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Meeting Overview

Welcome and Introductions 

Overview of CAC Summary Report

Discussion of CAC Member Input and 
Development of Potential Consensus Items

Public Comment



Introduction to MMWD E-bikes
CAC Summary Report 

• Background of MMWD Watershed Lands: Short overview of 
watershed lands, trails/roads currently open to bikes/e-bikes, and 
input received during December 2018 MMWD E-bike Workshop

• Overview of E-bike Community Advisory Committee (CAC): 
Recap of E-bike CAC process including participant selection 
criteria, assessment result, and meeting topics/schedule

• Summary of CAC Input to Date: 
• Summary of recommendations
• Input provided by CAC members 
• “Potential” Consensus Recommendations

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The final summary report of CAC activities will likely include the categories listed here. This report will present a summary of all of your input to date, and in particular highlight any recommendations you are able to reach consensus on. 





Overview of CAC Process
Date Meeting Description 

September 10, 2019 Kickoff meeting to formally convene the CAC

October 7, 2019 Current E-bike technology from Bosch Industries; overview of E-bikes 
in other jurisdictions presented by MMWD staff

November 12, 2019 Roads and Trails Management Plan and environmental setting 
presented by Environmental Science Associates

December 10, 2019 E-bike users in relation to other user groups and overview of Slow and 
Say Hello campaign presented by Trail Partners 

January 14, 2020 Battery safety issues associated with rechargeable lithium ion devices 
presented by Fathom Engineering

February 11, 2020 Overview of enforcement actions and bicycling impacts to lands 
managed by MMWD presented by MMWD staff

March 10, 2020 Discussion of CAC member recommendations

April 14, 2020 Review final report/conclude process



Summary of Current CAC Input

• Input heard and received throughout the CAC member responses:
• E-bike access: 

• No consensus on allowing e-bike access
• Limited access: 

• Minimal support for restricted/limited access
• Rental prohibition: 

• Minimal support for rental prohibition 
• Enforcing ban specific to MMWD could be challenging- bikes could be 

rented in San Francisco
• Companion Rider Program:

• New concept with some support 
• Certification or registration to allow companion riders for persons 

with disabilities

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Clarifying questions only- request questions held to end of input slides 4-6
E-bike access: Equally split in favor/against allowing access to all trails. Respondents generally either supported an ‘all or nothing’ approach to access- no middle ground options were supported.  
Limited access: There was no support among respondents for some type of limited access model (i.e., number of trails open to e-bike access or access only on some days of the week). Nearly all respondents pointed out that restricting access to specific trails would be very difficult to enforce. 
Rentals: All respondents didn’t think a prohibition on rentals is practical. Specific concerns include cost of administering a program and enforcing rental requirements on the watershed, but not surrounding areas which may allow e-bikes. Moreover, individuals pointed out that e-bikes could be rented in the City or elsewhere in the Bay who might not be familiar with the specific requirements of MMWD. One participant did point out that a small fee could be added to e-bike rentals to cover the cost of education and registration programs. 
One respondent suggested the development of a “companion rider” program for family members of people with disabilities 






Summary of Current CAC Input 
(cont.)

• Registration:
• Mixed support for a registration program
• Requires support of industry and bicycle groups
• Could mirror Tamarancho registration program
• May be challenging to implement since impacts of e-bikes are likely 

similar to conventional bicycles, registration should target ALL cyclists 
or none

• Trial period:
• Mixed support for a trial period 
• Trial period could quantify number of e-bike users to determine 

impacts to trail capacity
• Physical impacts of e-bikes vs. regular bicycles could be measured
• Conflicts with other user groups could be measured
• Resources for implementing a true trial period could be challenging
• Could be difficult to “end” trial period once access is allowed

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Registration program: Two indviduals thought a registration program could be similar to Tamarancho, state parks, or the high school teams. Registration fees could be collected in local shops, online, at entrance kiosks, or at self service stations. The remainder of respondents didn’t feel a registration program is practical. Specific concerns raised include practicality of requiring registration without directly involving commercial bike shops in development of a registration program. They also noted that since the impacts of e-bikes are similar (if not the same) as conventional bicycles, it doesn’t make sense to require registration for one product but not the other. 
Trial Period: Responses were split on the idea of a trial period. Those in favor highlighted the need to answer the following questions (with no limitations on number of trails for trial):
Quantifying number of riders to see if e-bikes are actually contributing to crowds. Respondents correctly pointed out that this data doesn’t exist, and it’s currently not possible to quantitatively determine whether or not e-bikes actually will contribute to overcrowded trails
Determining whether or not e-bikes do, in fact, cause unique, negative, physical impacts on MMWD lands and natural surface fire roads
Whether conflicts between user groups increase as a result of e-bike access

Similarly, individuals not in favor of a trial period offered the following rationale:
Respondents suggested that once a trial period begins, it won’t be possible to end the trial if negative impacts are documented. One respondent suggested that instead of a trial period, the entire question of e-bike access should be delayed up to 3 years until more definitive data on fire risk in particular is available. 
Others noted the cost of implementing a true trial period and answering the questions those in favor of the concept suggested is likely prohibitive 






Summary of Current CAC Input 
(cont.)

• Education:
• Broad support for education program similar to “enhanced” version of 

Slow and Say Hello
• Increase signage and fliers and points of entry and throughout 

MMWD lands explaining trail closures and rules of the road
• Partnerships with other organization critical for success
• One participant noted resources for robust education campaign may 

not be available 
• Enforcement: 

• Broad support for additional enforcement measures
• Targeted enforcement impacted by available resources
• Agreements could be signed to abide by all riders at points of entry or 

local bicycle shops
• Raising fines suggested as one potential enforcement tool

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Education and Signage: Most respondents (5 of 6) were supportive of increased education AND posting rules for access for conventional AND e-bikers. These individuals all pointed to the Slow and Say Hello campaign as a success. Many stressed the importance of partnering with the cycling community. Key entry points should be targeted for educational opportunities, including posting rules, distributing fliers, and using ranger staff to educate riders. Several respondents also supported adding signage throughout the watershed at key high impact areas/trail junctions to make sure all riders are familiar with the rules. One participant said increased education is not a good use of limited resources. 
Enforcement: All respondents noted that targeted enforcement is probably not realistic. Cost of enforcement was raised as the primary issue- some individuals pointed out that existing rules can’t always be enforced given size of watershed and number of ranger staff available. In general, respondents also thought it would be impractical to enforce a ban on rentals, although one individual suggested any renter could be required to sign a document agreeing to abide by all posted rules. Three participants also supported increasing fines to boost compliance (for both conventional AND e-bikes)
One respondent suggested the development of a “companion rider” program for family members of people with disabilities 
20 min clarifying questions






Potential Items for Consensus 
Recommendations

• CONSIDER: How has your position changed throughout the process? 

• Education: 
• Educational campaign, 
• Signage (speed limits, trail etiquette, etc.)
• Partnership opportunities?

• Enforcement:
• What does more enforcement look like? 
• Warnings and education, fines currently START at $158. What does a 

stricter enforcement process look like? 
• Beyond fines, what other strategic enforcement measure could be taken? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
IN general, responses were binary (i.e., either ALLOW access on all areas currently open to bicycles or DISALLOW all access). Building consensus around access recommendations may be difficult at this time, but we’re curious to hear how your position may have changed throughout this process? (10 min, round robin)

There are still some areas consensus could be possible in the final report, however. We’d like to hear your thoughts on educational opportunities FOR ALL BIKES. Where would more signage be most useful? What aspects of Slow and Say Hello could be enhanced to provide more watershed coverage? (20 min)

Similarly for enforcement, we’d like to hear from you whether the current enforcement measures make sense. Are fines high enough? Should there be stiffer penalties for riding in areas closed to bicycles? (20 min) 

10 min of flex time at end
15 min of public comment
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