if we were 
enrolled in accelerated courses that pushed our academic potential. His three daughters all went through 
Hayward Unified School District (Harder Elementary, Cesar Chavez Middle School, then Hayward High School}. 
From a young age, my father had an unwavering commitment to ensure my sisters and I took advantage of 
every educational opportunity possible and instilled in us the value of education as a top priority so that we 
could have access to opportunities that he did not get to experience. His three girls all ended up going to 
college as 1st generation college students coming from low-income backgrounds. I ended up graduating from 
UC Berkeley, my sister Amy graduated from UCLA, and my youngest sister Samantha is finishing her last year 
at UC Davis. Watching my father serve the community selflessly and be an inspirational mentor to youth 
motivated me to pursue my calling to serve as a teacher. I ended up student teaching General Biology and AP 
Biology at Hayward High School, then doing substitute teaching in the Hayward Unified School District and am 
now in my gth year serving as a science teacher in San Francisco. The point I'm making is that many of the 
Parcel 5 tenants (like my father} were working-class, tax-paying, contributing members of the Hayward 
community. 

As unconscionable it is to believe the city would send a terminally ill person receiving county welfare medical 
social services on the streets, the displacement of Parcel 5 tenants would be a little easier for my family to 
digest if it was somehow for the overall common good of the community of Hayward like building a public 
access park or affordable student housing. I cannot even begin to fathom how tearing down the Parcel 5 
single-family homes to build new single-family homes is anything other than motivated by pure greed. 
Shameful. (see screenshot attachment below titled, 111ntended Development of Parcel 511 from the PowerPoint 
presentation from November 15th, 2018 community meeting regarding the development plan for route 238 
properties). 

Relocation agent Sean Kerr, confirmed in an email this past Monday that he has been unable to find anything 
that meets my father's needs (see email below}. How can you expect my father, who cannot step outside 
currently in this cold rainy weather for fear of catching pneumonia with his compromised immune system and 
irregular heart rate, who is hardly mobile and needs to hold onto walls and counters to catch his balance, who 
is attached to his oxygen machines every night to regulate his breathing, to move with nowhere to move into? 
My family independently have been looking along with your own hired relocation agency (OPC) and there is no 
available housing for my father to meet his health needs. 

S K 
Mon, Feb 25,3:38 PM (2 

ean err d ) ays ago 

Hi Kristina 

We may be able to accept an affidavit, though I am trying to find out if we would need it notarized. Obviously with your father's 
condition it wouldn't be possible for us to take him to a notary, but perhaps we could have a mobile notary meet him at home. We 
may not need it notarized at all. I will let you know. 
I will let you know. We have been looking for housing as well, and unfortunately found nothing last week that met the needs and 
budget of your household, but are continuing to search this week as well. 
Best, 
Sean 
OPC Sean Kerr Senior Agent 
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Sacramento, CA Office (916) 857-1520 
www.OPCservices.com 

Enhancing Lives Through Infrastructure 

Error! Filename not specified. 

The city prides itself on combating the homeless crisis and protecting tenants, which can be evident in just the 
recent media news pieces that came out on Kron 4 and CBS. 

tps://www.google.com/amp/s/www.kron4.cornlamp/news/bay-arealhayward-looking-at-new-protocols-to
stabilize-rising-rent-costs/1795247264 

https://sanfrancisco.cbslocal.com/video/3946968-hayward-tackles-homelessness-with-28-million-in-new
housing/ 

How can this city morally claim they are protecting the vulnerable when they displaced over 30 families, many 
of whom were low-income working-class families with nowhere to go, and many of them, like my father, are 
one step away from homelessness? I am pleading with the city to delay this inhumane unlawful detainer 
action until there is alternative housing option for my father to move into. My family is left with no options at 
this point. My mother and I, who live locally in the bay area to my father and his doctors, would take my father 
in to live with us in a heartbeat, but my residence is up three flights of stairs with no elevator in San Francisco 
and my mother Jives up a sharp incline with stairs as well to access her unit so he cannot move in with his 
family. My father's house has access from the back so when it is not raining, you can drive up the hill behind 
the house without having to walk up driveway or climb stairs. 

My father's health negatively spiraled this past November and led to a 10 day stay in ICU at Kaiser San leandro 
from the devastating Butte County camp fires, which restricted his already limited ability to breathe (see 
attachment below of hospital records titled, "Kaiser Permanente"). His reoccurring visits to the hospital this 
year and last year have not made filing taxes a priority since every day is a blessing and we don't know how 
much time we have left with him. We communicated with Sean Kerr that we can submit his banking records 
for his business checking account (this is his only account). He has been unable to work and bring in income 
for the last 6 months and has no savings so my mother and I have fully financially supported his expenses 
(rent, utilities, food, medical bills, etc.). We have been financially stretched trying to make this housing search 
manageable by increasing my father's budget from $1790, which was the amount he paid in good faith until 
the account was closed December P\ 2018, to $2000. This $2000 would be gathered funds from my income as 
a teacher in San Francisco with a newborn baby along with my mother's income as an administrative assistant 
at AT&T to cover this anticipated rent increase. Despite our willingness to do whatever possible and make 
financial sacrifices by coming up with $2000/month to keep my father off the streets, we have found no 
housing. We are asking that the city work to get my father into affordable housing or at least delay the 
eviction process until we can find a housing alternative with OPC at the $2000 budget that meet his disability 
needs. 

My family is appreciative and grateful for my father being able to stay in his home up to this point, and 
recognize he has been given more time than the other Parcel 5 tenants who have had to unfortunately 
relocate. Being that my father's health is in critical condition and we have been looking in good faith with OPC 
for alternative housing, I am pleading with the city to come up with a solution or compromise that will not 
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further exacerbate the homeless crisis in Hayward and to avoid my father going on the streets. He will not 
survive. His life depends on how this relocation process is executed. 

Respectfully yours, 
Kristina Boyce 

5 



Total Number of Redactions in Document: 4

Redaction Reasons by Page

Page Reason Description Occurrences

8 3

11 1

Redaction Date:  5/1/2019 9:26:14 AM
Redaction Log



Redaction Reasons by Exemption

Reason Description Pages
(Count)

8(3)
11(1)

Redaction Date:  5/1/2019 9:26:14 AM
Redaction Log
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AGENDA QUESTIONS & ANSWERS 
MEETING DATE: April 30, 2019 

Item # 8: PH 19‐027 Adoption of the Downtown Specific Plan and Development Code and Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report, per CEQA, with a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Report from Development Services Director Simpson) 
 

 
 
In Chapter 6 of the plan, (page 1‐3) the following is noted 
“Exemptions. Properties in Figure 2.1.020.1 (Regulating Plan) zoned 
Central City‐Residential (CC‐R), Central City‐Commercial (CC‐C), 
Planned Development (PD), and Open Space (OS) are exempt from 
this Chapter and will continue to be subject to the standards 
and requirements of Chapter 10 (Planning, Zoning, and Subdivisions) 
of the Hayward Municipal Code (Hayward Code).” 
 
Does this applicable section of the HMC need to be included or 
linked in this document to support the goal of having one 
consolidated code for stakeholders to follow?  
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff will include references to those sections that will remain the same zoning in the Specific Plan 
document and will also include an electronic hyperlink directly to the Municipal Code in the Plan 
to take users of the new code to existing zoning code sections. 

  



 

 

 

ITEM #8 – PH 19‐027 

 

ADOPTION OF THE DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC 

PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT CODE AND 

CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, PER CEQA, 

WITH A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 

CONSIDERATIONS AND MITIGATION 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 

EMAIL FROM CARL GORRINGE  
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 Subject: FW: Downtown Specific Plan EIR

From: Carl Gorringe <> 
Date: April 29, 2019 at 5:34:04 PM PDT 
To: Hayward City Council <List‐Mayor‐Council@hayward‐ca.gov> 
Cc: Kelly McAdoo <Kelly.McAdoo@hayward‐ca.gov>, Damon Golubics <damon.golubics@hayward‐ca.gov> 
Subject: Downtown Specific Plan EIR 

CAUTION:This is an external email. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

Dear Hayward City Council: 

Here is my input for the Downtown Specific Plan EIR public hearing on 4/30/2019. 

It is my opinion that the plan to create a Roundabout would not be good for Downtown Hayward, as I 
believe that this will lead to an increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled by commuters, and thus lead to 
increases in Greenhouse Gas Emissions. This is due to commuters taking alternative routes that are 
longer in distance traveled. I also believe that it would lead to significant traffic congestion throughout 
Hayward, due to various factors including increased miles traveled, slowed traffic, and increase in traffic 
accidents at the roundabout, which is a "single point of failure" which could cause significant halts in 
traffic among connecting major roads. 

In terms of safety, I believe the Roundabout would not be very safe for pedestrians to cross, considering 
the amount of traffic flowing through it, and just isn't ideal for retail storefronts due to the traffic. 
People prefer less traffic, not more, in walkable areas. We should focus our storefronts along B & C 
Streets instead. There is no need for a plaza in the middle of a roundabout when we'll already have a 
major plaza at the old library site. 

I've attended multiple public meetings on this plan, and have been VERY disappointed in the lack of any 
alternatives suggested regarding the site of the Roundabout. 

Restoring A Street to 2 ways should be a Short‐term Priority with no reduction in lanes. This will reduce 
traffic and simplify eastbound travel. 

B Street in Downtown could really use bike lanes. I've suggested turning B St from Watkins St to Foothill 
Blvd into a single‐lane one‐way road with bike lanes and ride‐hail drop‐off spots. Grand St from A to D St 
could really benefit from bike lanes as well. 

Thanks for reading. 

Carl Gorringe, 
Downtown Hayward resident 



 

 

 

ITEM #8 – PH 19-027 

 

ADOPTION OF THE DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC 

PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT CODE AND 

CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, PER CEQA, 

WITH A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 

CONSIDERATIONS AND MITIGATION 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 

EMAIL FROM SHERMAN LEWIS 



From: Sherman Lewis < > On Behalf Of Sherman Lewis 
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 2:12 PM 
To: List-Mayor-Council <List-Mayor-Council@hayward-ca.gov>; Joy Rowan < >; Bruce Barrett < >; Evelyn 
Cormier < >; Alison < > 
Subject: Additional Comments on Downtown Plan and the EIR 
 

 

Two more thoughts: 
1. The policy should be no minimum parking requirements. The original strong policy has been 
weakened. Bold underline shows weakness: "Amend the Code to remove 
minimum parking requirements (for small projects) and reduce minimum parking requirements for 
projects in areas with high transit accessibility within the Plan Area." (Downtown Plan p. 78). Reduce? 
Really? Let the developers decide how much parking. Parking policy is the most difficult cultural change 
Council has to deal with personally and in the community. You don't seem to be ready. You proclaim a 
climate emergency, then balk at taking action--like removing the bold underline.  
 
2. Coordinate the new plan with parking management: do not allow new tenants to buy cheap $50 
permits for public parking.  
Let the free use for limited time and the paid use for no time limit fill up the lots, educate people about 
smart meters and markets, and do a pilot somewhere. 
Time limits are inefficient; smart meters are efficient; and people can be educated to support them, or 
you can tolerate continual deterioration of parking and pay a consultant a lot to tell you the same thing. 
 
Continuing rhetoric: 
Staff and consultant have put you on their railroad; they have shown you the tracks and hidden the cliff.  
Does the executive summary discuss the issues I have emailed you about? 
Your power to decide is being taken away. Great ideas that should be there are not there. Ask questions, 
get answers. 
 
Ideas for Downtown Hayward has been updated with no major changes except a new section on 

Appendix E:  transportation and circulation data, attached. 
The full update can be downloaded from the HAPA dropbox at  
https://www.dropbox.com/s/tvqchcdmvwyhhlq/Ideas%20for%20Downtown%20Hayward.pdf 
(let me know if it does not download.) 

Sherman Lewis 

Professor Emeritus, Cal State Hayward 

President, Hayward Area Planning Association 

 

-------- Forwarded Message --------  
Subject:  Comments on Downtown Plan and its DEIR 

Date:  Thu, 25 Apr 2019 14:59:57 -0700 
From:  Sherman Lewis < > 

To:  Mayor Council List <List-Mayor-Council@hayward-ca.gov>, Joy Rowan < >, Bruce Barrett < >, 
Evelyn Cormier <>, Alison < >, Michael Stuchlik < > 

 

• The downtown plan is not ready for prime time; delay it. 

mailto:List-Mayor-Council@hayward-ca.gov
https://www.dropbox.com/s/tvqchcdmvwyhhlq/Ideas%20for%20Downtown%20Hayward.pdf
mailto:sherman@csuhayward.us
mailto:List-Mayor-Council@hayward-ca.gov
mailto:joy@joyfulgreetings.com
mailto:bruceb@earthreflections.com
mailto:ev.cormier@comcast.net
mailto:aslewis1215@yahoo.com
mailto:Mike.Stuchlik@gmail.com


• The consultants are telling you what to do, not giving you choices. 
• People have been consulted but not actually been given choices. 
• There are many great policies here. 
• The oval traffic circle is goofy. Do you really understand how it would work? For each traffic 

flow? 
• You have not looked at two sensible alternatives. 
• You have no information on effective speeds and no information of traffic volumes. 
• Do you really intend to sever D Street, taking out two blocks of it? 
• B St. won't work two-way. You know that. 
• Parking structures cause global warming--not to mention more traffic, de-completed streets, 

and preemption of non-auto modes. The DEIR has no evaluation. HAPA will try to sue on this. 
• Bicycle lanes are great if people use them. You have no information that people will. You should 

not preempt parking in favor of phantom bike riders. Start small, have a performance criteria for 
expansion.  

• The potential for public cars is poorly discussed. 
• An affordable rapid bus system has been ignored. 
• In general, there are no real alternatives in the  DEIR. 

--  

Sherman Lewis 

Professor Emeritus, Cal State Hayward 

President, Hayward Area Planning Association 



Appendix E  

Appendix E of the EIR on the Downtown Plan has transportation and circulation data 
and it is very sad. It was expensive; it measured the wrong thing; it does not even mention 
what must analyzed to assess impacts. Nelson Nygaard messed up the street pattern design; 
Kittleson messed up the analysis. Kittleson used its model to justify the project, not to figure 
out the best alternative. Appendix E purports to meet CEQA requirements using official 
guidelines of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, which are quite inadequate to 
evaluate impacts. 

In 341 pages of descriptions, irrelevancies, and analysis, Kittleson obsessed on 
intersection LOS F and only one solution, make the intersection bigger: 51 lane additions to 
intersections and 7 lane additions to freeways. Such a policy will induce more traffic and 
make matters worse. It is based on rigid assumptions that ignore alternative policies. It 
directly contradicts Compete Streets policy: Plan at p. 371, Program C 3: “Reduce motor 
vehicle travel lanes on the following roadways to reallocate space for other uses…” 

Fortunately, massive lane expansions are too expensive to have any impact, but we still 
need an adequate EIR. 

Kittleson bases its analysis exclusively, without adjustment of the ACTC Travel Demand 
Model.1 Yet the policies of the plan are designed to change those model outputs and those 
impacts have to be evaluated. In general, four-step models like the one ACTC uses over-
predicts congestion for the “no-project alternative” in future years. The models use the 
same trip table of travel demand for all scenarios when it, in reality, would change among 
them. 

The EIR ignores 

1. Intersection LOS is the wrong thing to measure. State law has eliminated LOS as 

a basis for determining significant impacts. Congestion due to development in 
dense centers is an impact that no longer requires mitigation.2  

2. LOS based on link speed, effective speed, pedestrians, bicycles, transit, public 
cars, local residents, and business access. 

3. City policy: “LOS F may be acceptable due to costs of mitigation or when there 
would be other unacceptable impacts, such as right-of-way acquisition or 
degradation of the pedestrian environment due to increased crossing distances 
or unacceptable crossing delays.” The EIR fails to discuss this. 

4. The impact of the plan on vehicle miles traveled (VMT), effective speed, link 
traffic volumes, link speeds, induced demand, induced restraint, land use 
changes due to network changes, alternative modes, travel time budgets, 
walkable systems, and pricing reforms. (As shown above, the ACTC model 
reports volumes on every block.) An adequate traffic study would have revealed 
slower point-to-point travel times despite more speed, increased VMT for the 
same traffic inputs, and increased link volumes for the Loop, all of them 
negative impacts. The traffic study needs to show if the currently excessive 

                                                        
1 Appendix E, Item 1, pp. 48, 65; https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/12/AlamedaCTC_ModelDocumentation_FinalReport_20151109-2.pdf?x28501. 
Appendix E has a dead link: 
https://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/17533/AlamedaCTC_ModelDocumentation_FinalRepo
rt _20151109.pdf 

2 Kittleson, Appendix E, p. 56 on SB 743 

https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/AlamedaCTC_ModelDocumentation_FinalReport_20151109-2.pdf?x28501
https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/AlamedaCTC_ModelDocumentation_FinalReport_20151109-2.pdf?x28501


traffic on B Street is reduced; it needs to cover the increase in traffic on 
Francisco Street. 

5. For the oval and alternatives to the oval, the costs of buying right-of-way, loss of 
existing businesses, costs of construction, financing, time needed to completion, 
performance (traffic volumes, traffic speed, effective speed). One obvious 
alternative is a signalized intersection with Foothill realigned east to create 
green space and buildable area and to create a shorter, more functional travel 
distance across the intersection. 

6. How parking garages with free parking induce traffic and are costly to tax 
payers. 

7. How much downtown residential development and policies supporting non-auto 
modes will reduce traffic. 

8. How much market parking charges could reduce traffic. 
9. How much parking cash out could reduce traffic. 
10. How much support for public cars could reduce traffic. 
11. How much a downtown circulator could reduce traffic. 
12. How much transit improvements could reduce traffic. 
13. How much rapid bus to Cal State East Bay and to Chabot could  
14. How much the ACTA trip generation would be reduced in response to plan 

policies, which is rather the point of complete streets. Complete streets are not 
a theory or just posturing and symbolic politics; they are intended to reduce 
traffic. 

15. The impact of plan policies on mode split.  
16. Problems that would occur if B Street Is made two-way. 
17. The functionality of the B and C Street one-way couplet for efficient bus and 

passenger lanes at the BART station relative to two-way.  
18. The functionality of keeping B Street and C Street two way. One-way on B Street 

won’t work because it is narrow and has a lot of traffic. Any vehicle parked in a 
travel lane would block traffic, which is an existing problem but drivers can use 
the other lane to get around.   

19. The impacts of closing two blocks of D Street and the performance of street 
narrowing, land recovery, and mural recovery relative to existing conditions and 
the plan proposal. 

20. The need to evaluate the claim that the oval with four (or a “mitigated” six 
lanes) lanes of traffic would “support increased pedestrian activity” and “reduce 
travel speeds.” The volume and speed of traffic must be estimated. On its face, 
the claims look totally bogus. 

21. How a combination of cost-effective recovery of street parking, improvement in 
non-auto modes, and new housing could provide access to downtown. 

22. How traffic origins and destinations would change due to induced restraint 
created by a two-way system favor trips downtown and discourage trips 
through downtown. 

How to get an adequate EIR 
Concerning performance of the oval and alternatives, the City should use a traffic flow 

optimization analysis, not the usual four-step model to evaluate the options. Given the 
same screenline loading of the network around the big intersection, a traffic simulation flow 



model could evaluate the three options. Traffic simulation is an operations analysis of flow 
through several intersections.  

“Traffic simulation or the simulation of transportation systems is the mathematical 
modeling of transportation systems (e.g., freeway junctions, arterial routes, roundabouts, 
downtown grid systems, etc.) through the application of computer software to better help 
plan, design, and operate transportation systems. Simulation of transportation systems 
started over forty years ago, and is an important area of discipline in traffic engineering and 
transportation planning today. Various national and local transportation agencies, academic 
institutions and consulting firms use simulation to aid in their management of 
transportation networks.  

“Simulation in transportation is important because it can study models too complicated 
for analytical or numerical treatment, can be used for experimental studies, can study 
detailed relations that might be lost in analytical or numerical treatment and can produce 
attractive visual demonstrations of present and future scenarios.” See traffic simulation. 

Signal timing is an output of traffic simulation models. It is “used to distribute right-of-
way at a signalized intersection. Signal timing involves deciding how much green time the 
traffic signal provides to an intersection approach, how long the pedestrian WALK signal 
should be, and numerous other factors.” See signal timing. 

“TRANSYT-7F is a traffic simulation and signal timing optimization program. The primary 
application of TRANSYT-7F is signal timing design and optimization. TRANSYT-7F features 
genetic algorithm optimization of cycle length, phasing sequence, splits, and offsets. 
TRANSYT-7F combines a detailed optimization process (including genetic algorithm, multi-
period, and direct CORSIM optimization) with a detailed macroscopic simulation model 
(including platoon dispersion, queue spillback, and actuated control simulation).” 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Traffic_simulation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Signal_timing


From: Sherman Lewis < > On Behalf Of Sherman Lewis 
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 6:25 PM 
To: Kelly McAdoo <Kelly.McAdoo@hayward-ca.gov>; List-Mayor-Council <List-Mayor-Council@hayward-
ca.gov> 
Cc: Miriam Lens <Miriam.Lens@hayward-ca.gov>; Laura Simpson <Laura.Simpson@hayward-ca.gov>; 
Damon Golubics <Damon.Golubics@hayward-ca.gov>; Alex Ameri <Alex.Ameri@hayward-ca.gov>; Fred 
Kelley <Fred.Kelley@hayward-ca.gov>; Joy Rowan <j>; Bruce Barrett < >; Evelyn Cormier < >; Alison < > 
Subject: Re: FW: Comments on Downtown Plan and its DEIR 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to respond. I am also attaching the revised Ideas document, which can 
replace earlier editions.  

Sherman Lewis 

Professor Emeritus, Cal State Hayward 

President, Hayward Area Planning Association 

The downtown plan is not ready for prime time; delay it. The Downtown Specific Plan has been in 
development for a three-year period, since the project’s initiation.  Additional time was added to the 
original two-year schedule to allow full community participation and Council feedback in crafting a new 
vision for the Downtown. Extensive public outreach was achieved and feedback received through 
several well-attended workshops and through public hearings at Planning Commission and City Council. 

True. Good process except for some flaws. See next. 

The consultants are telling you 
what to do, not giving you 
choices. Staff, the Planning 
Commission, the community 
and City Council all have been 
actively involved in the 
assemblage, review and 
development of the all project 
documents, including all 
options and choices related to 
how the Plan unfolds over the 
next 20 to 30 years. 

What options and choices?  
Signalized intersection with Foothill realigned east to create green space and buildable area and to 
create a shorter, more functional travel distance across the intersection. Nope. 
No parking structures? Nope. 
Keep B and C as one way pair? Nope 
Keep D Street and narrow it to restore land and mural? Nope. 
Eliminate downtown parking requirements? Nope. 
Prevent new tenants from having permits in city lots? Did I miss it? 
Restoration of land and parking lost to Loop. Didn't see it. 
The plan has many good choices presented as your railroad. The attached survey presents them as 
choices, plus more ideas omitted from plan. 

mailto:Kelly.McAdoo@hayward-ca.gov
mailto:List-Mayor-Council@hayward-ca.gov
mailto:List-Mayor-Council@hayward-ca.gov
mailto:Miriam.Lens@hayward-ca.gov
mailto:Laura.Simpson@hayward-ca.gov
mailto:Damon.Golubics@hayward-ca.gov
mailto:Alex.Ameri@hayward-ca.gov
mailto:Fred.Kelley@hayward-ca.gov
mailto:joy@joyfulgreetings.com


Really and truly, the plan does NOT present choices. 
 

People have been consulted but not actually been given 
choices. The Downtown Specific Plan project team has 
created a flexible Downtown Plan and Code that 
embodies choice and flexibility. The smart code allows 
for flexibility and choices along with incentives for 
desirable businesses and other compatible uses to 
locate in Downtown. 

Good. But not the choices needed on major issues. 

There are many great policies here.   

The oval traffic circle is goofy. Do you really understand how it would work? For 
each traffic flow? The “oval traffic circle” was evaluated extensively by the 
project consultant team and their transportation engineering staff and the City’s 
Transportation Division as a viable option to slow speeding traffic through 
Downtown. Please note that the traffic circle is an option.  Over time, 
ultimately, through incremental changes, the core roadway system may return 
to a traditional grid system that will efficiently and effectively slow traffic 
through Downtown Hayward, one of the goals of the Downtown Plan effort. 

It was not evaluated adequately, not by a long shot. Details have been emailed to you. A traffic circle is 
not an option in the plan. 
The plan contains no references to traffic circle as an alternative to the oval; it is not an option. Same for 
signaled intersection described above. 
There is no nice, incremental, efficient way to go two-way. It needs to be done with all the brutal 
effectiveness of Loop implementation. Our society is far from pricing the auto, and so far we prefer 
congestion. 

  You have not looked at two sensible alternatives. You have no information on effective speeds and no 
information of traffic volumes. Speed and traffic volume information was analyzed and reviewed by City 
engineering staff and the consultant team as part of this project. This data was factored into circulation 
system computer simulations to ultimately lead to recommended mobility changes in the short-term, 
midterm and long-term within the Plan study area. 
OK, where is it? It is not part of the documents. The EIR and its Appendix E are inadequate. The Loop is 
harming B Street and slowing traffic and needs to be changed short-term based on LATIP funds. Make 
that a choice. 

• Do you really intend to sever D Street, taking out two blocks of it? This is one option available within the 
Plan as a way to slow traffic down through Downtown. In the long-term, the City may opt to go back to a 
traditional grid system versus a plan to “sever D Street.” 

It is not an "option." It is the plan.Most of the plan does go back to the grid. 



• B St. won't work two-way. You know that. This option was studied during the course of the project and it 
is a viable option should Council direct City staff to move forward with this Downtown circulation 
enhancement sometime in the future. 

Good it was studied. Too bad facts are not in the documents. Viable? Really? We already have 
sometimes blocked lanes with two-way, that work only because a lane going around is still there. You 
should not just proclaim "viable." "Should Council direct..."? The plan approves major direction, or is it 
not really a plan? 

• Parking structures cause global warming--not to mention more traffic, de-completed streets, and 
preemption of non-auto modes. The DEIR has no evaluation. HAPA will try to sue on this. A thorough 
analysis of all mobility components have been extensively evaluated within the Downtown Plan study 
area and as part of the Environmental Impact Report completed for the project. The entire Bay Area 
regional is part of an area on nonattainment with regard to air quality impacts. Even if Hayward’s 
Downtown Specific Plan suggested that no new parking garages could be built over the life of the plan, 
other aspects of the Plan (new residential units, new commercial businesses, etc.) would still trigger 
unavoidable impacts with regards to future air quality measurements (worse air quality over the long 
run within the Plan area) Also, direction from Council and input from the public was part of all final 
goals, policies and programs contained in the final version of the Downtown Specific Plan document. 

There has been no thorough analysis. My comments have had more analysis than anything the city has 
done. GHG is also the issue. Hayward just has a few slaves, so freeing them won't really make a 
difference considering all the slaves in the bay area. Some people grasp the crisis of the Anthropocene. 
Climate change is really climate collapse and just as evil as racism, only in this case we are the slave 
owners and we are the slaves. Our culture can't grasp the enormity of the problems we face. We have 
consensus against racism. How long will it take for real action on climate change? And is the plan a 
suggestion? I thought it was a plan. 

• Bicycle lanes are great if people use them. You have no information that people will. You should not 
preempt parking in favor of phantom bike riders. Start small, have a performance criteria for expansion. 
The final draft Downtown Specific Plan has been crafted to enhance all modes of transportation, 
including enhanced improvements for pedestrian and bicyclists currently lacking within the Plan area. 
This directive was part of the main vision and ultimately Plan goals identified at the beginning of the 
Downtown Specific Plan project.  

You can craft all you like, and I approve, but it also matters whether people use what you craft. It should 
be part of the vision, but helping business is also part, and you need balance. Provide this as a choice.  

• The potential for public cars is poorly discussed. This option has been included as part of the Downtown 
Specific Plan. Future private development projects within the Plan area will be reviewed on a case by 
case basis to determine whether car-sharing is feasible or financially viable to include within each 
development. 

Elements of the concept get mentioned, but there is no coherent or detailed support for living without 
owning a car. The plan makes progress, but it needs to be better. It is not just a question of projects, but 
also street management, working with providers, and working with residents. 



• An affordable rapid bus system has been ignored. This program, currently under evaluation by the City’s 
Transportation Division staff, is a separate effort, and is also on a parallel path with the Downtown 
Specific Plan effort. 

No, it's not. You are looking at something else and mislabeling it.  

• In general, there are no real alternatives in the  DEIR. All CEQA analysis for the project complies with 
State CEQA Guidelines and all applicable court cases that further refine environmental law, rules and 
regulations for environmental assessments of projects like Hayward’s Downtown Specific Plan effort.  

We'll see. 
 



 

What do you want for Downtown Hayward? 
The City is preparing a new Specific Plan for downtown Hayward. The proposed downtown plan 
is “take it or leave it.” What is your opinion? This survey from the Hayward Area Planning 
Association (HAPA) allows you to make choices. 

1. Accessing Downtown 

A more dynamic downtown needs a way to get more people there. Should we emphasize 
housing downtown, rapid shuttle access from Cal State East Bay and Chabot, surface parking, 
walking, bicycling, and other non-auto modes? 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

2. The Loop 

Number 1 for first choice, 2 for second. 

___Keep as it is                                         ___Change to two-way using a large oval roundabout    

___Change to two-way using a traffic circle      ___Change to two-way using traffic lights 

3. Reforming the Loop should be a top priority for funding 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

4. Make A Street two-way 

Consider this as a separate issue apart from The Loop. 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

5. B Street and C Street 

___Convert to two-way streets                 ___Keep as a one-way pair            ___Undecided 

6. Unbundling 

Unbundling: a renter pays separately for the living space and the parking, and the two rents 
combined equal the “bundled” rent. It saves on rent and reduces traffic, but may tempt a 
renter to park on the street. Many people can live downtown without owning a car and have a 
more sustainable life style. Hayward should unbundle parking downtown. 

Parking should be unbundled____   Parking should not be unbundled_____  No opinion_____ 

7. Protecting neighborhoods from spillover parking 

Unbundling can tempt a renter to park on the street. The City has controlled spillover parking 
by the main Post Office, Chabot, South Hayward BART and other places. The City should 
manage neighborhood parking spillover with low-cost permit programs. 



Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

8. Pedestrian Safety and Walkability on Foothill, A Street and Mission 

Make crossing easier and safer with narrower roadways, pedestrian safety medians, and other 
improvements on wide streets with less width for cars. 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

9. A Street at Lucky 

To improve traffic flow and provide a safe crossing for seniors at the new senior housing, build 
a center median on A Street to prevent left turns going in and out of Lucky. 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

10.  Downtown Block 

The “downtown block” (Foothill/A Street/Main Street/B Street with CVS, Buffalo Bill’s, and 
Bank of the West) could have a big parking structure in the middle OR have a shuttle bus lane 
connecting BART to Lincoln Landing. 

____Big parking structure                     ____Shuttle bus 

11.  Parking structures 

The City can subsidize free parking in parking structures. It would be convenient but costly for 
taxpayers, causes more traffic, air pollution and global warming gases, preempts space for 
parks and housing, and competes with transit, and other modes of access.  

____Parking structures are needed despite the costs. 

____We should emphasize alternative modes and the environment. 

____No opinion 

12.  Bicycle lanes 

____Have bicycle lanes on most streets even if not used and parking is reduced OR 

____Have bicycle lanes where they are most likely to be used and minimize loss of parking. 

____No opinion 

13.  Greyhound Bus Station at Hayward BART 

The Greyhound bus station is an eyesore and inadequate and needs to be replaced with an 
attractive, spiffier station where people can get out of the rain. 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

14.  e-hail 

I would prefer to use e-hail ride sharing (Lyft, Uber) over a taxi. 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 



15.  Taxi competition 

Deregulate taxis to compete more fairly with Lyft and Uber; let them use software for e-hailing 
like Lyft and Uber. 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

16.  Taxi stand at Hayward BART 

The taxi stand on the north side of B Street is inconvenient and feels unsafe at night. It can be 
and should be relocated to right outside the BART exit. 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

Your comments on using taxi and ehail: 

17.  Pilot program, back-in diagonal parking 

We are used to head-in diagonal parking, but back-in diagonal is actually safer. Using it would 
take some practice and we try a pilot program on Main Street to see how people respond. 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion  

18.  Downtown circulator 

Create a fast, frequent, and free downtown circulator from Hayward BART to Lincoln Landing, 
using signal preemption and rapid bus concepts. 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

19.  Study Rapid Bus 

The City should study similar fast frequent shuttles from Cal State to BART and from Chabot via 
Southland and the Amador Center to BART.  

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

20.  Smart Parking Meters Pilot project on B Street 

Where parking demand is high, smart meters would charge no more than what people are 
willing to pay, using credit cards and smart phones. Smart meters get more turnover to help 
merchants. You pay only for time you used. They produce revenues to improve downtown. 
You don’t need to pay if you don’t want to: Free spaces will be nearby.  

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

21.  Car-free living downtown? 

Public cars are car share, car rental, taxis, and ehail like Lyft and Uber. A person living 
downtown could use public cars when needed and save money. The City should promote 
public cars to support not having to own a car and having a more sustainable lifestyle. 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

22.  Housing project by Green Shutter Hotel 



The City owns the lot at C Street and Main Street by the Green Shutter and is considering 
developing it for housing. The City how much parking there should be.  

___The amount of parking should be based on a market analysis that charges the owner the 
full cost, which is likely to be high in a place where people can live car-free (see next question). 

___Parking should be minimized as long as spillover parking can be avoided. 

23.  Transit Links 

The City should study conventional bus service similar to AC Transit from downtown to Cal 
State East Bay and to Chabot OR it should study a fast, frequent, and free bus which more 
expensive to run but would have high ridership.  

Conventional bus ______    Rapid bus_________ No/other opinion_______ 

24.  The Wm. Hayward Hotel 

The City should look into the feasibility of a Downtown hotel/convention center with special 
access from BART located in the vacant lot north of B Street and west of Montgomery Street. 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

25.  East Bay Greenway 

Promote the East Bay Greenway Project for a long walking and bicycle path on vacant land 
between Western Avenue and the Union Pacific tracks from Hayward BART to Oakland.  

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

26.  D Street Mural 

The City should commission a new D Street mural replacing the original lost to widening. 

 

Agree            Disagree           No opinion 

For more discussion on these ideas, visit https://hapaforhayward.wordpress.com/ and  

https://www.hayward-ca.gov/downtown-specific-plan 

Sherman Lewis, President, Hayward Area Planning Association, 510-538-3692, 
sherman@csuhayward.us 

https://hapaforhayward.wordpress.com/
https://www.hayward-ca.gov/downtown-specific-plan
mailto:sherman@csuhayward.us


Ideas for Downtown Hayward 
 

Revised 4/30/2019. More updates forthcoming.  

1. Overview: A Destination Scenario 

Downtown should be a destination, not an island surrounded by an expressway with wide 
streets and fast traffic. The City’s goal should not be less congestion, but more successful 
business. Most successful downtowns have congestion. A Destination Scenario will still have 
congestion but would bring more people downtown and increase business.  

Getting people downtown requires the complementary and comprehensive policies of a 
Destination Scenario. The policies include 

1. Loop reform: going back to two-way streets: keep the B and C Streets one-way pair. 
2. Loop reform: going back to a signalized intersection at Mission and Foothill with 

realignment of Foothill. 
3. Increase non-auto modes: high level of service for non-auto modes: walk, bike, 

transit, public cars. Public cars are taxis, ride hail, carshare, and car rental; safer 
attractive pedestrian crosswalks; the East Bay Greenway, bike lanes, a downtown 
rapid bus circulator, taxi access to BART, curb space for public cars.  

4. Cost-effective parking: increased surface parking; parking management, increasing 
how much the private car pays its own way based on unbundling and smart meters. 

5. Walking-oriented development downtown: sustainable, more residents able to live 
without a private car, public spaces designed for social interaction. 

6. Fast, frequent shuttles to Cal State and to the Amador government center, 
Southland, and Chabot.  

7. Sustainable corridors: walkable housing along corridors to Cal State and Chabot. 
Smart Growth America, a non-profit advocacy group, promotes redevelopment of old 

centers. “Walking oriented development” focuses on revitalizing neighborhoods and 
employment in old centers. 

 

2. The Loop 

The Loop is the one-way traffic pattern in downtown Hayward, from Jackson north on 
Foothill Blvd., west on A St. and back on Mission Blvd. In 2008 the Hayward City Council 
approved the Corridor/Loop project to promote through traffic rather than helping access to 
downtown. The City also relied on hopelessly misleading traffic modeling. The traffic experts 
never told the City that most of the traffic on Foothill was Hayward-based traffic, not regional 
through traffic. They did not explain how faster traffic did not mean better performance. They 
measured intersection level of service (LOS), ignoring effective speeds and vehicle miles traveled. 
They never described numerous additional problems to be discussed below.  

In June 2013 the Loop started operation. Our discussion of the 2014 to 2018 period will look 
at opinions on the Loop, the failure of government to study it, HAPA’s study, a new plan for 
downtown, and problems with that plan. 



Opinions: The Battle of the Anecdotes 

Some people love the Loop; some people hate it. Loop Lovers are mostly people who think 
they can get through downtown faster. Some of the haters have a learning curve problem, which 
was not be a long-term factor. Many people understand it and still hate it, such as downtown 
merchants, Prospect homeowners, and people who shop downtown. It was easy to confuse 
speed of movement over a longer distance with effective travel, i.e., going slower over a shorter 
distance in less time. 

Anecdotes are not analysis but dominate political thinking of average people and members 
of the City Council. Political decisions are often made by counting noses rather than analysis. A 
member of Council sent me two more pro-Loop opinions: “I have yet to have any issues with the 
loop. Traffic always flows now.”- Jason Oliver. “I remember how horrible the traffic was going 
through Hayward when I was a student at Cal State. The Loop definitely and improvement.” -
Victoria Anne Krysiak. (Quoted exactly as sent to me.)  

At a meeting in City Hall in March to discuss intersections, Barbara Sachs spoke up in favor of 
the Loop, to which Linda Bennett took sharp exception, leading to a short tiff. Kevin Dowling 
(5/18/2016) told me he liked the Loop. 

In 2017 the owners of the Book Shop on B Street before it closed, Carl and Marilyn Baker 
Madsen, reported increases in traffic volumes, speed, and noise, which make backing out of 
diagonal parking dangerous. Hundreds of people commented to them about how much they 
don’t like the Loop. At least one elderly customer no longer comes downtown due to traffic and 
the confusion of one-way streets and lane changes created by the Loop. 

Greg Schluntz, retired and when working part time delivering auto parts for Vic Hubbard 
before it closed, said their drivers had problems with the Loop even after they knew how it 
worked.  

When I asked a friend what he thought of the Loop, his answer was, “Oh good God!” 
Casper’s Hotdogs reports that their business collapsed after the Loop started. In January my 
neighbor Lodema Epperson, the Potter, said it was terrible. I asked if I could write that down; she 
said “My God, yes! It doesn’t promote business; it promotes freeways! You have to plan your 
route; you can’t go directly from Bank of the West to the library; forget the rest. A Street is so 
fast no one can see the businesses there.”  

My student intern from CSUEB Hayward didn’t know what “Loop” meant, so I explained it. 
His reaction, “I hate the Loop.” 

I sent an email in February to downtown merchants. Stu Modifies wrote: “As my numbers 
have shown, the loop has only damaged my business. My personal opinion is do what must be 
done for the businesses or the city will lose the appeal that many feel it has. Many simply cannot 
afford both the high rents and the low walk by traffic that we now have. Many of us blame the 
loop. Many clients have had to call to get help and others have simply arrived with complaints. 
When coming into my store, it is very important to be in a positive mental state so that you feel 
comfortable and excited. Frustration does not provide those feelings. I personally have heard 
from many people that they simply do not come to downtown anymore because of "what a pain 
it is". The intent is not to complain and blame the city but rather to express an honest view point 
of how this project has damaged my business personally.” 



In 2015, the CSUEB Hayward Emeritus and Retired Faculty Association (ERFA) in which I am 
an officer, searched downtown for a venue for our luncheons. We decided not to use The Ranch 
because of lack of parking on the south side of Foothill and because of difficulty crossing the 
Foothill from the north side. From Jack Kilgour: “The Hayward Ranch…has a nice banquet room in 
which I have eaten many Rotary lunches. To get to the Ranch, one would have to go down 
Mission Blvd. and turn into and go through the parking lot of a tire company. The Ranch no 
longer has an overflow parking lot on Watkins Street. If the small parking lot at The Ranch is full, 
there is a public parking lot not too far away on the far side of Mission Blvd…To get back to The 
Ranch would involve walking up to the crosswalk, waiting for the light, crossing a very busy street 
and then walking back down to The Ranch. Needless to say, we are not holding our luncheon at 
The Ranch. Since the "improvements" were made, I usually avoid downtown Hayward. However, 
on one occasion I was on Hesperian Blvd. and wanted to go to the Castro Valley Library. Without 
thinking, I drove up A Street which used to be a direct route to Castro Valley. It no longer is. At 
some point I was shunted around part of the downtown area to Foothill Blvd. before rejoining A 
Street. This is crazy! I do not understand the logic or purpose of the "improvements" that have 
been made to downtown Hayward. For those driving north on Mission Blvd. or coming up 
Jackson to Foothill Blvd., I guess it speeds things up. Heading in the other direction it is more 
problematic. Most cities want to encourage people to come to town to shop and do other 
business. Apparently, Hayward doesn't. -John G. Kilgour, Professor Emeritus, Department of 
Management, CSUEB.” 9/11/2015 email. 

ERFA Board members also made critical comments about the Loop. From my email: “I find 
the new Hayward traffic loop to be inconvenient at best and, at worst, so baffling that it 
discourages me from visiting the city. Recently, I met friends for dinner at Bijou. Upon leaving, I 
could not figure out how to get back to highway 580. Having worked in Hayward for many years, 
I thought I knew my way around. But not so any more. We co-own a building on A Street (near 
2nd), in which my husband has his law office. He, too, is confounded by the loop and his clients 
have expressed their difficulties in getting to and from that downtown location. The loop should 
be considered a failed experiment and the city should move on.” “I don't drive through Hayward, 
but when I do, I find that lane changes are confusing, difficult to manage and often dangerous. 
I'm surprised that there are not many reports of accidents everywhere on the Loop.” “I seldom 
come to Hayward anymore because the loop is too difficult to navigate and it is particularly hard 
to maneuver at night. I can buy anything available in Hayward in other cities, can attend movies 
in other cities, and dine in other cities. So why bother with the hassle of Hayward streets!”  

From a neighborhood leader in South Hayward on Jan. 28, 2015: “The loop has been a 
disaster. It has cut the downtown into two parts with an expressway prohibiting it from ever 
becoming a vital and thriving downtown. … [Foothill] is one of our main downtown streets. We 
have the right to develop it for our use and not be required to turn an integral part of our 
downtown into an expressway for those who don't want to live in our community to race 
through it. If people want to live and work on opposite sides of Hayward, they can take 880, 580 
and 680 and not ruin our downtown.” 

From a friend on Pinedale across from the Plunge: “Merge of Foothill and Jackson at the big 
traffic arch: there is no safe lane. Most of the cars on Foothill are crossing 3+ lanes to the left, 
and most of the cars on Jackson are crossing 3+ lanes to the right. This is bar none the most 
terrifyingly dangerous intersection I have ever driven (30 years, all over the country and bay 



area) INCLUDING driving in Tijuana 40 years ago. … Talking with a few neighbors, not just on 
Pinedale, everyone is concerned about the unsafe driving conditions - even though the PD may 
have produced stats that support the engineering position that the roadway is "safer".” 

I talked to my neighbor, Joe, on February 29, 2016, and mentioned I had some issues with 
the city, like the loop. He immediately said “Oh my God. It sucks. It’s the worst idea.” Also, that 
same day I asked Jay at Copy Pacific, who said it didn’t seem to have hurt his business (he has 
some parking on Foothill and behind Buffalo Bill’s) but that it had not accomplished its goals for 
downtown.  

Kim-yo “Ky” Hsieh emailed me on 3/22/2016: “Hayward really needs to get off the car-
boasting band wagon, and really start focus on pedestrian-friendliness infrastructure. Businesses 
benefit when there is proper parking and good walking accessibility. Foothill Blvd has so many 
businesses hampered by the frantic 40 mph (sometimes upwards of 45 - 50mph) speeds, that in 
actually, is like a mini-freeway. People simply are caught up in the momentum (literally) and 
don't (or wont) stop. They have more of an incentive to just go faster, than slow down and smell 
our boutique offerings. Thousands upon thousands use Hayward as a pass-through city ... sad, 
but true.” 

A friend talked to Benjamin, owner of Cyclepath on Foothill. He opposes the Loop. He talked 
to Jake at True Value Hardware next door, who said “The Loop has hurt my business. This side of 
Foothill is not part of downtown anymore.”  

On March 31, 2016, Diana Dickerson came to my house for my pledge to my church. I asked 
her what she thought of the Loop. “I think it’s disgusting. I have to go out of my way to get where 
I’m going…. [other comments too fast for me to take notes] …I hate it. I think it’s horrible.” A 
number of people have surprised me with the vehemence of their hostility to the Loop. 

On May 13 I got a new tire at Wheel Works at the corner of Jackson and Watkins. I was 
helped by Derek Sanders, visiting the shop as manager of 81 Wheel Works and Firestone stores 
in Northern California. He’s a Castro Valley native and believes the Loop is a failure for various 
reasons discussed here. The Loop did not have an identifiable impact on his business, but it does 
cut off access from westbound on Foothill to Jackson and from northbound on Mission which is 
forced to go up Foothill. 

A few days ago (May 2016) I was talking to Paul Hodges of the HARD Board and I asked him 
his opinion. He does not like the Loop and mentioned how hard it is to go east on A Street 

On September 9, 2016, at 4:40 pm I was driving north on Mission and had to wait through 
two red lights, service level F. 

On Sept. 13, 2016, I talked to Brian Schott, one of Hayward’s leading citizens. He told me he 
did not like the Loop, and suggested bringing Foothill south from A Street to B Street, based on 
the small number of people going north up Foothill and turning left onto A Street westbound. 
Since few people are using Foothill to get north to A Street, the Loop should make it easier to get 
south to B Street Making A Street two-way would also be acceptable.  

On Sept. 14, 2016, I was at Citibank setting up a new account for HAPA with Jonathan Jones. 
We were chatting casually and I asked in a neutral tone, “What do you think of the Loop?” “Oh, 
the Loop! I hate the Loop!” I had to laugh because I have heard that reaction from so many 
people. He added, “I can get a team of people to tell you that.”   



On Jan. 11, 2017, I was at a dinner with the Cassutos and the topic came up. Barbara said, 
“I’m not happy with the current traffic pattern,” and explained how it made it harder to get to 
Hayward Honda, not just the pattern but also the hazardous way people drove it, lane changing, 
and left turn jam ups.  

On March 15 I went to Kraski’s for some bran and chatted with the owner, Elie Goldstein. His 
store has access from a lot in back and Foothill in front. I asked where most people cam in and he 
said the lot. I asked about the Loop and he said he opposes it and gave me permission to use his 
name.  

Years of No Loop Analysis  

It was important to try to be objective, to separate bias from fact. A major question was how 
to separate idiosyncratic personal perceptions from a more comprehensive objective analysis. 
From 2014 onward there was a need to measure VMT, effective speed, and traffic volumes on 
the Loop, to compare to the previous system, and to look at reform. The Alameda County 
Transportation Commission (ACTC) and the City of Hayward had no interest in making an 
objective study. 

Under a 1990 law, the Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC) is responsible for 
reporting on congestion. Instead of delay at intersection LOS, state law requires congestion to be 
measured on a specific network of important roads designated in the Congestion Management 
Plan (CMP). Each point-to-point segment has a design speed and if actual traffic is much slower, 
it is rated at LOS F, congested. Drivers and timers working for ACTC measure speeds every two 
years on all the segments in Alameda County. And publishes a Level of Service monitoring report. 

The Loop has six segments, three each way, along Foothill, A Street and Mission. For 
decades, the ACTC measured speeds on Loop street links and never found congestion—using the 
definition required by state law. In 2010, the most recent year before Loop construction, four 
links were LOS C and two were D. There has been so little congestion that the ACTC CMP reports 
never commented on them.  

After completion of the Loop in 2014, ACTA stopped measuring the reverse directions. They 
ignored the new alignments needed to get from one point to another and stopped measuring 
where a new one-way prevented using the street. For ACTA, the cutting off of the ability to use 
the old route was reason enough to truncate the network of the three reverse direction links. By 
looking at shorter route, ignoring the new indirect alignments, and ignoring the continuing need 
of people to get from point-to-point, ACTA was able to report no congestion problems—even 
“improvements” in the level of service. ACTA reported the truncation of the network but never 
told the public that it had stopped measuring the full distance and that travel times increased 
between the old points in the three reverse directions. 

Public records requests over four years produced little of value. 

While ACTC dropped the ball on dealing with Loop problems, it is a big operation doing many 
things right. For a great education on transportation in Alameda County, go to the 2012 
Performance Report of the Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC).1  

                                                        
1 http://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/12486/2012_Performance_Report_20131218.pdf. For the 

report on traffic speeds for 2010 and 2012, go the 1202 LOS (Level of Service) Monitoring Report at 

http://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/12486/2012_Performance_Report_20131218.pdf


Over the years HAPA also kept asking the City to study the Loop. We asked Mayor Halliday 
and Councilman Piexoto to ask ACTC to study the Loop. No action was taken.  

HAPA Studies the Loop 

HAPA sent a long report, “Ideas for Downtown,” to the City several times over a few years, 
with variations and on many topics, but always with the major section focusing on the Loop. 
HAPA advocated a return to a two-way system; the Loop is too large to be efficient compared to 
two-way.2 

Before the Loop was approved, HAPA explained the defects of the “no project” scenario, the 
problem of circularity, and other issues. From 2014 onward, HAPA developed more and more 
data about additional problems that we did not realize in detail until the Loop actually went into 
effect. Given that ACTC and the City were unlikely to do a study, and that two-way is now 
included in the draft Specific Plan, it is no longer worth the trouble to seek a study. HAPA’s 
research, laid out below, will have to suffice. With anecdotal opinions all over the place and no 
useful traffic study, HAPA’s comments have gradually turned into the needed report. Here is the 
latest version of “Ideas.” Also, in our opinion, the evidence against the Loop is so over-whelming, 
there is no real need to do more study. Read on, and judge for yourself. 

1. Slower traffic. 

The one-ways on the Loop require drivers in the reverse direction go the long way around. 1. 
Southbound on Foothill is detoured two turns and two blocks out of it way. Some drivers instead 
turn left onto City Center Drive then right onto Second Street to get southbound, longer than the 
old straight through route. 2. Northbound Mission also goes two blocks and two turns out of its 
way using Foothill, or traffic can use Fletcher to Watkins to A Street. 3. Driving east on A Street is 
especially roundabout, .6 miles—right on Mission, left on C Street, left on Foothill, right on A 
Street Going west directly on A Street is .2 miles between the same two points.  

This problem also affected traffic with a downtown destination coming from the wrong 
direction; they have to go around extra blocks to reach where they were going. 

The Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC) has data that can answer the 
question, how much has traffic sped up or closed down with the Loop? Every two years ACTC 
measures “The Level of Service” as required by state law. The Congestion Management Plan 
(CMP) designates a network of major roadways in Alameda County. The roads are divided into 
segments and the county has over 1,600 segments.  

Historically, ACTC measured speed using a floating car with a driver and a timer making six or 
so passes along each segment during the morning peak and the evening peak. In 2018, the ACTC 
started using cell phone signals for the same purpose.  

The actual speed of travel is related to the design speed of the segment. The level of service 
goes from A to F, depends on the measured speed relative to the design speed. A segment 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

http://www.alamedactc.org/app_pages/view/8091; for 2012 and 2014, go to 
http://www.alamedactc.org/events/view/12969 (draft as of as of 7/18/2014).  
2 Vikash Gayah, “Two-Way Street Networks: More Efficient than Previously Thought?” Access, fall 2012. The author 
confirmed to me that there is an error in Fig. 3; the key is reversed; the bottom dashed line is two-way network with 
left turn lanes. 

http://www.alamedactc.org/app_pages/view/8091
http://www.alamedactc.org/events/view/12969


running close to its design speed rates A and one running very slowly would be F. A slow speed 
could be rated A if that is the design speed, regardless of how drivers feel about it.  

HAPA looked at the ACTC data from 2010 to 2018. We noticed a problem: in 2014 ACTC 
truncated the segments in the reverse direction. For example, historically ACTC measured the 
speed going east on A Street from Western Blvd. to Foothill. From 2014, ACTC measured only the 
distance to Mission, two blocks less. ACTC deleted three blocks on Mission and four blocks on 
Foothill. The reason ACTC gave was that the one way going west prevented use of those to 
blocks. ACTC’s 2014 Report made no reference to how shorter segments affected the speed, nor 
to the slow-downs in the reverse directions, which it did not measure, having eliminated them 
from the monitoring.3 

ACTC ignored questions about the continuing need people had to reach Foothill and how 
much longer that would take going around by C Street. The connecting roads were there, but not 
considered to be a realignment of the segment.  

Effective speed 
Effective speed is an important new concept in transportation and essential for 

understanding the Loop. We decided that speeds in the reverse direction should be based on the 
old distance and the new amount of time going the long way around, which is “effective speed.” 
There really is no better way to compare the pre-Loop with the post-Loop performance.  

Understanding effective speed is absolutely crucial to understanding what is wrong with the 
Loop. It does not mean how fast a vehicle is moving. It means how fast a person can travel 
between two points. Traveling a little faster on an indirect route can be slower than traveling a 
little slower on a straight route. It is the time to get from point-to-point that matters. Since ACTC 
would not look at the problem, HAPA did: We measured the times on the indirect routes with 
two passes of a floating car, ours. We related that time to the direct distance to calculate 
effective speed in the three reverse directions.  

Speeds in the reverse direction. ACTA’s and our findings are in the table below on “Loop 
speeds from 2010 to 2018.” The truncated segments are shown in yellow and our measurements 
shown in green. For A Street eastbound and Mission northbound, we found what we expected: 
big slowdowns. For Foothill southbound, we got a surprise, at least for 2016. Driving the whole 
distance via A Street and Mission had a travel speed of 9.2 miles per hour. ACTC, measuring 
Foothill only from City Center to A Street, had slower speed, 7.3 miles per hour. However, that 
segment also had volatility, before and after the Loop. 2014 and 2018, bracketing 2016, both had 
higher speeds and conformed to our idea that the shorter distance would have a higher speed 
than going the longer distance on a roundabout route. 

Average speeds in the reverse directions. HAPA’s research produced substantial evidence of 
a big slowdown in the reverse directions when measured consistently with the pre-Loop 
network. Comparing 2010 and 2016, the ACTC report on the three truncated routes showed 
traffic was actually slightly slower because of the anomaly on Foothill. HAPA research on the 
effective speeds for the full distances showed slower speeds by 6.5 miles per hour. 

                                                        
3 https://www.alamedactc.org/previous-los-monitoring-reports/ 



To adjust for volatility, we also looked at ACTC for 2018, which showed average traffic 2.2 
miles per hour faster than 2010, as compared to the HAPA 2016 figure of 6.5 miles per hour 
slower. The effective speeds on the real distances were all Level of Service F. 

Average speeds, both directions. ACTA found an increase in speed in the one-way direction 
of 1.4 miles per hour from 2010 to 2018 was out-weighed by the slow down in the reverse 
directions, for an average loss of speed of 5.1 miles per hour. The reason was simple: the speed 
up in the one-way direction was less than the slow-down in the reverse direction.  

Another way to understand speed changes is to include the segments coming into and 
leaving the Loop, as shown in the table. This increases the comprehensiveness of the analysis to 
see the larger system of which the Loop is a part. There are 18 data points for each year. In 2010 
they averaged 19.1 miles per hour and in 2018, 18.4 miles per hour, for a large area slow down of 
0.8 miles per hour using truncated ACTC data. Using the HAPA data to get real speeds, the slow-
down on the larger network is2.2 miles per hour. 

Caveats: The volatility of speeds across the years indicates more factors in play than just the 
Loop, particularly the economy. Data can be selected out of context to reach different 
conclusions. Our table presents all the data ACTC has, allowing you to look around for more 
interpretations than we have make. We believe the data taken as a whole, from various angles, 
shows that the Loop has made traffic slower. 

While traffic engineers could do a deeper analysis, this research is important for those 
concerned about actual speeds. The Council has shown no interest in this issue and probably is 
more concerned with popular perceptions than actual performance.  

 

Loop speeds from 2010 to 2018 Average Speed, PM Peak Period 
 

 
Speeds on truncated segments measured by ACTC 

      

 
Effective speeds on real distance, HAPA research** 

      

 
Segment 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 change 

A Street eastbound 
     

2010-
2018 

west side I-880 to Western 23.3 18.8 20.8 21.7 20.8 -2.5 

loop Western to Foothill to 2012, Mission 2014 on 7.6 5.2 14.7 11.9 10.8 3.2 

loop Western to Foothill, HAPA research x x x 5.6 5.6 
 

east side Foothill to Redwood Rd/Grove Way* 20.5 20.5 17.6 19.9 19.0 -1.5 

A Street westbound 
      

east side Redwood Rd/Grove Way to Foothill Boulevard* 16.6 16.6 27.9 19.5 19.1 2.5 

loop Foothill to Western in Loop 13.5 10.3 10.7 17.2 14.1 0.6 

west side Western to I-880 21.8 17.7 20.6 19.1 17.9 -3.9 
        

Jackson and Foothill northbound 
      

south side I-880 to Mission on Jackson 15.4 6.9 14.5 10.6 16.1 0.7 

loop Jackson to City Center 17.3 6.4 12.3 16.0 15.3 -2 

north side City Center to I-580 20.7 21.5 13.5 14.3 20.7 0 



Foothill and Jackson southbound 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 change 

north side Castro V Blvd to City Center 27.2 23.1 24.5 26.7 18.7 -8.5 

loop City Center to Jackson to 2012, A Street 2014 on 16.2 8.9 24.0 7.3 16.7 0.5 

loop City Center to Jackson, HAPA research x x x 9.2 9.2 
 

south side Mission to I-880 on Jackson 23.4 23.7 18.4 22.8 20.8 -2.6 
        

Mission northbound 
      

south side Sorenson to Jackson 15.8 11.8 23.5 16.8 19.7 3.9 

loop Jackson to Sunset to 2012, A Street to Sunset 2014 17 10.6 9.7 19.3 19.9 2.9 

loop Jackson to Sunset, HAPA research x x x 6.5 6.5 
 

north side Sunset to Lewelling 26.3 24.9 20.7 21.1 21.2 -5.1 

Mission southbound 
      

north side Lewelling to Sunset 27.3 27.0 16.4 15.8 19.9 -7.4 

loop Sunset to Jackson 11.4 9.0 11.7 17.1 16.9 5.5 

south side Jackson to Sorenson 23.3 18.7 16.9 19.1 22.8 -0.5 
        

 average speed on 2014+ truncated segments 2016 13.6   12.8  -.0.8 

 average effective speed in reverse direction 2016 13.6   7.1  -6.5 
 

average reported speed on truncated segments 2018 13.6 
   

15.8 2.2 
 

average effective speed in reverse direction 2018 13.6 
   

7.1 -6.5 

 average speed and change on one-way directions 14.1    15.4 1.4 
 

change in average speed on the Loop 
     

-5.1 

 average speed on all segments, truncated ACTA 19.1    18.4 -0.8 

 average speed on all segments, effective real speeds 19.1    16.9 -2.2 

 

Segments are defined by ACTC for the network of major roads in Alameda County, the CMP (Congestion 
Management Plan) Network. The typical LOS Monitoring report is 16 columns wide and 1,733 lines long.  

* 2010 speed was not measured; 2012 speed is shown for 2010. 

**HAPA research is shown below. The 2016 speed is shown for 2018. 

2012 LOS monitoring results 

https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/2012_LOS_Monitoring_Report-Appendix_G.pdf 

2014 LOS monitoring results 

https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/2014_AlamedaCTC_LOS_Monitoring_Report_AppendixB.pdf 

2016 LOS Monitoring Results  

https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/2016_LOS_Monitoring_Report_AppendixB.pdf  

2018 LOS Monitoring Results  

https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/2018LOS_Results_Tables.pdf  

  

HAPA research 

HAPA floating car timing of speeds on short segments 2016   

https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/2012_LOS_Monitoring_Report-Appendix_G.pdf
https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/2016_LOS_Monitoring_Report_AppendixB.pdf
https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/2018LOS_Results_Tables.pdf


February 2016, 5 to 6 pm, driver Nancy S., timer Sherman L. time 
1 

time 
2 

average 
min. 

dis-
tance 

effective 
speed 

A Street - eastbound Western to Foothill 4:37 6:47 5.70 0.53 5.6 

Foothill - southbound City Center to Jackson 3:47 4:17 4.03 0.62 9.2 

Mission - northbound Jackson to A Street* 4:24 4:11 4.29 0.46 6.5 

*We went to A Street, should have gone .84 miles more to Sunset. Distance corrected to A Street by .376 mi. 

C:\Users\sherm\Documents\238 Freeway\Archive\Loop traffic data\ HAPA speeds 2010 to 2020.xlsx 

 

2. Increased traffic on B Street and C Street 

We looked at data from the City, Caltrans, and ACTC to understand how traffic counts 
changed. Was there a problem? There were many changes, some logical and some we do not 
understand. One change stood out as a problem, a huge increase in traffic on B Street and C 
Street. 

The City used to count traffic on major streets but in recent years has done only spot surveys 
here and there, and keeps records for only ten years. The City gave us its data from 2000 to 2017, 
but it had only one 2014 count on Foothill and two 2017 counts on Foothill. Fortunately, we had 
old City traffic maps that the City did not seem to know about. We had big City maps for 1967 
and 1968 showing traffic volumes by thickness of a line for each street and with numbers (see 
figure below for downtown inset from larger map). We also had maps for 1988, 1993, and 1997 
and an old spreadsheet with more data. So, we had data on the past but not the present. 

Caltrans was another source of traffic counts. Caltrans measured Average Annual Daily 
Traffic (ADT) on state routes. Caltrans had eight relevant data points per year, but stopped 
counting traffic when the routes were relinquished. We had Caltrans data from its website from 
1993 up to the relinquishments of 2010 and 2017. Again, data on the past, not the present. Both 
data sets, like the data on traffic speeds, had volatility over the years. 

Given thin and spotty data on current traffic volumes, we turned to the traffic model for 
2010 and 2020 of the Alameda County Transportation Commission. (ACTC). The Countywide 
Travel Demand Model is a four-step model with five trip purposes and separate modeling for 
trucks.4 It is current for this type of modeling but has not yet advanced to Activity Based 
Modeling like San Diego and San Francisco.  

The model update in 2014 used traffic counts from 2008 to 20012 from all over Alameda 
County to validate the model for 2010.5 On February 7, 2018, ACTC told us via email us that 
“Once every 10 years, for the purposes of a countywide travel demand model base year update 
and validation corresponding with the US Census update, Alameda CTC requests traffic counts 
data from the local jurisdictions and Caltrans. These counts are requested for locations along 
roadways that cross screenlines across the county.” The screenlines where traffic is counted are 
the 16 jurisdictional lines among local governments. 

                                                        
4 https://www.alamedactc.org/planning/congestion-management/countywide-travel-demand-model/ 
5 ACTC, Alameda Countywide Transportation Model Update, Final Model Documentation, August, 2015, 

https://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/17533/AlamedaCTC_ModelDocumentation_FinalReport_20
151109.pdf. ACTC, Alameda Countywide Transportation Model Update, Projections 2009, Model Documentation, 
https://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/9608/AlamedaCTC_Model_P09_112712.pdf  

https://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/17533/AlamedaCTC_ModelDocumentation_FinalReport_20151109.pdf
https://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/17533/AlamedaCTC_ModelDocumentation_FinalReport_20151109.pdf
https://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/9608/AlamedaCTC_Model_P09_112712.pdf


The model provides the best detail, indeed 
the only detail, on traffic by block in both 
directions. Every block of downtown Hayward is 
a travel analysis zone, which relates land use to 
the network, taking traffic on and off. The model 
is constrained by having to match actual traffic 
counts in many locations. The time frame is short 
enough to avoid major errors, and the decade 
between projections avoid the volatility of year 
to year estimates.  

Having said that, there are still some 
problems for downtown. Since ACTC’s 
screenlines for counting traffic were miles away 
from downtown, the model was not validated for 
downtown. ACTC: “There are only two 
screenlines near Hayward: one at the Union City 
border and one that covers Castro Valley. These 
are referred to as Screenline 10 and Screenline 
11, respectively, in the model documentation 
reports. Neither of these screenlines is near 
downtown Hayward.” 

For lay people, the criteria for how much 
error is acceptable in the model compared to the 
observed count can be unnerving. For example, 
the screenline closest to downtown Hayward is 
at the city limit with Castro Valley. It has a 
criterion of 20 percent error allowed between modeled and observed, and the actual error was 
16 percent. The range of error and distance from downtown lowered the usefulness.  

ACTC then projected traffic for 2020 based on the model and growth estimates, but not 
using traffic counts after the Loop started. The lack of validation for downtown and the lack of 
any usable Loop counts in the 2020 projection mean the county model is limited—but we will 
look at it anyway. The model is somehow at the same time very useful and very questionable. 

The charts below show the downtown grid for 2010 and 2020. Key traffic counts just outside 
the Loop and one on Mission are circled and the Loop is highlighted in yellow. 

You can study these charts for a large variety of purposes, but finding problems is our focus 
here, and those problems are the increase of traffic on B Street and on Mission south of B Street. 
The initial traffic study did not report the problem. I did not fully realize this problem until doing 
this research. Traffic increased 673 percent on B Street and 334 percent on Mission south of B 
Street. Traffic on A Street also increased by 240 percent, while traffic on Foothill fell by 240 
percent. Evidently, much of the traffic southbound on Foothill in 2010 shifted to Mission 
southbound in 2020, under-using Foothill and over-loading Mission.  

The Loop does not function with A Street for westbound; it functions with A and B Streets 
combined for westbound, with the trip increase of both combined (55,000) explaining most of 
the increase on Mission (48,000).  

1968 City of Hayward traffic flow map. 



The realignment of Winton into 
D Street produced a large increase 
of traffic on D St. 

The table also shows data from 
the 1968 chart shown above.  

There seem to be two reasons 
for the big traffic increase on B 
Street. One reason is that traffic 
coming north up Foothill often finds 
B Street a shorter way to get west, 
rather than going an extra block up 
to A Street. Second, even more 
important, traffic coming down B 
Street from the east can no longer 
turn left to get west on Foothill and 
so goes on B Street to Mission to 
Jackson. 

The irony of the huge jump in 
through traffic on B Street is that a 
major purpose of the Bypass and 
Loop was to get through traffic onto 
the Bypass or onto Foothill, only to 
have the Hayward’s major shopping 
street be severely impacted with 
through traffic.  

Other streets—Mission, C 
Street, and Foothill--also get more 
traffic from eastbound on A Street 
which can no longer use A Street.  

Traffic Analysis, Selected Downtown Streets 

one-way 1968 2010 2020 
10-20 

change 

B Street: westbound Main to Mission 11,300  3,996  30,882  673% 

        

two-way in 1968 and 2010, one-way in 2020     change 

Mission between B Street and C Street 18,000  14,257  61,861  334% 

Foothill between B and C 35,000  88,009  69,651  -21% 

A Street between Foothill and Main 19,000  10,153  34,552  240% 

        

two-way in 2010 and 2020         

D Street: Mission - Main both ways 2,700  529  13,088  2374% 

ACTC model for downtown Hayward, 2010 



 

Slower traffic and the increases 
of traffic volumes on key streets 
seem to result from the fact that 
the Loop, unlike a short-distance, 
side-by-side one-way couplet, is just 
too big, around a whole downtown, 
to be efficient.  

3. Circularity and VMT  

Circularity refers to the fact 
that about half of trips have to take 
a more circular, longer route, than 
they did with two-way traffic. It 
occurs going through the Loop in 
the reverse direction and going to 
places downtown that require 
doubling back to get there.  

The circularity of the Loop 
increases VMT (Vehicle Miles 
Traveled), pollution, GHG 
(greenhouse gases), and energy use 
compared to direct travel. Even if 
the longer distance were balanced 
by a higher speed, it would still 
mean more VMT.  

 

 

 

4. Problems navigating errands.  

Going to a single place is usually easy enough, even if the long way around. However, for two 
or more errands, the route can be complicated. You can’t get from Lucky to CVS efficiently, only 
from CVS to Lucky. If one is at Lucky and A Street and wants to go to CVS, one route is up A 
Street, left on Mission, right on Hotel, left on Main, right on McKeever, right on Maple Court, 
right on A Street, and hope for a break in traffic to get across to CVS. This kind of problem 
requires planning errands carefully or wasting time driving the long way around.  

5. Jack rabbiting, pulse traffic, inefficiency of lane use. 

These three issues are manifestations of the same problem, some streets much bigger than 
needed, especially Foothill. Instead of two lanes facing a red light, the Loop has four to five lanes. 
Cars spread out at the light, usually just a few deep, lined up on the white line. Drivers see wide 
open pavement ahead. When the light turns green, the cars speed forward up to 50 miles per 

ACTC model for downtown Hayward, 2020 



hour, only to stop at the next red light. Instead of a stream of cars using a few lanes, there is a 
pulse of traffic using many lanes, followed by empty pavement.  

A Street is two fast downhill blocks. Foothill after D Street gets fast traffic.  

Lane use can be measured in average daily traffic (ADT) per lane per block. Loop lanes are 
used inefficiently compared with similar urban arterials in other old downtown in the Bay Area 
like El Camino, East 14th/San Pablo, and Telegraph Ave. One little-used lane on the Loop is the 
left lane southbound on Mission south of D Street to Foothill. 

6. Three routes reduced to two.  

Previously, northbound traffic could use three routes; now Mission north traffic is blocked, 
adding to traffic on Fletcher/Watkins and Foothill. Previously, northeast-bound could use three 
routes; now Jackson traffic is added to Watkins and Foothill. Previously, eastbound traffic could 
use three routes, now A Street is blocked and adds traffic to C Street and small neighborhood 
streets. Previously, southbound traffic could use three routes; now Foothill traffic is blocked and 
adds to traffic on Mission and Second Street. As a result, crossing volumes (e.g., at Watkins and 
Jackson) are increased and the red-light cycle is longer.  

7. Lanes In, Lanes Out.  

The Loop simply rearranged traffic within the loop and with no increase in capacity of 
outside streets serving the loop. The typical numbers of lanes entering and leaving the Loop are 
the same: two for Mission on the north side, three for Mission on the south side (to Carlos Bee), 
three for Jackson on the west side, and three for Foothill on the north side. There is one 
exception; Foothill southbound north of A Street narrows to two lanes, reducing the capacity of 
the whole system and demonstrating that three lanes are not necessary. The Loop only 
rearranges the flow within downtown. The Loop reduces intersection conflict, but increases 
distances, increases lane changes, and makes some traffic faster.  

8. Intersection blocking.  

Pictures: blockage of Watkins at Jackson, blockage of Mission SB by Foothill NB. 

The result of forcing more traffic on Jackson to go up to Foothill often creates a problem 
where northbound Watkins crosses Jackson. Drivers on Jackson sometimes misjudge the traffic 
lights and get caught in the intersection, blocking northbound Watkins, which has a short signal 
time. Drivers turning right are unable to get out of the way of traffic behind on a short green 

cycle. Pedestrians have to weave 
through traffic that could move at any 
time. All three problems are shown in 
one picture below. The same problem 
occurs for traffic on Foothill coming 
into the D Street intersection, backing 
up to block southbound traffic on 
Mission. This happened to me Dec. 21 
2015 at night during a rain storm, 
when I was blocked by a large truck 
and changing lanes was too 



dangerous. Sometimes you have to wait through two red lights. 

Cut-throughs.  

Eastbound A Street, unable to go straight, often goes left up Mission and then onto 
neighborhood streets: Hotel Ave. to Main Street to McKeever to City Center Dr. to Foothill. They 
also go up Montgomery to Simon to Main to Hazel to Foothill. These rat runs are still less 
convenient for people who need to get eastbound on A Street  

Another cut-through occurs coming south on Foothill when people don’t want to go all the 
way to A Street to turn right, and turn right on City Center and left on Maple Court, often 
speeding despite the narrow street.  

Another cut-through is eastbound on C Street Instead of waiting for the light at Foothill, 
people drive through the parking structure. When I tried it, I beat the C Street traffic. 

9. Pedestrian crossing problems.  

Wide expressways make it difficult, uncomfortable, and hazardous for pedestrians to cross 
the street, as compared to narrower crossings, pedestrian medians, and bulb-outs. Crossing A 
Street on the west side of Foothill has four lanes and is especially difficult despite the signs, 
because drivers don’t see pedestrians unless they look left when they need to look right to make 
the turn. On Foothill, northbound drivers making a left turn on to A Street have no light and only 
a sign telling them to stop for pedestrians. On Foothill, southbound drivers in the right lane 
turning onto A Street can make a right on red. The other three lanes are always green, back and 
forth between westbound on A Street and Foothill southbound to A Street westbound. There is 
no pedestrian crossing light. Much of Foothill is seven lanes and over 80 feet wide, far too wide 
for most pedestrians. It is even worse when you look to the left and see a wall of cars ready to 
head your way. 

10. Traffic-pedestrian conflicts.  

Pedestrians crossing Mission at B Street delay cars on B Street trying to turn left onto 
Mission. The Loop increases the number of cars on B Street and the number needing to turn left. 

11. Intense lane changing and merge problems.  

The Loop requires intense, perilous lane changing, with many drivers ignoring pavement 
markings. It may be possible to observe this problem using CCTVs at the intersections. 

o From Mission northbound onto Foothill merging left to enter the Cinema parking 



structure.  
o From Foothill southbound in right lanes, especially the inner lane which must quickly 

merge into the lane on the left, to westbound on A Street and then must merge more left 
to get on Mission southbound. Merging left fast enough to get into the CVS lot can be 
dangerous or impossible. 

o Jackson northeast-bound onto Foothill merging with traffic from D Street on the left and 
Mission on the right. Getting from Jackson to Foothill to D Street eastbound is so difficult 
it is prohibited, forcing a longer route and still difficult lane changes to turn right 
eastbound on C Street If the pattern were changed to a two-way system, then D Street 
traffic at Foothill is reduced by allowing traffic to go up Mission to A Street Also, merges 
from Jackson and Mission onto Foothill are reduced by how the traffic lights would pulse 
traffic between Jackson and Mission.  

o Exiting the Cinema Parking Structure onto Foothill it is impossible to cross safely six lanes 
to get to eastbound on B Street, and challenging to even get eastbound on A Street.  

o Exiting the City Parking Structure onto Mission it can be difficult or impossible to change 
lanes fast enough to turn left onto C Street 

o D Street westbound right onto Foothill and left into Cinema Parking Structure is difficult, 
requiring changing five lanes in a short distance. 

o B Street from east side of Foothill. Going to park in front of Copy Pacific requires crossing 
six lanes almost at right angles in order to reach the safety of the seventh lane for 
parking. It is possible with a red light on Foothill. 

o D Street westbound to Foothill northbound to enter parking structure requires changing 
three lanes in about one block and is almost impossible if there is traffic. The method I 
use is to slow down, lean out the window and look back, wave my arm, and hope that 
someone will slow down enough to let me in, three times.  

High speeds aggravate the problem of lane changing and merges. I had a scary experience 
exiting the city parking structure southbound onto Mission and changing four lanes to get 
eastbound on C Street The cars behind me made it difficult to see what was coming in the lane 
back to my left, and I had to slow down to a near stop to see. What I could see was fast traffic 
coming up at me unwilling to slow down even when I was a foot into their lane. I had to pull in 
front of the least dangerous car coming up at me and do it three more times. I have a hunch that 
the driver behind me who honked had to brake a bit. 

12. Queuing (lane stacking) and safety problems.  

Excessive queuing in left lanes occurs because the Loop goes in the left direction. I have seen 
this all the time; it is a systemic problem.  

o Southbound on Mission in the left lane to go eastbound onto C Street;  
o Eastbound on C Street left lane to north on Foothill;  

Merge of Jackson and Mission into Foothill and Jackson: there is no safe lane. Many cars 
from Mission onto Foothill are crossing 3+ lanes to the left, and many cars from Jackson are 
crossing 3+ lanes to the right. This is bar none the most terrifyingly dangerous intersection I 
have ever driven (30 years, all over the country and bay area) INCLUDING driving in Tijuana 40 
years ago. –Bonnie Peyton, Hayward resident 



o Westbound on A Street in the left lane on the east side of Foothill, getting ready for turns 
into CVS, Salvation Army, Main Street and Mission Blvd. On 6/18/16 I was coming south 
on Main to use A Street, to Mission. When the light turned green two left lanes were fully 
stacked into the intersection, so I went up Mission, over on Hotel, back across on Main to 
D Street for the left on Mission 

o Westbound on A Street in the left lanes on the east side of Mission 
o Eastbound on A Street in the left lane to go north on Mission to reach the Hotel Ave. rat 

run;  
o Northbound on Mission in the left lane to go west on Fletcher, sometimes back up 

outside the turn pocket all the way to the Plunge,  
o Northbound on Watkins at Jackson, where a sometimes very brief light cycle and the 

blocking problem described above creates an incentive for drivers to use the left turn only 
land to go straight, or to cut left out of the straight lane, cut around blocked cars in that 
lane, and swerve back into the intersection to continue on Watkins (I’ve seen it done and 
done it myself), and   

o Westbound on B Street to turn left onto Mission. 

13. Parking lost to the Loop.  

The loss of parking on Loop streets has probably reduced commerce. Some surviving Loop 
parking on A Street does not look or feel like parking. The white line for parking is not marked for 
specific spaces and is not clear if the area is for parking. Speeding cars in the adjacent lane make 
it uncomfortable to open the car door on the traffic side; it can feel uncomfortable, even 
dangerous, to stop and back into a parallel parking space. Parking lot to the Loop should be 
restored and parking should be increased on Foothill. Design plans and space counts have been 
submitted to the City, but not acknowledged. 

14. Land lost to the Loop.  

The Loop required acquisition of 30 parcels and destruction of 18 buildings, all or most of 
which could be recovered for higher uses. The City should recover the land for productive use. 
The Loop included widening D Street and the destruction a large, delightful mural that enriched 
down for decades. When D Street is narrowed and new building is built, the mural con be 
restored.  

15. Longer lights.  

The Loop reduces conflicts at some intersections and can thus speed up traffic, but it also 
creates more flow at intersections, creating more conflicts. There seem to be longer lights 
northbound on Watkins at D Street possibly due to traffic diverted from A Street to D Street, and 
at other places with very wide pedestrian crossings.  

The Loop has made traffic slower and reduced access to downtown. These problems would 
go away or be diminished by a two-way system.  

Complete Streets and the Downtown Specific Plan  

For years, City leaders needed to ask, what will bring the most business downtown? What 
should we do to increased access by non-auto modes? These questions are still unanswered, but 
at the same time people were complaining about the Loop, a planning process was underway to 
go back to a two-way system.  



Ironically, in March 2013, just as Loop construction was completed, the City committed to 
“complete streets” to better serve non-auto modes.6 City action was prompted by the Complete 
Streets Act of 2008 (AB 1358) which finally took effect in 2011, and was backed up by 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and Alameda County Transportation 
Commission (ACTC) funding policies of 2012. The City policy was far more detailed than anything 
HAPA had advocated. It focused on improving non-auto modes and on helping all travelers, not 
just drivers.  

The logic of complete streets goes against the Loop. Complete streets “are designed and 
operated to enable safe access for all users, including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and 
transit riders of all ages and abilities. Complete streets make it easy to cross the street, walk to 
shops, and bicycle to work. They allow buses to run on time and make it safe for people to walk 
to and from train stations.”7 

In July 2014, ACTC granted the City of Hayward $950,000 to write a new Downtown Specific 
Plan. There were delays when the first consultant failed to perform and then more money was 
needed. At HAPA’s September 2014 Board meeting we decided what we would advocate to 
reform the Loop.8 We lacked confidence the City would apply the complete streets idea to the 
Loop, but we would eventually be proven wrong. 

The City spent over $1 million on Linda Wise Consulting (LWC) and subconsultant Nelson 
Nygaard to develop a new downtown plan. The scope of work included planning complete 
streets with more room for bicycles and pedestrians. The process featured a citizen’s advisory 
committee, workshops, a charrette, a Vision Plan, and a Draft Hayward Downtown Specific Plan. 
After the Vision Plan, the City put out a Draft Plan January 2019, still without any analysis of what 
was wrong with the Loop.9 Nelson Nygaard, the traffic consultant, made no mention of HAPA’s 
analysis of 15 Loop problems. 

The Draft plan nevertheless recommended reverting the Loop to two-way and other HAPA 
ideas: unbundling, market parking charges, deregulation of parking requirements, bicycle lanes, 
safer pedestrian crossings, no parking structures, efficient street parking, land recovery, and 
narrowing Foothill Blvd.10 The plan, in fact, largely implemented the ideas that HAPA had set 
forth in the “Foothill / Mission Smart Growth Variation” in February 2003. HAPA’s analysis was 
ignored but our solutions were adopted. I doubt, however, that HAPA had any influence on City 
policy; rather, the idea of complete streets had become popular.11  

Two-way traffic will reduce or eliminate Loop problems: it will make point-to-point travel 
times faster than Loop effective times by restoring directness and by spreading out turning 
movements to more intersections, which reduces red light times by having less traffic at each 
intersection. Two-way the traffic will reduce circularity and VMT, which will reduce GHG 

                                                        
6 Director of Public Works to Mayor and Council, Adoption of Compete Streets Policy, March 19, 2013. 
7 https://smartgrowthamerica.org/program/national-complete-streets-coalition/publications/what-are-

complete-streets/ 
8 Note: HAPA News July 2014. 
9 City of Hayward, Hayward Downtown Specific Plan, Public Hearing Draft, January 2019, 

https://www.hayward-ca.gov/downtown-specific-plan   
10 City of Hayward, Downtown Specific Plan, https://www.hayward-ca.gov/downtown-specific-plan  
11 City of Hayward, Downtown Specific Plan, https://www.hayward-ca.gov/downtown-specific-plan  

https://www.hayward-ca.gov/downtown-specific-plan
https://www.hayward-ca.gov/downtown-specific-plan
https://www.hayward-ca.gov/downtown-specific-plan


(greenhouse gases) and other air pollution. The efficiency of lane use improves. The ease of lane 
changes improves. There would be more space for parking. Land can be recovered for 
development. More people come downtown. Fewer people would try to drive through 
downtown. Slow speeds, however, may make it hard to perceive faster effective travel times.  

Two-way will be more effective if combined with other policies discussed in this report. 

The traffic oval and alternatives  

Nelson Nygaard proposed a big oval traffic circle from Mission to D Street along Foothill 
Blvd. It looks nice as “place making” but will work poorly for traffic along several lines of travel. It 
will condemn existing business, require expensive right-of-way takes, and cost much more than 
alternatives. Mission traffic would have to jog off from a direct route. Two blocks of D Street, 
recently widened, would be closed and diverted to other streets adding to their traffic. 
Eastbound on D St. would evidently have to go the long-way-around using narrow Francisco 
Street to the south, or C Street on the north.12  

The proposal seems far too expensive and impractical compared to and affordable, cost-
effective signalized intersection or simple traffic circle. Foothill could be realigned a bit the east 
for a less oblique alignment into Jackson, narrowing the crossing distance and speeding up the 
flow. Realignment would also create the green space of the oval. 

Traffic circles are as efficient or more so than intersections, but require more space. A one 
lane traffic circle has about the same capacity as a two-lane intersection. The big intersection 
serves mostly two-lane inputs and a two-lane circle plus right turn lanes might accommodate 
Loop flow.  

Paris has the largest traffic circle in the world at the Arc de Triomphe. It accommodates 12 
arterials with 59 lanes, a mix of open, parking, and bus lanes. It is 120 curb-to-curb or about 11 
lanes wide, except it has no lanes marked, just wide-open pavement. The YouTube videos of 
traffic flow at first appear chaotic, but then systematic, with mostly slow traffic and little herds of 
cars flowing through. Traffic from four lane incoming traffic overwhelms those on the loop, but 
evidently traffic lights a block upstream cut off the flow, so when the pulse has passed, the cars 
in the circle can zip around OK. 

The situation in Hayward is a little different from Paris. The consultants never gave people a 
choice; they are not giving City Council a choice. Council has no information about choices that 
are probably better for effective speed, low cost, and rapid implementation.  

AB 1386 

The oval plan would delay implementation until 2028 and does not refer to the AB 1386 
account that has enough funds to fix the problem soon. The California Transportation 
Commission has programmed $100,000,000 in the Local Agency Transportation Improvement 
Program (LATIP) for spending on projects in central Alameda County. The LATIP, already used for 
the Corridor/Loop project, has more funds available for programming by the City, ACTC, and MTC 
by applying to the CTC. (See Staff Report by City Manager, Agreement with Caltrans, Jan. 12, 
2016, File #: LB 16-007.) I have much more information. 

 

                                                        
12 HAPA News, August 28, 2017.  



 

 

Proposed traffic oval, Hayward Downtown Specific Plan, January 2019 



Appendix E  

Appendix E of the EIR on the Downtown Plan has transportation and circulation data and it is 
very sad. It was expensive; it measured the wrong thing; it does not even mention what must 
analyzed to assess impacts. Nelson Nygaard messed up the street pattern design; Kittleson 
messed up the analysis. Kittleson used its model to justify the project, not to figure out the best 
alternative. Appendix E purports to meet CEQA requirements using official guidelines of the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District, which are quite inadequate to evaluate impacts. 

In 341 pages of descriptions, irrelevancies, and analysis, Kittleson obsessed on intersection 
LOS F and only one solution, make the intersection bigger: 51 lane additions to intersections and 
7 lane additions to freeways. Such a policy will induce more traffic and make matters worse. It is 
based on rigid assumptions that ignore alternative policies. It directly contradicts Compete 
Streets policy: Plan at p. 371, Program C 3: “Reduce motor vehicle travel lanes on the following 
roadways to reallocate space for other uses…” 

Fortunately, massive lane expansions are too expensive to have any impact, but we still need 
an adequate EIR. 

Kittleson bases its analysis exclusively, without adjustment of the ACTC Travel Demand 
Model.13 Yet the policies of the plan are designed to change those model outputs and those 
impacts have to be evaluated. In general, four-step models like the one ACTC uses over-predicts 
congestion for the “no-project alternative” in future years. The models use the same trip table of 
travel demand for all scenarios when it, in reality, would change among them. 

The EIR ignores 

1. Intersection LOS is the wrong thing to measure. State law has eliminated LOS as a 

basis for determining significant impacts. Congestion due to development in dense 
centers is an impact that no longer requires mitigation.14  

2. LOS based on link speed, effective speed, pedestrians, bicycles, transit, public cars, 
local residents, and business access. 

3. City policy: “LOS F may be acceptable due to costs of mitigation or when there would 
be other unacceptable impacts, such as right-of-way acquisition or degradation of 
the pedestrian environment due to increased crossing distances or unacceptable 
crossing delays.” The EIR fails to discuss this. 

4. The impact of the plan on vehicle miles traveled (VMT), effective speed, link traffic 
volumes, link speeds, induced demand, induced restraint, land use changes due to 
network changes, alternative modes, travel time budgets, walkable systems, and 
pricing reforms. (As shown above, the ACTC model reports volumes on every block.) 
An adequate traffic study would have revealed slower point-to-point travel times 
despite more speed, increased VMT for the same traffic inputs, and increased link 
volumes for the Loop, all of them negative impacts. The traffic study needs to show if 

                                                        
13 Appendix E, Item 1, pp. 48, 65; https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/12/AlamedaCTC_ModelDocumentation_FinalReport_20151109-2.pdf?x28501. Appendix E 
has a dead link: 
https://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/17533/AlamedaCTC_ModelDocumentation_FinalReport 

_20151109.pdf 
14 Kittleson, Appendix E, p. 56 on SB 743 

https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/AlamedaCTC_ModelDocumentation_FinalReport_20151109-2.pdf?x28501
https://www.alamedactc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/AlamedaCTC_ModelDocumentation_FinalReport_20151109-2.pdf?x28501


the currently excessive traffic on B Street is reduced; it needs to cover the increase in 
traffic on Francisco Street. 

5. For the oval and alternatives to the oval, the costs of buying right-of-way, loss of 
existing businesses, costs of construction, financing, time needed to completion, 
performance (traffic volumes, traffic speed, effective speed). One obvious alternative 
is a signalized intersection with Foothill realigned east to create green space and 
buildable area and to create a shorter, more functional travel distance across the 
intersection. 

6. How parking garages with free parking induce traffic and are costly to tax payers. 
7. How much downtown residential development and policies supporting non-auto 

modes will reduce traffic. 
8. How much market parking charges could reduce traffic. 
9. How much parking cash out could reduce traffic. 
10. How much support for public cars could reduce traffic. 
11. How much a downtown circulator could reduce traffic. 
12. How much transit improvements could reduce traffic. 
13. How much rapid bus to Cal State East Bay and to Chabot could  
14. How much the ACTA trip generation would be reduced in response to plan policies, 

which is rather the point of complete streets. Complete streets are not a theory or 
just posturing and symbolic politics; they are intended to reduce traffic. 

15. The impact of plan policies on mode split.  
16. Problems that would occur if B Street Is made two-way. 
17. The functionality of the B and C Street one-way couplet for efficient bus and 

passenger lanes at the BART station relative to two-way.  
18. The functionality of keeping B Street and C Street two way. One-way on B Street 

won’t work because it is narrow and has a lot of traffic. Any vehicle parked in a travel 
lane would block traffic, which is an existing problem but drivers can use the other 
lane to get around.   

19. The impacts of closing two blocks of D Street and the performance of street 
narrowing, land recovery, and mural recovery relative to existing conditions and the 
plan proposal. 

20. The need to evaluate the claim that the oval with four (or a “mitigated” six lanes) 
lanes of traffic would “support increased pedestrian activity” and “reduce travel 
speeds.” The volume and speed of traffic must be estimated. On its face, the claims 
look totally bogus. 

21. How a combination of cost-effective recovery of street parking, improvement in non-
auto modes, and new housing could provide access to downtown. 

22. How traffic origins and destinations would change due to induced restraint created 
by a two-way system favor trips downtown and discourage trips through downtown. 

How to get an adequate EIR 
Concerning performance of the oval and alternatives, the City should use a traffic flow 

optimization analysis, not the usual four-step model to evaluate the options. Given the same 
screenline loading of the network around the big intersection, a traffic simulation flow model 



could evaluate the three options. Traffic simulation is an operations analysis of flow through 
several intersections.  

“Traffic simulation or the simulation of transportation systems is the mathematical modeling 
of transportation systems (e.g., freeway junctions, arterial routes, roundabouts, downtown grid 
systems, etc.) through the application of computer software to better help plan, design, and 
operate transportation systems. Simulation of transportation systems started over forty years 
ago, and is an important area of discipline in traffic engineering and transportation planning 
today. Various national and local transportation agencies, academic institutions and consulting 
firms use simulation to aid in their management of transportation networks.  

“Simulation in transportation is important because it can study models too complicated for 
analytical or numerical treatment, can be used for experimental studies, can study detailed 
relations that might be lost in analytical or numerical treatment and can produce attractive visual 
demonstrations of present and future scenarios.” See traffic simulation. 

Signal timing is an output of traffic simulation models. It is “used to distribute right-of-way at 
a signalized intersection. Signal timing involves deciding how much green time the traffic signal 
provides to an intersection approach, how long the pedestrian WALK signal should be, and 
numerous other factors.” See signal timing. 

“TRANSYT-7F is a traffic simulation and signal timing optimization program. The primary 
application of TRANSYT-7F is signal timing design and optimization. TRANSYT-7F features genetic 
algorithm optimization of cycle length, phasing sequence, splits, and offsets. TRANSYT-7F 
combines a detailed optimization process (including genetic algorithm, multi-period, and direct 
CORSIM optimization) with a detailed macroscopic simulation model (including platoon 
dispersion, queue spillback, and actuated control simulation).” 

3. Non-auto modes 

Existing mode split 

Downtown access already has a much higher non-auto mode component than commuting in 
the rest of Hayward, 26% compared to 16%.  

MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION TO WORK 

  
Downtown 
Hayward Hayward city 

Private auto 1,337 74% 59,357 84% 

Alt modes 459 26% 11,281 16% 

   total 1,796 100% 70,638 100% 

American Fact Finder, 3/27/2017         

Level of Service for Non-auto Modes 

Historically, traffic analysis has focused almost exclusively on more capacity for more and 
faster auto traffic. In the early 2000s, planners needed a way for non-auto modes to compete 
with the auto and developed the idea of level of service for non-auto modes. Complete streets 
are a continuation of that process. LOS for non-auto includes the capacity of roads to serve 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Traffic_simulation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Signal_timing


people, time to walk across a street, attractive bicycle lanes, transit capacity, and design 
amenities making non-auto modes attractive.15 

Pedestrian and bicycle amenities.  

Improved amenities for walking and biking are helpful but need the other policies discussed 
in this report to get more people to walk and bike.  

1. Improve pedestrian crossings. 

Pedestrians need crossings that feel safe and are safe: narrower road widths at pedestrian 
crossings, pedestrian safety medians, bulb-outs, lights, signage. 

Foothill is all too wide. A St. has poor crossings, especially at the senior housing project on 
the north side of A Street with no safe crossing to Luckys. Westbound traffic on A Street from 
Foothill is fast coming down to Mission. Traffic on A Street from the west side by Lucky backs up 
because it is forced to turn right or left onto Mission. The signals are slow because of left turns. 
The best solution seems to be put in a pedestrian safety median that would block left turns into 
and out of Lucky. Traffic into and out of the parking lot from A Street would be reduced to traffic 
eastbound on A Street only. Otherwise westbound traffic on A St. can access the parking from 
Mission Blvd., which is now hindered because Mission is a wide, one-way expressway. 

2. Bicycles: East Bay Greenway Project 

The East Bay Greenway Project would convert part of the Union Pacific railroad right of way 
from Lake Merritt BART to South Hayward BART into a “rail trail” for pedestrians and bicyclists. It 
would especially improve bicycle access to downtown and BART. The easiest section to make into 
a trail also serves downtown, next to Western Avenue (west side) from Hampton Rd. to Hayward 
BART station, where the railroad right-of-way is much wider than it needs to be for rail use and 
already open to informal public use. It could easily become a trail for walking and bicycling that 
would bring people right to the BART station and downtown at B Street The trail would need a 
safety fence to keep people away from the tracks. The Alameda County Transportation 
Commission and East Bay Parks are sponsors. See 
https://www.alamedactc.org/eastbaygreenway for details. 

The proposed Downtown Specific Plan actually has too many bicycle lanes at the expense of 
surface parking. It needs fewer lanes with more supporting policies to get actual use and 
performance criteria for when expanding them should be considered. The Dutch, German, and 
Danish systems have the comprehensiveness needed to be successful.  

3. The Downtown Circulator  

We need a downtown circulator which is fast, frequent and free, from BART to Lincoln 
Landing. 

People choose mode primarily on the travel time and cost for the purpose of the trip. In 
some situations, congestion, bridge tolls, and parking costs can induce high transit ridership even 
when fares are high. In Hayward, abundant “free parking” pushes people into private cars. For a 
circulator to be successful, it has to have enough density over a short distance, be frequent fast 

                                                        
15 James Daisa of Kimley Horn (now of Steer Group), Vehicle Level of Service in Transit Oriented Districts; 

Service for Whom?”  ABAG Technical Session on CEQA and LOS, November 14, 2003, 
https://www.steergroup.com/about/our-people/james-m-daisa, has an in depth discussion of the planning issues. 

https://www.alamedactc.org/eastbaygreenway
https://www.steergroup.com/about/our-people/james-m-daisa


and free, and compete fairly with parking, which requires smart meters and unbundling. A 
circulator can have low capital and operating costs.  

To achieve these goals, a circulator needs to use rapid bus concepts:  

23. Dual mode diesel electric motor for torque, braking energy recovery, renewable fuel 
potential 

24. 30-foot bus for maneuverability in traffic 
25. No fare collection by driver; use proof of purchase and soft enforcement 
26. Low floor, high sidewalk stops with no step entry and guided docking 
27. Minimal dwell time 
28. Shortest possible distance 
29. Signal preemption and right lane bypass 
30. Needs road improvements and new signals 
31. Usually faster than driving 
32. Runs most of the day  
33. Free to most users using eco-pass 
34. Land-based financing 
35. Contract operator selected by RFP 
36. Financers of circulator manage it in consultation with riders and operator 

Ridership. Riders would be residents of Maple Main and Lincoln Landing and also should 
include downtown area residents, people coming downtown on other transit, and that park 
downtown.  

Route, headway. A long suburban route is usually not cost-effective due to longer travel time 
reaching fewer people at lower densities and more competition from use of cars. The circulator 
has a short route, less than a mile, which allows shorter headways with fewer buses, one bus in 
fact. People make mode choices based on travel time, so the faster and more frequent the 
service, the more riders it will have. For speed the shuttle should use the shortest possible route 
and for frequency have a headway most of the day of 10 minutes or more. These goals can be 
achieved with a Downtown Circulator using one bus between BART and a turn-around end-of-
the-line stop at Lincoln Landing off City Center Dr. as shown in the picture. 

 The route proposal below is based on the two-way traffic pattern proposed in March 2017 
by Lisa Wise Consulting. The best initial route from BART seems to be up C Street, left on Watkins 
St., right on B Street, left on the mid-block street through the parking area, jogging across A 
Street to Maple Court to a turn-around at Lincoln Landing on City Center Dr. The best return 
route seems to be back on Maple Court, crossing A Street to the parking lot street, right on B 
Street, and left into BART. This route allows one bus to go every seven minutes. A bus way traffic 
light would be needed at Maple and A Street. The route goes close to Lucky outbound for 
shopping on the way home. 

The distance is 4,465 feet outbound and 3,720 feet inbound, with a round trip distance of 
1.55 miles. At a speed of 15 mph the round-trip travel time would be 6 minutes. With stops and 
layovers one bus could support a seven to ten-minute headway. The route avoids the extra 
distance and slow turns of using Foothill Blvd. 



If B Street remain one-way, the route would cross the Lucky lot and go up A Street. 

Capital Finance. The capital cost for one bus and right-of-way improvements would be about 
$1.2 million. Capital costs could be funded by new development, a Community Facilities District, 
city parking revenues, and state funding from cap and trade. In 2015 the Cap-and-Trade Program 
committed $25 million each to the Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program and the Low Carbon 
Transit Operations Program. The financial planning should include all properties along the route 
to get support as redevelopment occurs. 

Lincoln Landing and the Maple Main Apartments have the cash flow to pay for one bus and 
right-of-way improvements if required by the City as a condition of approval to mitigate traffic 

impacts.  

The capital cost for one bus and way 
improvements would be about $1.3 million, 
mainly for one high tech bus, traffic lights, 
and signal changing equipment. It would be 
funded in part by developers, but they 
should be able to seek reimbursement from 
other sources based on serving more than 
their residents. However, the cost could be 
only $4,100 per unit. Funding sources could 
be Community Facilities District revenues, 
city parking revenues, and fixed charges on 
the property tax (Community Benefit 
District), which could partially replace AC 
Transit’s $96 per year property tax fee. This 
project would also score well for AHSC and 
TCAC funding. 

Operating finance. Initial operating 
funds should come from a share of the 
rents at the new projects. All residents 
would ride for free (eco-pass). Some 
revenue could also come in part from a 
fixed charge on property in the downtown 
area. New developments would also 
contribute. Operating costs would come to 

some extent from rent and HOA fees.  

Management. Like Union City and Emeryville, Hayward should own and manage the system 
An RFP would allow cost-effective management and cost control. The operating cost would be 
about $60 per bus service hour.  

Ridership. The traffic study should estimate the ridership of the circulator in the context of 
the related complementary factors of the Destination Scenario.  

My impression is that the City is studying a long route with slow and infrequent service 
operated by a high-cost operator that is similar to AC Transit and will not have much ridership.  



4. Support for public cars 

The City needs to understand a pedestrian system as a system just like we now understand 
the car system. The City should designate public curb space for public cars, starting with Main St. 
south of the Green Shutter to C St. The City should develop its property at Main and C St. 
considering public cars. The City should arrange with providers to make it easy for them to use 
curb space and expand it as needed. The City should educate new residents in how to meet their 
moblity needs with non=-auto-modes.  

Support for public cars can be required of new residential construction, in lieu of parking 
requirements, and tie into Parking Management discussed below. For example, taxi vouchers 
could be given in limited numbers to residents to use when the circulator is not running and to 
reach health care. 

Taxi pick-up at Hayward BART 

Taxis are over-regulated, making them too expensive, and they face unfair competition from 
ehail ride aps. The report on this issue has been moved to a separate document. This section 
discuses moving the taxi stand to the station exit.  

The Hayward BART taxi stand is dysfunctional. It is on the on the north side of B Street 
(bottom left, the white car is a taxi), which is inconvenient to reach from the BART station exit 
shown at the bottom center of the picture. It is 400 feet by sidewalk and pedestrian crossing and 
a bit shorter by walking in the parking lot and jay-walking across B Street The taxis are hard to 
see even in daylight. The walk is not inviting and is dark and unsafe at night. Gail Lundholm: “As 
an older, single woman who likes to travel and enjoys the Symphony, Opera and Ballet in S.F., I 
have more than once phoned for a cab rather than walk from the BART station to the taxi area 
after dark.” Malca Chall: “Last week on Sunday night I transferred in to the BART Pleasanton line 
in order to get a taxi right at Castro Valley BART. Imagine night at Hayward!” (March 16, 2016) 

A taxi driver was robbed at gunpoint and sprayed in his eyes with a chemical so he couldn’t 
see. He lost all of his earnings for the day. 

In November 2014, HAPA Researcher Dustyn Bindel talked with 3 taxi drivers and reported, 
“They were pretty excited about someone trying to help them have a taxi waiting area closer to 
BART. They don't feel too safe both where they’re at, and, of course, it'd be better for business.”  

The taxi drivers do not like the location on B Street which faces westbound. Going eastbound 
legally is roundabout: the taxi has to circle around on Grand to A Street or D Street, so they often 
make a logical but illegal U turn for better service and sometimes get ticketed. Customers, in 
fact, may complain if the taxi does not make the U turn. 

The best taxi access is just 40 feet from the exit in the handicapped parking area, which 
would allow turning left or right at the exit onto B Street There is plenty of room for three taxis. 
The picture below shows the route as a thin white line. Extra taxis could wait in the right side of B 
Street eastbound and go to the station pick-up curb. Exiting, they can easily go either way on B 
Street. 



Greyhound Bus Station 

Intercity bus service is an important alternative to the automobile.  

There is a mysterious prefab structure inside a strange small building at the entrance to the 
Hayward BART Station from B Street There is a Greyhound sign involved. It all looks like some 
forgotten relic now devoid of function. Nevertheless, the Greyhound web site says there is 
station there and has a picture of it. It is open Monday – Saturday, 8:15 AM - 12:30 PM and 4:30 
PM - 6:30 PM. The website does not give a schedule for Hayward service but from looking at 
other schedules it appears that about six buses a day come through, stopping at the curb east of 
the entrance to the disable parking area.   

The outside structure encloses a prefab trailer with one seat of waiting, a bathroom on the 
left, a counter on the right, and various shipments on the floor waiting to be picked up.  

The City should talk to the Greyhound people about a new station where people could wait 
for a bus out of the weather, with glass walls to 
prevent misuse, with better signage and, well, just 
spiffier. How much would it cost, really? Not much.  

4. Cost-effective Parking 

In recent years the literature on parking 
management has expanded, with outstanding 
research by Shoup, Willson, Wachs and others and 
research, policy analysis, and guidance from MTC. 
MTC discusses reduced parking requirements, 
residential demand, and unbundled parking on a 
significant website at https://parkingpolicy.com/, 
including https://parkingpolicy.com/reduced-
requirements/.  

Improved surface parking, no parking 
structures  

The draft downtown plan calls for heavily 
subsidized parking structures. This is contrary to 
Complete Streets and unacceptable. Subsidized 
parking induces more traffic and congestion, 
degrade street quality, cause safety problems, 
pollute the air, discourage alternative modes of 
travel, and are very expensive. They cannot pay 

their own way because the costs (land, construction, operating, return on investment, external 
costs) are too high. Subsidized parking structures are not needed considering the ability of non-
auto modes—pedestrian-oriented development, parking management, shuttles—to provide 
mobility.  

The downtown plan seemed to have a disconnect, an inconsistency in thinking, like trying to 
have walking and parking in the same place at the same time.  

Surface parking is superior to structured parking. It is less expensive, can more likely pay for 
itself with charges, and is more convertible to other uses.  

https://parkingpolicy.com/
https://parkingpolicy.com/reduced-requirements/
https://parkingpolicy.com/reduced-requirements/


More surface parking downtown is easily possible. Loop reform would recover lost parking. 
Parking can be improved with better striping and repaving. The midblock area of Foothill-B-
Main-A Street should be rationalized and accommodate two lanes of through traffic, to be used 
by the shuttle. Main Street has little traffic and should have a pilot project with back-in diagonal 
parking, inviting people to practice and comment. Back-in parking is harder to park but safer and 
easier to pull out, and gets easier with practice. 

Surface parking, however, is not as desirable as productive uses of land. It can be 
transitional, and decline with the increase in non-auto modes. 

Pay to Play Pilot Project for Smart Meters 

At an MTC workshop June 2, 2015, several ideas were presented for market charging. A 
modern system (Advanced Parking Management System) is based on three ideas: existing high 
parking demand much of the day in a parking area, willingness to pay, and ease of payment. 
“Willingness to pay” means that if parking is less than about 70 percent occupied, there is no 
charge. Occupancy of about 85 percent or more would have a charge that depends on people 
paying: if vacancies go up, the rate comes down; if occupancy goes up, the rate goes up. 
Employee parking is not a problem; convenient spaces are still available for others. In practice, 
employees are quickly priced off to cheaper parking.   

Current Hayward parking regulations allow free use of expensive public parking paid for by 
tax payers. Parking is so over-supplied that much of it goes unused where there could be 
productive development, yet some parking is in high demand with too little turnover for efficient 
use. In some areas, the city has neighborhood parking permit requirements and time limits that 
help to some extent, but are inefficient for downtown. Parking management can prevent parking 
spillover into existing neighborhoods, but smart meters are needed downtown.   

Some downtown parking is over-parked with poor turnover: B Street, behind Buffalo Bill’s 
and Bank of the West, and the area closest to Lucky. Some drivers get a windfall; others drive 
around looking for parking, wasting gas, causing congestion, polluting the air, and unable to get 
the parking they are willing to pay for. Shoppers go elsewhere and revenues for local 
improvements are lost. The parking is paid for by taxpayers instead of the people who park. 

1. A modern system helps business 

Free parking is not necessary for business. Some of the most successful business areas have 
expensive, limited parking, and a high level of walk and transit access. Properly implemented, 
parking charges actually increase local business, as in Old Town Pasadena. Similarly, in Ventura, 
former mayor Bill Fulton describes its benefits. In Boulder CO, Los Angeles and San Diego, meter 
revenues support streetscape improvements to attract more retail business.16 

The Green Shutter Hotel is planned to have no parking at all.  

A modern system 

• charges a market rate to park,  

• increases business,  

• has low cost enforcement using real-time reporting from occupancy sensors,  

                                                        
16 http://fulton4ventura.blogspot.com/2010/09/parking-management-that-actually.html 

and http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm72.htm. 
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• makes it easy to pay, 

• reduces time and congestion from hunting for parking, 

• does not have time limits,  

• has free parking where there is too little market demand, 

• adjusts rates based on demand using computerized analysis,  

• can use Internet and in-vehicle navigation systems to help find a parking space, and  

• Produces revenues for streetscape improvements (sidewalks, cleaning, litter, signage, 
façades, policing, street furniture, pedestrian and bicycle amenities, landscaping, and traffic 
calming).  

A modern program uses parking revenue to improve the downtown, advised by the 
merchants. Also, the revenue is based on voluntary payments, not punishment. Use of the funds 
is very important. They should not disappear into the general fund but be used for improvements 
in the local area, as was done very successfully in Old Town Pasadena. Funds could also be used 
for solar roofs over parking, as Chabot did several years ago. 

Where parking in downtown is in high demand, there should be a parking charge, based on 
willingness to pay. Frequent localized shortages occur in the area behind Bank of the West-
Buffalo Bills, along B Street, and at the Lucky supermarket. I recommend a pilot project for B 
Street. 

A modern system is flexible. Close-in spaces can charge while spaces at a distance might be 
free. Some free parking helps public acceptance and gives those who do not want to pay a place 
to park. 

Charges could start low, about 50 cents per use. Signs are essential so people know how 
much is charged, how to pay, and where the free parking is. 

The challenge is to find the most cost-effective charging technology. Payment can use stored 
value cards like Clipper or BART, a tag read by a computer like FasTrak, credit/debit cards, and 
cell phones. SFPark is now actually saving drivers money in many spots.17 Smart phone apps 
guide drivers to affordable spots directly. The FasTrak tag and reader system is especially 
appealing, as it is fully automatic—the driver would do nothing except park and leave while the 
system keeps track of the time. Enforcement is easy; the occupancy sensor and charge system 
automatically report violators and where they are located. The FasTrak used on bay area bridges 
and SFPark in San Francisco shows how successful a modern system can be. Pittsburgh PA and 
Redwood City also have modern systems.  

Galveston TX has free Wi-Fi downtown and a cell phone app that supports an easy-pay 
system. The City could ask MTC for information about the best technology. 

Cash payment has high overhead costs and security problems of handling currency, and 
should be avoided when non-cash payment reaches a high level, similar to how Caltrans 
gradually increased use of FasTrak on bridges. Charges should be for time used. Long durations 
are possible up to 24 hours.18 No more having to carry change, guessing the time, rushing back, 
getting a ticket, or leaving time on the meter. 

                                                        
17 Examiner 12/16/12, Reisman 
18 NY Times, 12/22/12, Stross 



The expensive part of a modern system is the initial equipment and installation, requiring 
wireless tag readers, card machines, occupancy sensors, and central computerized management 
and enforcement system. SFPark is probably too expensive for Hayward. Less expensive but less 
easy to use are pay-by-license plate multi-space meters and smart phone electronic payment, 
with Pittsburgh PA as a modern example.  

Old Town Pasadena is hemmed in by I-210, I-710, and the Arroyo Parkway, plus local 
arterials. Pasadena took this blighted area and made it a destination with a strong plan, historic 
preservation, parking charges, and use of parking revenues for improving the area. 

HAPA is now looking for a merchant on B Street who will host a single smart meter. Because 
there is so little parking on B Street in front of occupied businesses, only 21 merchants have 
parking in front along the three blocks of downtown. 

BART is charging $3 to park at the Hayward station, so it is hard to imagine that people 
would not pay to park downtown. 

2. Time limits are inefficient.  

They have high enforcement costs, poor impact on turnover, and alienation of the public 
with fines. Currently, the two-hour limit program is losing money, about $50,00 per year and 
“abuse of parking time restrictions is common” (CDM Smith report) downtown.  

SFCTA On-Street Parking Management and Pricing Study: The public desires flexible time 
restrictions, and non-compliance with current time limits is common. Both the resident and 
business surveys indicate a strong desire for longer or more flexible time limits. //  

Even if the mix of regulations is adjusted to better shape a neighborhood’s desired demand 
profile (such as by setting and enforcing time limits to encourage short-term use), conventional 
regulations are inadequate for tackling parking challenges when demand is high and practical 
capacity limits are routinely exceeded. //  

Relaxed time limits allow users to pay progressive rates to park for a more extended period 
(if they are willing to pay) without risking a citation. New technologies can also improve the 
responsiveness and productivity of enforcement personnel. Regulations guided by a principle 
(i.e., target occupancy), paired with effective enforcement, will tend to improve public 
acceptance of enforcement, because the enforcement activities support specific goals rather 
than being perceived as primarily punitive or revenue-generating. // 

Charge higher rates for successive time periods. This strategy is referred to as progressive 
pricing or length-of-stay pricing. Progressive pricing can be implemented in conjunction with 
relaxed time limits. By charging a higher hourly meter rate for each additional hour, short-term 
parking is encouraged and turnover increases, while providing flexibility and convenience to 
users. // 

Redwood City: Eliminate Time Limits The program is set up so that market-rate prices will 
encourage turn-over and thus, there is no need for time limits, especially since they are 
perceived as aggravating to customers. With the removal of time limits, “occupancy shall be 
rigorously monitored in order to ensure that the prices are sufficient to generate the needed 
15% vacancy rate”. 
http://www.sfcta.org/images/stories/Planning/ParkingManagementStudy/pdfs/parking_study_final.pdf  

http://www.sfcta.org/images/stories/Planning/ParkingManagementStudy/pdfs/parking_study_final.pdf


Litman: The right price is the one that means there are always one or two open spots per 
block. Since the cost encourages turnover, time limits are unnecessary; in fact, any place that 
needs to impose time limits is not charging enough. 

A two-hour limit to get turnover is costly to enforce and inefficient compared with modern 
systems. Several cities have found that the "time limits and tickets" approach didn't create 
enough parking availability and have switched to parking meters with variable rate pricing.  

3. San Francisco 

In February 2018 the City is proposing to upgrade enforcement based on equipment 
purchases and more personnel, and anticipating about $90,000 income. Capital costs and five-
year operating cost totaling $645,000 should be compared with a modern system. Both systems 
would have a goal of one space per block face vacant most of the time on average. A modern 
system can be cheaper, quicker, and closer to destination. It saves energy, pollutes less and 
reduces congestion.19  

                                                        
19 “SFPark program a success,” SF Chronicle, June 21, 2014 

San Francisco will become the first U.S. city to base its parking rates on driver demand citywide. 

Beginning in mid-January, motorists who park in the city’s 30,200 metered spaces, or in its lots 
and garages, will be charged more during peak times and less when demand isn’t as high. Hourly 
rates will vary by time of day and block by block and be adjusted up or down four times a year, 
depending on actual use during the previous quarter. 

The Municipal Transportation Agency board approved the plan Tuesday on a 5-0 vote. 

In areas that have had the demand-based rates, he said, “the best thing you can say is that it’s 
been a nonissue. Nobody notices.” 

At the same time, the city replaced its old mechanical coin-only meters with electronic meters 
that take credit cards, parking cards or coins, and allow motorists to pay by mobile phone. The 
meters are linked, allowing them to be remotely monitored and programmed, enabling the MTA to 
measure demand and adjust rates. 

Under the program, the MTA reviews hourly rates every three months, and decides whether to 
raise or lower them, in 25-cent increments, or leave them unchanged. The decisions are based on 
how many vacant metered spaces are typically available on a block during three times of day: 
morning, midday and evenings. 

Rates can go as low as 50 cents an hour during low-demand times or as high as $8 an hour at 
peak times, according to MTA policy, but the highest rate now is $7 an hour. The average rate at the 
existing 7,000 demand-based parking spaces, Willson said, is about $2.50. 

Jim Lazarus, policy director for the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, said the organization 
welcomes the new way of setting parking meter rates and called the test program “unusually 
successful.”  

San Francisco Chronicle, https://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Plan-to-set-SF-parking-rates-
based-on-demand-is-12408525.php 

https://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Plan-to-set-SF-parking-rates-based-on-demand-is-12408525.php
https://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Plan-to-set-SF-parking-rates-based-on-demand-is-12408525.php


CDM Smith should report on costs of SF’s parking fee expansion. How 
much do the new meters cost? What are the other capital costs of the 
system? What are the administrative costs? What are the revenues? What is 
the surplus? What is the surplus invested in?  

CDM Smith should compare time limits with meters based on willingness 
to pay and high tech easy pay systems, report on how SF and Berkeley 

persuaded merchants to support the programs, and on what would a pilot program look like. 

More details are at https://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm26.htm and www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf  

From the SFMTA: 

“Upgrading our parking meters is one more step in making our parking system smarter and 
easier, while providing more convenient payment options for those who need to park in San 
Francisco,” said Ed Reiskin, SFMTA Director of Transportation. “These benefits will ultimately 
make our transportation system more efficient, while continuing to reduce the number of 
parking citations throughout the city.” 

Citywide, parking citations have already been reduced by 12 percent. 

4. Smart Meters 

New easy-to-use smart meters make it easy to pay and accept debit and credit cards,  

SFMTA parking cards, PayByPhone, and coins; have larger display screens; show 
PayByPhone transactions right on the meter display; and provide flexible time limits that will 
eventually allow for multiple uses at the same meter. For example, a yellow loading zone meter 
can be used as a regular meter for longer time limits outside of the loading hours. More details 
at. https://www.sfmta.com/; https://www.sfmta.com/press-releases/sfmta-upgrade-parking-meters-

citywide; http://www.sfcta.org/transportation-planning-and-studies/current-research-and-other-
projectsstudies/street-parking-management-and-pricing-study  

Study Hayward’s Existing Smart Growth 

Hayward is a regional leader in smart growth; we have had substantial smart growth at 
Atherton Place, City Centre, City Walk, and more, but we have no information on how well it is 
performing, which could provide a basis for improved management and growth., but has no 
information on how well they are performing. Do the residents shop downtown? How much 
have they reduced car use and increased walk or transit? Is their on-site parking working as 
planned, or is there spillover parking and use of garages for other purposes? What do residents 
see as important for improving the neighborhood? How many are Section 8 rentals? Are there 
any social problems associated with the residents?  

The City should require green housing downtown—energy efficient, PV and thermal solar, 
zero net, Energy Star lighting and appliances, energy management software controls, water 
conserving fixtures, and low water landscaping.  

Parking Management  

The parking fee pilot program described above is a discrete element within the broader 
policy of parking management. The City’s new Downtown Parking Management Plan should 
support additional policies, but it is vague. Downtown should have 

• No parking requirements in zoning,  

https://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm26.htm
http://www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf
https://www.sfmta.com/press-releases/sfmta-upgrade-parking-meters-citywide
https://www.sfmta.com/press-releases/sfmta-upgrade-parking-meters-citywide
https://www.sfmta.com/press-releases/sfmta-upgrade-parking-meters-citywide
http://www.sfcta.org/transportation-planning-and-studies/current-research-and-other-projectsstudies/street-parking-management-and-pricing-study
http://www.sfcta.org/transportation-planning-and-studies/current-research-and-other-projectsstudies/street-parking-management-and-pricing-study


• No bundling of parking costs into sales or rents,  

• No new parking structures,  

• No parking underneath that is part of a dwelling unit,  

• No platform parking, 

• Parking open to all users for short periods,  

• Management of spillover parking using fees,  

• Leases for long term needs like resident parking, 

• Redesign of inefficient surface parking on Main Street and in the Foothill-B-Main-A block, and 

• More diagonal back-in parking, starting with a trial and education on Main Street of a block 
face painted and signed for diagonal back-in parking.20  

Unbundling 

The City should test the market for unbundled parking in development of the Main and C 
Street property. The City should require unbundling in all new projects.  

Any subsidy for parking, which includes zoning mandates, goes against sustainability and 
economic efficiency. Users should pay the life-cycle cost of the parking they use just like they pay 
for their cars. Such a policy would increase the cost of parking to users, reduce it for the public, 
reduce rents that now include parking, reduce private car trips, increase transit use and walking, 
increase the amount of transit, and redevelop land now in parking for human use. All of this 
would significantly improve the urban economy and livability.  

Unbundling does not increase the cost of parking; it simply splits one price into two, the rent 
for the unit and the rent for parking. Initially the two unbundled rents combined could equal the 
bundled rent. An apartment with parking at $1,600 per month could rent the unit for $1,450 per 
month and the parking for $150 per month. Then a low-income family not owning a car and living 
close to a grocery store and buses could save $100 month or more. Furthermore, instead of a 
one size fits all rental system, a family needing more spaces could rent more, and one needing 
less, rent less. 

Unbundling can also be defined in other ways besides splitting a bundled rent. The most 
economically inclusive is to include land, construction, operating, and external costs for 
greenhouse gases, pollution, and accidents. The most market-oriented is to charge what the 
market will bear and still have 85 percent occupancy on average. This is the rate proposed for 
smart meters. Whatever the system, the charge should not be trivial, which indicates the parking 
is really not needed. A market charge should not fall below the rate implied by the value of the 
real estate it serves.  

Bundled parking is uneconomic and socially unjust. Those who want to walk and use transit 
are discriminated against by being forced to pay for something they don’t need. The private 
economy cannot respond to demand for a more efficient life style. Unbundling supports a 
market-based transition to a more efficient, sustainable life style.  

A common concern is that a renter could avoid the parking charge by parking on the street. 
If the street is under-parked, such use is efficient. If the parking crosses the 85 percent threshold, 

                                                        
20 walkBoston, Pedestrian Infrastructure, August 2015, p. 30, Reverse angle parking. 



the parking can be charged based on willingness to pay and the proceeds used to improve the 
neighborhood, as discussed above.  

Another concern is that an owner of an apartment complex would lose income from 
unrented parking spaces. Vacant spaces, however, reveal that the parking was not economically 
justified, and the owner should be able to build new units on the vacant land. Currently, bundling 
is preempting land needed for housing. Downtown living does not require owning a car; it has all 
the shopping and transit service people need, and carshare/rental would provide for mobility not 
met otherwise.  

The City now requires bundling: that is, the City requires that developments have parking 
and that rentals include parking. The City should allow separate rental of building space from 
parking space. The City could help landlords understand that unbundling can be implemented 
gradually.  

Transform, the transportation advocacy group, has data on unbundling at its Green Trip 
website: http://www.transformca.org/landing-page/greentrip. GreenTRIP certification includes 
unbundling requirements. Many projects (43 so far) meet the requirements: 
http://www.transformca.org/greentrip/certified-projects.   

Shared parking 

When parking is regulated and restriction to specific users, it cannot be used flexibly for all 
users. Parking Management means shared parking, giving all users equal access at the same cost. 
Most parking is inefficiently restricted to single purpose use, such as only for residents, only for 
BART riders, or only for one business. Shared parking allows different users regardless of 
purpose, making more efficient use of the space.  

Abolish minimum parking requirements in zoning 

Current Hayward zoning requirements mandate building large amounts of free and bundled 
parking, thus subsidizing more cars and more traffic at the expense of affordable housing and 
less car dependency. Zoning should go the other way, for example, by allowing no more than one 
parking space per ten units and requiring market-rate unbundling. 

• More parking means more cars, traffic congestion, and climate pollution.  
• Parking spots cost about 80,000 each to build. That makes it more expensive to build, 

rent, and buy new homes. 
• Parking takes up valuable real estate that could be used for more units in multi-family 

buildings, or storefront retail. In single-family homes, the space could be used for more 
accessible living space, gardens and trees, and play areas. 

• More parking (and driveways) make our neighborhoods less safe, especially for children, 
seniors, people with disabilities, and cyclists. 

• Parking minimums prioritize cars over people in our cities, undermining the walkability 
and sustainability of neighborhoods. 

• An analysis by Transform (http://www.transformca.org/greentrip/parking-database) of 80 
projects found 13,823 parking spaces, of which 3,882 were unused.  

An analysis reported by Streetsblog showed that 88% of the new households in San 
Francisco added between 2008-2012 were car-free households. Since then the increase in 
transportation choices has made it even easier to live in San Francisco without owning a car. See 

http://www.transformca.org/landing-page/greentrip
http://www.transformca.org/greentrip/certified-projects
http://www.transformca.org/greentrip/parking-database
https://sf.streetsblog.org/2014/08/15/car-free-households-are-booming-in-san-francisco/


more at letter of support and Livable Cities post. People living in downtown Hayward do not 
need to park a car downtown or own a car. 

Conversion of surplus parking 

If a market charge creates persistent vacancies and alternative modes are available, the 
spaces should be assembled into lots and developed for uses with economic and social value. 

5. Walking-oriented Development Downtown 

Residential development vs. Retail and Other Development 

Residential development downtown is caught in a tug of war between the city’s preference 
for more commerce and the need for more residents to provide demand for that commerce, yet 
which also takes up land that could be used for commerce. What is the best balance? Prime 
ground floor frontages facing the Circulator route (see below) on B and C Streets and on Foothill, 
plus A Street, should be preserved as opportunity sites.  

Many people tend to be unrealistic about how much retail downtown can support. Retail 
requires a large residential population to be viable. Consultants can provide ideas about what is 
realistic, so the city does not withhold land from residential development hoping for retail when 
it is not realistic. 

Currently retail rents are low due to lack of demand, indicating too few residents. There is 
much potential for residential development off the shopping streets and on upper floors. 
Downtown residential redevelopment should be walking-oriented. If rentals are proposed, units 
should be recorded as condominiums to allow conversion if market supports it. For a general 
summary, go to 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/6krz5sa5a49j0j9/Walking_Oriented_Development.pdf?dl=0. 

Funding 

The California Strategic Growth Council (SGC) has $400 million to award to housing and non-
auto transit access projects in 2016 in the Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities 
(AHSC) program. A Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) has been coming out in January. 
Projects following the principals of Walking Oriented Development will score well.   

Housing types 

Owner-occupied covers a wide range of incomes, of housing types from McMansions to 
small condos, and from pricey high-end to low-cost fixer uppers. 

Rental housing similarly ranges from rented McMansions to rented condos, plus private 
apartments of a few to many units, and affordable rentals for seniors, for families, and singles 
owned by non-profit housing agencies such as Eden Housing. Rent levels and quality may be high, 
with site amenities (landscaping, pool, fitness, club house) and interior quality finish, such as 
BRE’s City Centre near BART, Essex Trust’s City View on Bee Blvd. These rentals have more 
amenities than many high-end houses. 

Rental-owner mixed housing exists during condo conversions and in developments where 
some units are rented by the condo owner and others are owner-occupied.  

Both types range from auto-dependent to smart growth to pedestrian neighborhood. 

Opportunity Sites  

http://www.transformca.org/sites/default/files/TransForm-Support-No-Minimum-Parking.pdf
https://www.livablecity.org/time-san-francisco-say-goodbye-minimum-parking-requirements/
https://www.dropbox.com/s/6krz5sa5a49j0j9/Walking_Oriented_Development.pdf?dl=0


1. The New Wm Hayward Hotel “The Hayward” 

Downtown Hayward has no hotels or motels. BART owns a major opportunity site, the 
vacant lot bounded by A Street, BART and railroad tracks, Montgomery St., and B Street It is 2.18 
acres (428-0046-052-02-1.92 acres, 428-0046-053-00-0.08 acres, 428-0046-054-00-0.08 acres). 
The Westin St. Francis Hotel on Union Square in San Francisco is on 1.77 acres, a smaller lot. The 
BART site is plenty big enough for a medium-sized hotel and convention center which 
emphasizes sustainability in design and access. 

Hayward’s competitive advantage is its affordability and closeness by BART to San Francisco.  

Most access to the convention hotel should be by BART, not car. This is the ideal site for a 
hotel from a sustainability access perspective. A special access could be built on the north side of 
the station, direct from the train into the building. The platform would be extended north across 
A Street, and go down to a mezzanine level with fare gates exiting into the hotel lobby and down 
to A Street This kind of transit-oriented growth would reduce auto dependency and increase 
walking downtown. The BART parcel should be held for this or a similar special purpose using 
BART access.  

The design would feature access by public car and integration with the taxi pick-up at 
Hayward BART. 

The city should consult with an expert on feasibility of a design 
focused on sustainable access. Attendees could have mobility 
without renting a car. They could fly into Oakland or SFO and take 
BART directly to the hotel entrance. Powell St. is 34 minutes 
away by BART. B Street is an easy walk, and regional parks are not far 
away. The design could be modular to start small to reduce risk, as a 
hotel only, then expanding as the market allows.  

The best expert seems to be Rick Swig. “Rick Swig operates 
RSBA & Associates, which was founded in 1986. Since that time, 
Mr. Swig has provided advisory services to both major hotel 
management and operating companies, as well as owners of individual hotels and portfolios. 
Along with his asset management and consultancy work associated with RSBA & Associates, he 
has also been an investor in hotels since 1989, including currently the Napa Winery Inn in Napa, 
California. His past background also includes a career with Fairmont Hotels, where he rose to be 
the Vice-President and Managing Director of the Fairmont Hotel Management Company.” (RSBA 
& Associates, 400 Spear Street, Suite 106, San Francisco, CA 94105, T 415.541.7722, 
rickswig@rsbaswig.com)  

The City should invite graduate students in architecture at UC Berkeley Master of 
Architecture Studio One program to do a workshop on the concepts.  

2. City-owned Site at C and Main 

The Green Shutter Hotel will have no parking, none, nada, zip. The City should build 
residential housing three to five stories high next door on the C and Main site with no parking, 
none, nada, zip if the Green Shutter is successful. As of April 2019, the apartments, mostly 
studios, are rented but the building is not quite ready for occupancy. The City needs to work with 
public car providers and the tenants to promote non-auto-modes. Parking on Main St. towards C 

mailto:rickswig@rsbaswig.com


St. should be reserved for public cars. Parking should be rented to the tenants at a price that 
makes a profit for the city or other owner.  

3. Lincoln Landing 

The Lincoln Landing proposal for the Mervyn’s property was a large opportunity site. It has 
advantages of easy access from freeways via Foothill Blvd., shopping and employment across the 
street, proximity to downtown amenities like restaurants, shops, and movies, and closeness to 
BART. Dolinger’s Lincoln Landing: 486 rental apartments, bundled; 1,064 parking spaces, 82,000 
sq. ft. retail. 

Major problems: 

1. Bundling subsidizes parking and car traffic. 

2. Bundling increases costs for those wanting a sustainable lifestyle. 

3. Project orientation is to the north using Foothill Blvd. and freeways, taking residents out 
of Hayward. 

4. Street frontages are dominated by massive buildings (Hazel), pavement and parking 
(Foothill, City Center), and a long parking structure two floor high facing Hazel, hostile to 
pedestrians 

5. Lack of Intermodal Center in the South Tower on City Center Dr. and lack of a circulator to 
BART from the intermodal; they would help non-auto modes. 

6. Need a Creek Walk café to improve amenity for residents, creek walk users, and 
shoppers. 

7. Failure to adjust parking in North Tower based on results of unbundled parking and green 
mobility for the South Tower.  

8. Lack of dedicated parking for carshare/rental, taxi, and ride app vehicles. 

HAPA failed to influence this project. Most of this discussion moved to archive. 

4. Maple Main 

HAPA also failed to influence this project, which is a large six-level parking structure wrapped 
in apartments; also moved to archive. 

5. Centennial Hall 

250 single family houses were proposed for this site next to a Safeway and retail center, 
diametrically opposed to walking-oriented development. It is hard to imagine a worse blunder: 
wiping out purchasing power and sustainability by downzoning an area that needs mid-density. 
This area already has high density next to it to the north and east. The 1979 Downtown Specific 
Plan fixes this problem.  

6. Walking-oriented development: Corridors 

The Downtown Plan was devoid of any specific information on how to improve transit access 
to downtown 

The same comprehensive policies development and sustainability that apply to downtown 
also apply to the two major corridors going to downtown. We need fast frequent shuttles from 
Cal State to BART and from Chabot via Southland and the Amador Center to BART, and we need 
walkable development along those routes. 



General  

Walking-oriented development must be served by high-quality transit with access to a job 
center and be within 15 minutes total travel time of a good grocery store. Walking-oriented 
development densifies a center (downtown) or along a short corridor (this discussion) without 
adding subsidized parking. Pricing, density and design replace car trips with non-auto trips for 
more efficiency and better health. 

Affordable and Sustainable Housing 

Affordable and sustainable housing is best accomplished by: 

• Mid density: about 50 to 100 persons per neighborhood acre 

• Four square construction for major savings 

• Three-story building height for insulation, human scale, and active solar energy 

• Net zero on the grid (roof-top PV and thermal solar energy, three stories optimal) 

• Parking cost paid by parkers, reducing unit cost by 15% to 20%. 

• A resident association with procedures to foster community and maintain value. 

• Built to condo standards and registered as condo properties even if rented. 

Green Mobility 

The Bay Area has wasted almost $200,000,000 on 3,882 unused parking in affordable 
housing projects. See http://database.greentrip.org/.  

Walking-oriented development uses green mobility: 

• Parking 
o Surface parking; with parking charges. 
o Reduced parking ratio for initial phase of residential development. 
o Parking management on public streets to prevent spillover parking from new 

development.  

• Parking charges 
o Unbundled parking, charged like living space rent to make a profit on the parking (for 

example, $2,930 rent and $370 for two parking spaces, $3,300 if bundled)  
o Market parking charges at 85% occupancy; no time limits; efficient fare collection/no 

currency; use of funds for local improvements; involvement of local people in deciding use 
of funds, free parking nearby, signage (see HAPA detailed proposal). 

• Public autos: Carshare/rental; taxi; ehail (Uber, Lyft); paratransit 
o Dedicated curb space based on use for public cars 
o Arrangements with providers 
o Easy pick up, drop off, payment  
o Guaranteed ride home voucher for residents from BART for taxi/e-hail when the BART 

Shuttle is not running.  
o A limited number of taxi/e-hail vouchers for healthcare when other modes are inefficient.  

• Rapid Shuttle; rapid bus concepts 
o Short corridor, less than two miles, allowing frequent service with one or two buses, with 

one end of route at high quality transit like BART.  
o Frequent: every ten minutes or more frequently most of the day 

http://database.greentrip.org/


o Fast: Uses rapid bus concepts: maneuverable bus—30 feet long or less, dual mode motor 
for fast acceleration, hill climbing, and regenerative braking; low floor bus, elevated 
sidewalk stops with no step entry; guided docking for fast roll-on, no fare collection, 
“proof of purchase” fare enforcement, signal preemption, right lane bypass.  

o Free: Residents have eco-pass; students have class pass  
o Land-based capital finance: The City would require developers at time of development to 

provide capital on a per-bedroom basis. The CSU would use parking fees or student fees 
for capital costs of a CSU shuttle. 

o Land-based operating finance, called eco-pass: The City would require residents through 
rent and the CSU would have students through parking fees or student fees provide 
operating costs. 

o The funding would be required by a recorded Fixed Charge on the property tax or of by 
HOA fee.  

o The City also could facilitate voluntary participation by existing property owners.  
o Ownership by capital contributors, management by RFP and contract operator. 
o BART to CSUEB Hayward: to campus via C St., Mission, Bee, to upper PE Building; back the 

same way except B St. for the last leg. (See HAPA detailed proposal.) 

• Bike share and supporting facilities for easy one-way bike trips  

• Multimodal Centers where dense housing, shuttle, shared ride, and retail are 
concentrated. 

• Special carts for groceries. 

• Walk route improvements for attractive and safe crossing of streets.  

• Education for residents in green mobility. 

Financial feasibility  

• Estimate absorption rate for new markets—rail transit riders, corridor workers, 
retired, work at home using travel diaries and focus groups. 

• Deparking incentives: financial incentives for residents to not park their car on site 
(saving money on no car or reduced car use, parking charge savings, possible 
additional inducements). 

• Project has mobility education and services for residents to have mobility without 
parking a car on site. 

• As residents transition away from parking a personal car on site leaving unused 
parking spaces, new phases are built following the same concepts.  

• This kind of housing costs about 15% less than automobile-based housing, making it 
very competitive in the marketplace.   

• As surface parking becomes unoccupied, the land is used for the next stage of 
housing. The amount of parking to be built can be adjusted to reflect demand based 
on charging the real costs of parking. Developer has an incentive to profit from 
parking and to profit even more by building more units. 

Definitions 

Densities can be by units or persons 



They can apply to various kinds of area (Lot only, Lot plus street; Lot plus street plus integral 
neighborhood serving land uses (neighborhood density); Neighborhood plus non-neighborhood 
land uses over a large area (urban density) 

Low density: 50 persons or fewer per neighborhood acre; Mid density: 50 to 100 persons per 
neighborhood acre; High density: 100 persons per neighborhood acre 

Low-rise: 1 to 2 stories; Mid-rise: 3 to 7 stories; High-rise: 8 stories on up 

7. Downtown Hayward Community Benefit District (CBD) 

Downtown property owners have to pay more taxes, but it is not clear what the money 
would specifically be used for. The Methodist Church was facing a bill of $3,200 per year with no 
benefit. It is cut off from downtown by Foothill. According to a church leader, the Boy Scouts no 
longer event try to cross Foothill because of the width and the number of youth trying to cross all 
at once. The City needs to study the ideas discussed in this report, and consider limiting the area, 
limiting the projects to be affordable, and getting buy in from affected parties. 

8. Railroading vs. Consulting 

The Downtown Specific Plan is a take-it-or-leave railroad with no choices. The workshops 
and hearings were all process and no choices. The process was structured to create scattered and 
uninformed comment and a veneer of participation so that the City can claim the process is 
democratic while avoiding giving people choices. The plan failed to consider many of the policies 
discussed above.  

HAPA has a survey with choices that can be used to inform people, particularly downtown 
merchants, and let them make choices among viable options. HAPA would like to find some way 
confer with people to see if some consensus can be developed. 

Involving people in realistic choices would be a good start on developing consensus about 
what to do.  

 

Sherman Lewis 
President, Hayward Area Planning Association 
2787 Hillcrest Ave., Hayward CA 94542 
510-538-3692 sherman@csuhayward.us  
https://hapaforhayward.wordpress.com/  

www.bayviewvillage.us  
http://www.bayviewvillage.us/database/resources/bayview_village_ebook.pdf  
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ITEM #8 – PH 19-027 

ADOPTION OF THE DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC 

PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT CODE AND 

CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, PER CEQA, 

WITH A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 

CONSIDERATIONS AND MITIGATION 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

STAFF RESPONSE 



From: Kelly McAdoo <Kelly.McAdoo@hayward‐ca.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 4:42 PM 
To: List‐Mayor‐Council <List‐Mayor‐Council@hayward‐ca.gov> 
Cc: Miriam Lens <Miriam.Lens@hayward‐ca.gov>; Laura Simpson <Laura.Simpson@hayward‐ca.gov>; 
Damon Golubics <Damon.Golubics@hayward‐ca.gov>; Alex Ameri <Alex.Ameri@hayward‐ca.gov>; Fred 
Kelley <Fred.Kelley@hayward‐ca.gov>; sherman.lewisiii@gmail.com 
Subject: FW: Comments on Downtown Plan and its DEIR 

Good afternoon Mayor and Council – 

I am forwarding staff’s responses to Dr. Lewis’ first email – see comments in 
red text below.  Staff will be available to address further during tonight’s 
meeting. 

Thank you- 
Kelly 

Kelly McAdoo 
City Manager 
City of Hayward | 777 B Street | Hayward, CA 94541  
 Phone: 510.583.4305 | Fax: 510-583-3601 | *	Email: kelly.mcadoo@hayward-ca.gov 

From: Sherman Lewis <> on behalf of Sherman Lewis 
<> 
Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2019 3:06 PM 
To: List‐Mayor‐Council; Joy Rowan; Bruce Barrett; Evelyn Cormier; Alison; Michael Stuchlik 
Subject: Comments on Downtown Plan and its DEIR  

The downtown plan is not ready for prime time; delay it. The Downtown Specific Plan has been in 
development for a three‐year period, since the project’s initiation.  Additional time was added to the 
original two‐year schedule to allow full community participation and Council feedback in crafting a new 
vision for the Downtown. Extensive public outreach was achieved and feedback received through 
several well‐attended workshops and through public hearings at Planning Commission and City Council. 

The consultants are telling you 
what to do, not giving you 
choices. Staff, the Planning 
Commission, the community 
and City Council all have been 



actively involved in the 
assemblage, review and 
development of the all project 
documents, including all 
options and choices related to 
how the Plan unfolds over the 
next 20 to 30 years. 

People have been consulted but not actually been given 
choices. The Downtown Specific Plan project team has 
created a flexible Downtown Plan and Code that 
embodies choice and flexibility. The smart code allows 
for flexibility and choices along with incentives for 
desirable businesses and other compatible uses to 
locate in Downtown. 

There are many great policies here.   

The oval traffic circle is goofy. Do you really understand how it would work? For 
each traffic flow? The “oval traffic circle” was evaluated extensively by the 
project consultant team and their transportation engineering staff and the City’s 
Transportation Division as a viable option to slow speeding traffic through 
Downtown. Please note that the traffic circle is an option.  Over time, 
ultimately, through incremental changes, the core roadway system may return 
to a traditional grid system that will efficiently and effectively slow traffic 
through Downtown Hayward, one of the goals of the Downtown Plan effort. 

You have not looked at two sensible alternatives. You have no information on effective speeds and no 
information of traffic volumes. Speed and traffic volume information was analyzed and reviewed by City 
engineering staff and the consultant team as part of this project. This data was factored into circulation 
system computer simulations to ultimately lead to recommended mobility changes in the short‐term, 
midterm and long‐term within the Plan study area. 

 Do you really intend to sever D Street, taking out two blocks of it? This is one option available within the
Plan as a way to slow traffic down through Downtown. In the long‐term, the City may opt to go back to a
traditional grid system versus a plan to “sever D Street.”

 B St. won't work two‐way. You know that. This option was studied during the course of the project and it
is a viable option should Council direct City staff to move forward with this Downtown circulation
enhancement sometime in the future.



 Parking structures cause global warming‐‐not to mention more traffic, de‐completed streets, and
preemption of non‐auto modes. The DEIR has no evaluation. HAPA will try to sue on this. A thorough
analysis of all mobility components have been extensively evaluated within the Downtown Plan study
area and as part of the Environmental Impact Report completed for the project. The entire Bay Area
regional is part of an area on nonattainment with regard to air quality impacts. Even if Hayward’s
Downtown Specific Plan suggested that no new parking garages could be built over the life of the plan,
other aspects of the Plan (new residential units, new commercial businesses, etc.) would still trigger
unavoidable impacts with regards to future air quality measurements (worse air quality over the long
run within the Plan area) Also, direction from Council and input from the public was part of all final
goals, policies and programs contained in the final version of the Downtown Specific Plan document.

 Bicycle lanes are great if people use them. You have no information that people will. You should not
preempt parking in favor of phantom bike riders. Start small, have a performance criteria for expansion.
The final draft Downtown Specific Plan has been crafted to enhance all modes of transportation,
including enhanced improvements for pedestrian and bicyclists currently lacking within the Plan area.
This directive was part of the main vision and ultimately Plan goals identified at the beginning of the
Downtown Specific Plan project.

 The potential for public cars is poorly discussed. This option has been included as part of the Downtown
Specific Plan. Future private development projects within the Plan area will be reviewed on a case by
case basis to determine whether car‐sharing is feasible or financially viable to include within each
development.

 An affordable rapid bus system has been ignored. This program, currently under evaluation by the City’s
Transportation Division staff, is a separate effort, and is also on a parallel path with the Downtown
Specific Plan effort.

 In general, there are no real alternatives in the  DEIR. All CEQA analysis for the project complies with
State CEQA Guidelines and all applicable court cases that further refine environmental law, rules and
regulations for environmental assessments of projects like Hayward’s Downtown Specific Plan effort.

--  
Sherman Lewis 
Professor Emeritus, Cal State Hayward 
President, Hayward Area Planning 
Association 510-538-3692,  
<Ideas for Downtown Hayward.pdf> 
<Comments on Draft EIR.pdf> 
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From: Lawrence Johmann <>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 6:20 PM 
To: List‐Mayor‐Council <List‐Mayor‐Council@hayward‐ca.gov> 
Cc: Kelly McAdoo <Kelly.McAdoo@hayward‐ca.gov>; Laura Simpson <Laura.Simpson@hayward‐ca.gov> 
Subject: Downtown Specific Plan and Development Code 

CAUTION:This is an external email. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

Greetings, 

I attended several of the public meetings related to the subject item and provided a number of comments, some of 
which resulted in revisions to the draft plan. 

The subsequent documents now under consideration are, I think, a rather impressive culmination of work. 

However, despite the staff report characterizing this as a much more user friendly zoning code that will encourage a 
variety of development, I cannot say I necessarily agree. 

I have lingering questions and concerns that I wish to bring to your attention. I am hoping these can be addressed prior 
to adoption. 

Like any property owner, I do welcome zoning changes that increase my property's development potential. 
Unfortunately, it appears that this plan and code change doesn't practically do so (unless my property is merged with 
adjacent parcels owned by others‐‐a scenario I'm not interested in pursuing).  

Under the proposed plan, my parcel will be rezoned to Urban Neighborhood. 

Per Table C on page 2‐20, this zone allows for five different building types: 
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When applied specifically to my parcel, however, the associated rules only permit the development of one: Multiplex: 
Large. 

My lot width of 50‐ft is too narrow to satisfy the specified requirements for Courtyard and Stacked Flats or the practical 
requirements of a Lined Building. 

The requirement to have only one Rowhouse per lot, but minimally four per run (for "Block Scale" page 3‐32), 
disqualifies this building type for my property as well. This, in turn, also disqualifies the consideration of a Carriage 
Building, as these will only be allowed on a lot with a Rowhouse. 

Under the description for Multiplex: Large, I'll apparently have to have a minimum of 7 dwellings (as indicated on page 
3‐18), or 6 dwellings (as indicated on page 3‐30) all in one building. 

Whichever it's supposed to be, it will be challenging to conceive and likely infeasible to implement. 

Assuming that my 7500‐sf lot was simply vacant for future improvement (which it's not), the need to provide for 7, 6, or 
however many parking spaces the code is to require, along with a driveway, and room for vehicle turn‐around will leave 
little space for an adequate building footprint for a Multiplex: Large that is restricted to 3½ stories. 

To be in any way possible, the first story, I imagine, will have to be almost exclusively dedicated to garage space. 

I'm not actually sure what the parking requirements are because the proposed code supplements the existing code, 
"except as superseded," which is confusing. 
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For example, the section for shared parking under the new code (section 3.2.020‐E‐1) obviously supersedes the existing 
section for shared parking (section 10‐2.401), but what about the credits currently allowed, such as that of section 10‐
2.404, "credit for proximity to public transportation facilities?" Are these still in effect? 

Plus, I am not entirely sure how to interpret the proposed parking requirements. Page 2‐21 states that the spaces 
required for residential use are "1 per unit, or 1/500 sf, whichever is less."  Does this mean if 6‐units averaging 500‐sf or 
more per unit are allowed, then 6 spaces are required? And if 6‐units averaging 499‐sf or less per unit are allowed 
(studios?), then only 5‐spaces are required (499‐sf x 6 = 2994‐sf,   2994‐sf ÷ 500‐sf = 5.98 which rounds down to 5 per 
section 3.2.020‐D‐2)? 

As it is, my constraints are further complicated by my existing house (and home‐office) that is over 100‐years old and 
identified as medium to high integrity on page 1‐9. So other than just expanding my existing dwelling as part of a simple 
addition (which will now apparently burden me with a site review) what can I realistically do? How does one add 5 or 6 
additional units as part of one building that already exists as well as 6 or 7 parking spaces on a relatively small lot?  

My situation is not unique. 

By my count, the plan will designate 140 existing parcels as Urban Neighborhood. The majority of these are of a similar 
size and configuration as mine, quite a few are even smaller. Most properties are already developed to some extent and 
nearly a third are designated as medium to high integrity. This begs the question: how can these properties be further 
developed in a practical and feasible manner under the proposed rules without scraping all of the history from these 
sites? 

Perhaps it's the City's desire for property owners to sell their properties to larger developers who will consolidate lots 
and completely redevelop entire blocks? I think this is wishful thinking, but not a wish I share. 

What would I like to see? Under the plan as is, eliminate the minimum unit requirement for Multiplex; Large and allow 
the multiplex to be more than one structure (so as not to infringe on the integrity of existing‐‐potentially historic‐‐
structures). Alternatively, allow a development applicant the option of making improvements under existing zoning 
regulations for one year after the adoption of the new plan. Personally, I would be okay with my property simply 
retaining its current zoning designation of Central City ‐ Commercial. 

Strangely enough, the current zoning rules seem to afford me more practical and desirable development options.  

In closing, this a substantial plan and code change. I've only reviewed the documents as they apparently apply to my 
property. During my perusal, I noticed a number of inconsistencies and conflicts. I think it all could still use further 
review, consideration and revision.  

For example, the Multiplex: Large building, which is only permitted in the Urban Neighborhood zone, allows for a 
Porch: Projecting frontage type. However, the building setback provisions for Porch; Projecting stipulate a minimum 
building setback requirement of 11‐ft, whereas the provisions for Urban Neighborhood require a maximum building 
setback of 10‐ft (incidentally, the porch setback dimension in the left figure on page 3‐52 is mislabeled "F;" it should be 
"E"). 

It is also peculiar that the Urban Neighborhood allows for no rear setback for buildings, but a minimum 5‐ft setback for 
accessory structures. This is the opposite of what the figure on page 2‐21 suggests. 

Respectfully 

  Lawrence M. Johmann, P.E., QSD 
       612 B St, Hayward, CA  94541 
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From: City of Hayward <cityclerk@hayward-ca.gov> 
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2019, 10:22:36 AM PDT 
Subject: Special City Council Meeting:  Tuesday, April 30, 2019 

For additional languages, view this email in your browser 

Special City Council Meeting 

Tuesday, April 30, 2019 | 7:00 p.m. | Council Chambers  

Good morning City Council Agenda Subscribers, 

Please find the City Council agendas for Tuesday, April 30, 2019, available by clicking 

the buttons below.  City Council agendas and reports are also available on the City's 

website at https://hayward.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx 

Regards, 

Miriam Lens, City Clerk 

City of Hayward 

Closed Session Agenda
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City Council Agenda  

Questions? Comments? 

Contact us using our app for mobile and desktop! Access Hayward. 

Our mailing address is: 

777 B Street, Hayward, CA 94541 

Want to change how you receive these emails? 
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