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HOW TO NAVIGATE THE PLAN

The following chapters present key information related to the plan-making process; goals and objectives; the
recommended projects, policies and programs; and the methods for funding and implementing these
recommendations to achieve the Plands goal s.

Chapter 1 provides an overview of the Plan, included why and how it was developed. This chapter also provides
an overview of unincorporated communities and demographics.

Chapter 2 identifies adopted plans and policies as well as ongoing regional planning efforts. In addition, this
chapter outlines the goals and objectives of the Plan, along with process and performance metrics to ensure
progress is tracked over time.

Chapter 3 presents the Proposed Bicycle Network as well as related network enhancements and support
facilities. This chapter also synthesizes the analyses, guidance, and public input that informed the development of
the Proposed Bicycle Network.
» See the Proposed Bicycle Network Maps in Appendix D for maps showing bike network improvements,
and see the Detailed Bicycle Network Project List in Appendix D for a full list of these projects

Chapter 4 presents Pedestrian Focus Areas along with Community-ldentified Gaps and Priority Destination
Recommendations. In addition, this chapter details the analyses and public input that informed pedestrian
recommendations. This chapter also identifies supportive pedestrian network enhancements.

» See the Pedestrian Focus Area Maps in Appendix D to
improvements

» See the Pedestrian Priority Destination Recommendations in Appendix D to see examples of the types of
pedest ri an i mprovements wedre planning to make

Chapter 5 provides an overview of existing programs and policies in the county and includes an overview of
recommendations for programs and policies that will support infrastructure improvements. This chapter also
provides a shortlist of five key program and policy recommendations to be prioritized for implementation.

» See Appendix E for details on all of our proposed programs and policies

Chapter 6 includes an overview of methods and criteria used to prioritize bicycle and pedestrian projects.
Implementation and funding strategies, as well as planning-level costs, are also provided in this chapter.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Unincorporated San Mateo County Active Transportation Plan provides a framework
to improve active transportation conditions for people walking and biking throughout
unincorporated county communities. The Plan presents a framework of implementable
and visionary projects, programs, and policies to work towards making that vision a
reality.

The Plan is oriented around five goals: access, safety, equity, mode share, and flexibility.

These goals were integrated into the Plan development process and will help guide the

implementation of Plan recommendations to improve walking and bicycling conditions access
throughout the unincorporated areas of the county.

The Plan process was shaped by stakeholder and public engagement that occurred at

each stage of Plan development. A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) composed of

representatives from various departments and agencies in the County played a key role

in the Plan development process. Input from the San Mateo County Bicycle and

Pedestrian Committee (BPAC), community councils, and community members from safety

across the unincorporated areas guided tle devel opment
recommendations.

This Plan seeks to improve walking and bicycling in unincorporated San Mateo County by

identifying hundreds of projects, as well as accompanying policies and programs. The

project recommendations connect various destinations and respond to community needs .

to create a safe and connected on-street active transportation network. The following equity
page summarizes some of the types of recommendations in the Plan. Other important

initiatives referenced in the Plan that will contribute to a comprehensive active

transportation network include the completion of county active transportation projects

already underway, as well as supporting Safe Routes to School improvements and

connecting to county and regional trail planning efforts that serve unincorporated county

areas.

mode share

The Plan also provides a framework for implementation of the many projects, policies, and

programs through prioritization criteria, implementation methods and considerations,

planning-level cost estimates, and a list of potential funding sources. Bikeway projects and

pedestrian destination area recommendations prioritized for implementation include those

that address the Plan goals and offer the greatest opportunities for a connected,

comfortable network of walking and biking facilities. Many of these priority projects are flexibility
located in some of the ¢ 0 u n magstdpepulous areas as well as historically underserved

unincorporated communities such as North Fair Oaks, Broadmoor, and the coastside

communities, representing key areas for future investment. Priority policies and programs

seek to support some of the Countyds most i mmediate need

safety, and equity.



UNINCORPORATED SAN MATEO COUNTY
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN
RECOMMENDATIONS SUMMARY

24 52

pedestrian focus miles of protected bikeways and
areas off-street trails

33

unincorporated areas served

11 29

priority destination areas programs and policies
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UNINCORPORATED SAN MATEO COUNTY
OVERVIEW

Unincorporated San Mateo County is characterized by a variety of land uses and urban forms, with more

populated areas in the eastern part of the county and more rural areas in the western part of the county. With

beaches, redwood groves, varied topography, a mild climate, and major employment centers and regional transit

hubs, San Mateo County contains many natural assets and opportunities for active transportation.

flnincorporatedorefers to areas in San Mateo County that are located outside of city or town borders where the

County government provides services, including operation and management of the public right of way. San Mateo
Countyds unincorporated areas encompass a&ommundyerioritash ge o f
distribution of land uses and physical challenges, and engineering constraints. This plan will address walking and

bicycling in all unincorporated areas within San Mateo County, including the 33 named communities that are
unincorporated:

1 Broadmoor  Loma Mar 1 Pescadero

1 Burlingame Hills 1 Los Trancos Woods 1 Princeton-by-the-Sea

1 California Golf Club 1 Menlo Oaks I San Bruno Mountain Park
1 Colma (unincorporated) 1 Miramar I San Francisco International
1 Country Club Park 1 Mobile Home Parks Airport

1 Devonshire 1 Montara 1 San Gregorio

1 El Granada 1 Moss Beach 1 San Mateo Highlands

1 Emerald Lake Hills M North Fair Oaks 1 Sequoia Tract

1 Harbor/Industrial 1 Olympic Country Club 1 Sky Londa

1 Kensington Square 1 Palomar Park 1 Stanford Lands

f Ladera f Peninsula Golf and Country 1 West Menlo Park

1 LaHonda Club

Unincorporated San Mateo County includes two densely populated communities i Broadmoor and North Fair
Oaksi , unincorporated pockets of suburban areas, such as West Menlo Park and Emerald Lake Hills, coastal
communities like El Granada and Montara, and more remote inland communities like La Honda and Pescadero.
There are a few major employment centers in unincorporated parts of San Mateo County, pockets of industrial
land near the Half Moon Bay Airport and unincorporated Belmont, neighborhood commercial areas in some
communities, and large agricultural areas between Highway 1 and the Santa Cruz Mountains.

DEMOGRAPHICS

The population in unincorporated San Mateo County has been steadily increasing in recent years, and reached
65,000 people in 2017.* The racial breakdown of unincorporated parts of San Mateo County is similar to that of
the county as a whole. About 68 percent of the population is White, 13 percent Asian, one percent Black, and 14
percent Some Other Race, with about four percent identifying as two or more races. But there are significant
differences among communities. In Broadmoor, about half the population identifies as Asian, and in North Fair
Oaks, 37 percent identify as Some Other Race.

The US Census describes people of Hispanic or Latino descent as an ethnicity, not a race. Therefore, people who
identify as Hispanic may also describe themselves with one or more racial categories. Throughout the county,
people of Hispanic ethnicity are generally evenly split between those identifying as White and those identifying as
Some Other Race; 70 percent of the population in North Fair Oaks is Hispanic.

! American Community Survey Five-year Estimates, 2017.



Only three percent of households in unincorporated San Mateo County do not own a vehicle, while 75 percent of
households own two or more vehicles. Of Census-designated places, North Fair Oaks has the highest rate of car-
free households in the County at 3.4 percent. While vehicle ownership is often correlated with income, it can also
reflect communities where walking, biking, and transit infrastructure is insufficient to provide other transportation
options.

Approximately 11 percent of unincorporated San Mateo County residents walk, bike, or take transit to work.
Commute trips only comprise around 15 percent of household trips, per the California Household Travel Survey
(CHTS), but they are nonetheless important to understand. Although CHTS cannot be analyzed separately for
unincorporated San Mateo County, non-work trips are more likely to be made using active transportation.

PLAN PURPOSE

The purpose of the Plan is to build on the potential for walking and biking in unincorporated San Mateo County by
defining a community-driven vision for the future of active transportation in unincorporated San Mateo County and
developing a framework for the implementation of projects, programs, and policies to turn the vision into a reality.
This is the first Active Transportation Plan for unincorporated San Mateo County.
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HOW WAS THE PLAN DEVELOPED?

The Plan was developed over a period of 20 months during 2019 and 2020. The process was guided by San
Mateo County staff and representatives from other jurisdictions within the county. Their input was sought on key
elements, such as existing conditions, bicycle network development and recommendations, and the project
prioritization process. The Plan was developed in three distinct phases of analysis and public engagement. Input
from stakeholders and community members was sought at each phase. Two key stakeholder groups were
involved in the process:

1 San Mateo County Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) T Includes five voting
members and two alternates who live in San Mateo County and focuses on bicycle and pedestrian issues
in unincorporated areas of San Mateo County

1 Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 1 Includes representatives from various County departments and
agencies. This committee was assembled to provide guidance for the development of the Plan

During each stage of the Plan development, the public was asked to provide insights across the county on where
changes to walking and biking could be made and prioritized. In addition to in-person events held throughout the
county, public engagement opportunities were also available online to allow those who could not attend events to
provide input. A variety of methods was used to engage members of the public during the Plan process, which are
listed bel ow. I n order to respect c¢communi-19SheiteeimPlaceg s 6
order, engagement methods shifted to primarily occurring online in March of 2020, in the middle of the second
phase of outreach. San Mateo County recognizes that shifting the focus of the second two phases of the Plan to
online outreach resulted in limitations on the number and demographic profile of people that were able to provide
feedback. The County is committed to conducting ongoing additional community engagement as we move

forward with proposed projects, including in-person outreach when appropriate.

1  Community workshops T Open house-style community workshops were hosted during the first phase of

saf e

t he Plan to hear f r omtotwhlleandbikeir uniocorporatediaheastof SatMateo | i k e

County and find out what changes are desired to make people more comfortable walking and biking.

1 Pop-up stations T The Plan team also hosted more informal, pop-up stations at community hubs and
events throughout San Mateo County to meet people where they are. These events provided
opportunities for community members to learn about the Plan, provide feedback on how to improve
walking and biking, and suggest locations where they would like to see changes.

1 Project website T The project website was developed as a location for the public to learn about the Plan
and local outreach events and sign up to receive email updates. The website featured interactive
activities to gather input from the public:

o Online surveys T Online surveys were used to engage the public throughout the Plan process,
collecting feedback on existing conditions, desired changes, and priorities in building out the
countyds active transportation networKk

o Online map 1 An online map was developed to collect public feedback on desired pedestrian and
bicycle improvements and bicycle network recommendations

The following sections provide an overview of the Plan development phases. Refer to Appendix A to view
outreach summary reports from each phase.

PHASE 1
Feb. 2019 - Nov. 2019

PHASE 3

June 2020 - Oct. 2020

PHASE 2

Oct. 2019 - May 2020

Data collection &
initial outreach

Implementation strategy
& draft plan

Project
recommendations
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PHASE 1: DATA COLLECTION & INITIAL OUTREACH

Phase 1 focused on listening and learning to where residents, businesses, and visitors in unincorporated San

Mateo County experience barriers to walking and bicycling with the goal of identifying locations that should be

evaluated for potential project recommendations. The largest public involvement effort occurred during this initial

stage, and this feedback was crucial in shaping ®he pr o]
recommendations that resulted. Phase 1 community engagement consisted of:

1 Setting up the complete with an asking community members to share
what i1ités I|ike to walk and bike in uniwhatchange®r at ed Sa
people would like to see to improve travel by active transportation. Feedback from in-person events was
integrated into the development of the gap analysis and project recommendations.

1 and provided in-person opportunities for
community members to learn about the Plan, speak directly with Plan team, and draw on maps to show
where they 1|i ke and dTohewotkshops &e pop-up statiank ddso providedb i k e .
opportuni ti es for community members to |let the Plan tea

unincorporated San Mateo County today, as well as describe barriers and identify possible
improvements. Similar to the online survey, feedback from in-person events was integrated into the
development of the gap analysis and project recommendations.
i provided stakeholders a window into the planning and design process
and helped the Plan team under st an dVakingmamd bicyclinggoursne mb e r
were used to highlight innovative facilities and identify critical gaps in active transportation infrastructure.
1 Presentations at and

PHASE 2: PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

The goal of Phase 2 was to develop bicycle and pedestrian project recommendations. This phase consisted
primarily of technical analyses conducted by the Plan team and review of major deliverables by the TAC, BPAC,
and public. The outcomes of this phase include a regional bikeway network and priority pedestrian focus area
recommendations. The County will use the bikeway project recommendations to promote regional connectivity
and to work with local jurisdictions to ensure continuity across local boundary lines. The pedestrian focus area
improvement recommendations are context-sensitive to the different character areas of the unincorporated
County and present engineering best practices for pedestrian safety and access that can be applied elsewhere
within the County. The County will be identifying and seeking future funding opportunities to get projects on the
ground. Phase 2 community engagement combined both in-person and virtual outreach due to COVID-19 Shelter
in Place guidelines, which began in March 2020. This hybrid approach consisted of:

i , where community members provided feedback on the draft project
recommendations, priorities in building out the active transportation network, and types of pedestrian
changes they6d | i keupstations, asevell af\tdain-persoo community aarkshops,

were planned for this second phase of outreach, however due to COVID-19 guidelines, these events
were replaced with online outreach.

1 Athree-week consisting of a second and an . This online
open house asked the same questions as the pop-up stations and community workshops, allowing
community members that were unable to attend in-person events to provide feedback virtually.
Community members were also invited to provide more in-depth feedback via email. Feedback from the
Phase 2 pop-up stations and virtual open house were used to refine and prioritize projects.

1 Direct outreach to low-income, Spanish-speaking communities in North Fair Oaks and on the coastside
through and distribution of

1 Presentations at and
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PHASE 3: IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY & DRAFT PLAN

During Phase 3, technical work and community and stakeholder feedback from prior phases was reviewed and
incorporated into the Draft Plan and presented to the community. During this phase, the Plan team also
developed an implementation strategy that identified: evaluation criteria for prioritizing projects; implementation
methods and trade-offs; planning-level preliminary cost assumptions for infrastructure facility types, operations
and maintenance and support programs; and potential funding opportunities. Community and stakeholder
feedback received during Phase 3 was reviewed and incorporated into the final Plan document. COVID-19
guidelines resulted in Phase 3 outreach activities being conducted exclusively online, like the second half of
Phase 2 community engagement. Phase 3 community engagement consisted of:

1

1

An and on the website for community members to read through
the Draft Plan, provide comments, and ask questions.
Two and a event, during which staff presented an overview of

the Plan document to community members and answered any questions.
Direct outreach to low-income, Spanish-speaking communities in North Fair Oaks and on the coastside

through event held in Spanish in
coordination with Community-Based Organizations in North Fair Oaks.
Presentations at and

13
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The Unincorporated San Mateo County Active Transportation Plan (Plan) goals and associated objectives provide
a robust framework for improving walking and bicycling conditions and encouraging more people to use active
transportation within the unincorporated areas of San Mateo County. The goals and objectives guide the
development of the active transportation network recommendations so that the network better serves people
commuting to work or school, running errands, and riding or walking for recreation. The goals and objectives will
lay the foundation for a transportation system that accommodates users of all ages and abilities, including
children, older adults, and people with disabilities.

ADOPTED PLANS AND POLICIES

Existing adopted County plans have informed the development of the goals and objectives presented in this Plan.

The primary plans governing transportation in the unincorporated areas of San Mateo County include the San

Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (2011, with an update in progress), the San Mateo

Countywide Transportation Plan (2017), the County of San Mateo General Plan (2013), and the San Mateo

County Trails Plan (2001). Other area plans that include active transportation recommendations include the

Connect the Coastside Plan (forthcoming), the North Fair Oaks Community Plan (2011), and the San Mateo

County Green Infrastructure Plan (2019). Additional forthcoming plans that will influence active transportation in

San Mateo County include Plan Bay Area 2050, t he Met ropol i tan Tr anReganalAcivei on Co

Transportation Plan, and Caltransd6 District 4 Pedestrian Pl an.

This Planist h e C o u nactivétmnsgoitatios plan for the unincorporated areas. For more detailed
information about the plans and policies discussed below, as well as other local, regional and State plans that
address active transportation, refer to Appendix B.

The has laid the groundwork for
bicycle and pedestrian planning in San Mateo County for nearly a decade by identifying a vision, goals,
objectives, policies, and actions that guide bicycle and pedestrian planning region-wide. The 2011 Plan also
prioritizes bikeway projects needed to complete the Countywide Bikeway Network and prioritizes pedestrian
projects in identified focus areas. The Plan provides a clear vision for active transportation in the county with
intentions to improve public health, promote higher density, increase access to transit, increase environmental
sustainability, and increase access to walking and bicycling facilities. The plan includes five goals each with
specific policies related to developing a system of facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians, increasing the active
transportation mode share, improving safety for people walking and bicycling, routine accommodations of
Complete Streets principles, and encouraging strong local support for active transportation. This plan is currently
being updated and is anticipated to be completed in Winter 2021.

The is a long-range, comprehensive
transportation planning document that presents a coordinated planning framework and establishes a systematic
transportation planning process for identifying and resolving transportation issues region-wide. SMCTP 2040 is
intended to articulate clear transportation planning objectives and policies and to promote consistency and
compatibility among all transportation plans and programs within the countyé sventy-one jurisdictions. The central
vision statement for the SMCTP 2040 focuses on the importance of providing a transportation system that
supports the economic and environmental needs of the community and is socially sustainable. The vision is
accompanied by goals and policies for bicycle and pedestrian planning.

The includes a Transportation chapter, which outlines countywide
goals and policies related to transportation, emphasizing the importance of safety, efficiency, and convenience. It
also promotes Complete Streets and presents seven policies explicitly related to bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

The buildsont he trai |l pol i ciGeneralflanoThis 200le Co un
plan identifies 167 miles of existing recreational trails in San Mateo County and presents over 300 miles of
proposed trails. While the Unincorporated San Mateo County Active Transportation Plan is focused on sidewalks,

15



on-street facilities, and shared use paths, it includes recommendations to improve access to and amenities at
trailneads and design guidance for recreational trail facilities, and does not preclude the possibility of future trails
to supplement the recommended network.

VISIONARY REGIONAL PLANNING PRIORITIES

There are a number of significant, high profile, visionary and transformative countywide/regional active

transportation planning efforts that intersect with unincorporated County communities and have the potential to

improve opportunities for recreation as well as connectivity for pedestrians and bicyclists countywide. Most of

these projects will require further study and coordination with other agencies prior to implementation and may be

considered longer-term projects. There are implementation challenges associated with most of these efforts,

which may include, but arendét | imited to: constraints as
agency coordination, funding, and/or political support. Many of these planning corridors were specifically identified

by community members and stakeholders during the Plan process as some of the highest priority projects in the

county. The following is a list of these efforts:

is a proposed shared use path being considered within the Dumbarton Rail
Corridor, which is owned by the San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) and offers direct links to potential
future transit stations along it. It traverses the urban unincorporated community of North Fair Oaks from
Middlefield Road to Marsh Road, and extends to the San Francisco Bay Trail and over the rail bridge to the East
Bay beyond. The trail would vastly improve cross-community access and connectivity within North Fair Oaks and
other nearby Communities of Concern (as identified by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission) including the
Belle Haven neighborhood in East Menlo Park and East Palo Alto. Portions of the Dumbarton Corridor Trail on the
urban bayside of the Peninsula are also envisioned to be part of the larger Bay to Sea Trail alignment, which is
discussed below.

The San Mateo County BPAC passed a motion at its May 2020 meeting that a pedestrian/bicycle path on the
Dumbarton Corridor be a prominent part of this Plan, as it is a key high priority project. The consideration of this
shared use path would need to be addressed as part of the environmental review for the Dumbarton Rail Corridor
Project, in partnership with SamTrans for use of any land within its right of way.

is a planned 40-mile multi-use trail that would be the first east-west connection between the
Pacific Ocean in Half Moon Bay and the San Francisco Bay in East Palo Alto and Redwood City. This is a critical
project in building out the regional trail network. A segment of this trail envisions utilizing the Dumbarton Rail
Corridor for urban bayside access. While portions of this trail may be unpaved and part of the off-street trail
system, other portions may follow segments of the on-street bikeway network proposed in this Plan.

and associated EI Camino Real Corridor Studies consider the provision of
pedestrian improvements and a continuous, north-south bicycle facility on the Peninsula. The Grand Boulevard
Initiative is a collaborative bringing together all of the agencies responsible for the condition, use and performance
of El Camino Real from Daly City in the north to San Jose in the south. Jurisdictions such as Redwood City, Palo
Alto, and the Town of Colma have conducted multi-modal corridor studies of El Camino Real and are in various
stages of implementing bicycle and pedestrian improvements. The County is part of this collaborative as portions
of El Camino Real between Daly City and Colma and in North Fair Oaks are in unincorporated areas. These
segments of EI Cami no Real are part of the Unincorporate
proposed bikeway network.

istaglanned Shared:=uselpath along the east side of State Route 1
through the unincorporated Midcoast communities connecting Montara with Half Moon Bay. The Parallel Trail is a
high priority project envisioned by the community in the Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Study and further explored
in the Connect the Coastside Plan, Comprehensive Transportation Management Plan for the Midcoast. The
Parallel Trail will provide a critical active transportation link for Midcoast residents and visitors, and a viable
transportation alternative to the automobile for people of all ages and abilities as they travel to destinations along

16



the Coastside, connecting with the Naomi Patridge Trail in Half Moon Bay to the south. The first segment of the

trail from Mirada Road to Coronado Street is planned for construction in 2021. Additional Parallel Trail segments

as identified in the Connect the Coastside Plan are incl
the Parallel Trail share the same alignment as the California Coastal Trail.

is a 1,200-mile trail proposed to run along the California coast through all 15 coastal
counties in the state. Some portions of the trail are may be unpaved and part of the off-street trail system along
the beach, while others are proposed as shared use paths and bikeways on State Route 1 right of way. Portions
of the Midcoast Multimodal Trail, as well as the Ohlone-Portola Heritage Trail, may share the same alignment of
the California Coastal Trail.

is a highly-utilized recreational shared use path that runs from the hills
above San Bruno to State Route 92 at Canada Road. This trail continues on Canada Road where it is closed to
automobile traffic for extended hours every Sunday from Highway 92 to the Town of Woodside. A completed
Crystal Springs Regional trail is envisioned in the San Mateo County Trails Master Plan (2001) and the 2019
Ohlone-Portola Heritage Trail Feasibility Study, and would close a critical one-mile gap between the South of
Dam Trail segment and Canada Road.

A 2019 San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury report emphasized the need to investigate options for how to

complete the trail as part of a multi-agency effort. One of the options outlined in the report for consideration is a

bi-directional multi-use path along the west side of Lower Skyline Road (State Route 35) and State Route 92

within Caltrans right of way from the terminus of the ex
recommendations.

is a planned 500-mile shared use path that will ultimately encircle the entire San
Francisco Bay, running through nine Bay Area couQveri es, 4
350 miles of the Bay Trail exist as of 2020, which include both paved and unpaved sections, and connect
communities to parks, open spaces, schools, transit and to each other. Portions of the Bay Trail serve as both a
recreation and an alternative commute corridor. There is an existing gap in this trail by the San Francisco
International Airport (SFO), which is part of the unincorporated County. As of 2020, the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) will be leading a forthcoming study to consider alignment options in the vicinity of SFO. A
number of proposed bikeways in otherareasof t he Countyds wunincorporated bicyc
Dumbarton Corridor Trail, may ultimately connect to this regional trail.

is a planned continuous 550-mile multi-use recreational trail encircling the ridges
throughout the Bay Area to create a greenbelt linking regional parks throughout the nine Bay Area counties. Over
390 miles of trails have been completed and opened to the public, stretching from Calistoga in the North Bay to
Gilroy in the South Bay with over 75 percent of dedicated trails open to equestrian and bike usage. Major sections
of this trail in San Mateo County are intended to be unpaved and part of the off-street trail system. Portions of this
trail in the unincorporated County follow State Route 35, which is proposed as a rural bicycle route with wide
shoulders, and adjacent parks and open space preserves can be accessed from it.
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

are broad expressions of a longZ4erm vision that guide the Plan and express the intended direction for
bicycle and pedestrian network investments. are specific statements of how to accomplish the goals
and can be used to derive specific targets to measure the attainment of a specific goal. have been
developed to help County staff and community members track progress towards the objectives over the life of the
Plan and better understand how different programs, projects, and policies align with Plan goals. The metrics are a
combination of process measures, which seek to track implementation actions, and performance measures,
which are big-picture indicators that evaluate the outcomes of these actions. The P | goals) abjectives and
metrics are based on input from San Mateo County staff, best practices, and guidance from adopted plans.

ACCESS SAFETY EQUITY MODE SHARE FLEXIBILITY

ACCESS

»  Develop walking and bicycling facilities that are easy to understand and navigate.

» Increase walking and bicycling connections to improve conditions for people traveling within and between
communities.

»  Maintain a network of bicycle and pedestrian facilities that help people reach key destinations, such as
schools, community centers, jobs, transit, parks, and trails.

»  Provide safe and comfortable crossings and connections across barriers (e.g., freeways, railways,
waterways, and major arterials) to bridge gaps in the walking and biking networks.

»  Number of new projects connecting to key destinations
»  Number of intersection improvements or barrier-crossing enhancement projects completed

SAFETY

»  Reduce rate and severity of injuries among people walking, bicycling, and using other personal mobility
devices.

»  Proactively install, and continue to maintain, quick build and high-quality permanent walking and bicycling
facilities to improve roadway safety considering near and long term resources.

»  Analyze crash data to detect patterns and integrate the results into decision making processes.

»  Encourage safe roadway behavior through roadway design, education, and engagement.
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»

»

»

»

Number of traffic calming projects, including those that are quick build and permanent, and slow zones
implemented or established

Number of Safe Routes to School (SRTS) infrastructure projects implemented

Reduction in average speeds where traffic calming has been implemented

Reduction in number of serious injury and fatal bicycle and pedestrian collisions

EQUITY

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

Proactively identify and prioritize the implementation of projects that provide equitable access to
transportation improvements and amenities, including facilities and programs.

Increase positive health outcomes through the design and encouragement of safe and user-friendly
walking and bicycling facilities and behaviors.

Implement and support equitable and inclusive walking and bicycling programs, initiatives, and outreach.
Eliminate any disproportionate impacts of enforcement on people of color.

Number or percentage of projects implemented in or serving disadvantaged or low-income communities
Number or percentage of programs and activities conducted or supported, including SRTS activities,
targeting disadvantaged or low-income communities

Increase in percentage of disadvantaged or low-income community households within ¥4 mile of an All
Ages and Abilities bicycle facility

Reduction in percentage of people of color stopped or cited by police while riding a bike or walking

MODE SHARE

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

Improve access to key destinations such as transit stops and stations, schools, community centers,
shopping and jobs, and parks via connected bicycle and pedestrian facilities as an alternative to single
occupancy vehicle trips.

Provide end-of-trip and supportive amenities such as bicycle parking, wayfinding, fix-it stations, etc.
Encourage walking and bicycling through infrastructure projects and support programs.

Reduce motor vehicle congestion and per capita greenhouse gas emissions and increase the number of
mobility options available to unincorporated county residents.

Number of bicycle and pedestrian education and encouragement events conducted or supported
Number of support facilities (e.g., bicycle storage facilities, wayside fix-it stations) installed
Increase in bicycle and pedestrian counts post-project implementation

Increase in share of bicyclists and pedestrians traveling to work and to school
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FLEXIBILITY

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

Align with neighboring jurisdictions and special districts on active transportation project planning and
implementation to promote network connectivity across jurisdictional boundaries.

Ensure ongoing coordination with land use development and infrastructure projects to maximize
opportunities for active transportation facility implementation.

Stay current on and support new mobility options (e.g., electric-assist bicycles, scooters, and other
personal mobility devices) and contribute to coordination between local and regional agencies to provide
seamless, equitable travel options throughout the county.

Promote cost-effective first-/last-mile transportation demand management solutions that incorporate
active mobility

Seek opportunities to adapt sidewalk and street design to support social distancing needs brought on by
COVID-19

During project development and implementation, endeavor to provide the highest quality active
transportation facility that is feasible, context-sensitive, and furthers both the goals of this Plan as well as
community priorities learned through robust project-based outreach

Number of projects connecting to facilities and destinations in adjacent jurisdictions

Number of projects that provide first and last mile connections to transit

Shared active mobility system elements implemented, including percentage of system elements located
in or available in/serving disadvantaged and low-income communities
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The bicycle infrastructure recommendations presented in this chapter reflect the Plan goals of a safe, more
connected on-street bicycle network by recommending contextually appropriate bicycle facilities including shared
use paths, separated bike lanes, bicycle boulevards, bicycle routes, and other low-stress facilities throughout the
unincorporated areas of San Mateo County. To help provide a more user-friendly environment for bicyclists,
support facilities such as bicycle parking and wayfinding signage are recommended to complement the bicycle
network.

PLANNING CONTEXT

Bicycling opportunities differ depending on the area of the county and its development pattern. Among both the
urban and rural unincorporated communities, there are a limited number of signed, shared roadways and
designated bikeways. In some areas, the long travel distances and high-speed roads make bicycling challenging.
Despite these challenges, there is a strong interest and potential latent demand for bicycling as a first/last mile
commute options should appropriate facilities be provided. Bicycle commute trips occur today throughout the
County for access to jobs, schools, transit and other essential living needs.

In addition to bicycling for transportation, recreational bicycling is also a popular activity and an important element
to plan for in the on-street network, given that it accounts for a large share of existing trips, particularly in rural,
scenic areas of the County. Recreational riders include:

1 Confident recreational road bicyclists who typically take longer rides along rural roads and are
comfortable riding near higher-speed, higher-volume traffic, and on narrow winding roads with steep
grades,

1 Mountain bikers/gravel riders who ride on the unpaved trails, and

1 Those who ride on low-stress facilities in their local neighborhoods and at recreation destinations on
shared use paths, including individuals, groups, or families who ride for enjoyment and exercise but are
not comfortable riding near higher-speed, higher-volume traffic.

SERVING ALL TYPES OF BICYCLISTS

One of the key purposes of the Plan is to improve walking and bicycling conditions for people of all ages and
abilities, and for all trip purposes, as is highlightedi n t h efAdedssdba®d i Mo d goalS.IBanrMatéo
County can accomplish this through the creation of a bikeway network suitable not just for commuters or
recreational cyclists but designed to be comfortable for bicyclists of any age or skill level.

Many factors contribute to a personbés willingness to rid
of safety and comfort. In general, people often feel uncomfortable when bicycling adjacent to high-traffic and high-

speed roadways or crossing busy intersections with little or no separation from vehicles. This sentiment was

expressed by many unincorporated area community members during Plan outreach. Research shows that most

people feel safer and more comfortable riding on streets with the following characteristics:

A Low vehicle speeds (typicdl Steetsdvhsonlynopeiane in aah direction

both public and private streets A Greater separation from traffic (when
A Low traffic volumes (typically <8,500 speeds and volumes are higher)

vehicles per day for bicycle lanes and A Wider bicycle facilities

<3,500 vehicles per day for bicycle A Smaller intersections

boulevards/bicycle routes)
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When potential riders consider their route to a destination, many will choose not to bicycle if they are concerned
about their safety along the route.? Transportation practitioners typically categorize bicycle riders and the level of
stress they can tolerate (Figure 2) along a spectrum. This framework of stress and rider type was used to assess
the existing bicycle network within the unincorporated areas of the county and evaluate how comfortable existing
facilities are likely to be for the full spectrum of bicyclists.

High
Stress
Tolerance

Design User Non-Bicvelist Interested Somewhat Highly
Profile y but Concerned Confident Confident

Bicycling Uncomfortable bicycling in ~ Often not comfortable Generally prefer more Comfortable riding with

Preferences any condition, have no with bike lanes, may bike  separated facilities, but traffic, will use roads
interest in bicycling, or are  on sidewalks even if bike  are comfortable ridingin  without bike lanes.
physically unable to lanes are provided; prefer  bicycle lanes or on paved
bicycle. off-street or separate shoulders if need be.

bicycle facilities or quiet
or traffic-calmed
residential roads. May not
bike at all if bicycle
facilities do not meet
needs for perceived
comfort.

Percent

of General 31-37% 51-56% 5-9% 4-7%
Public

Figure 2: Comfort Typology of Bicyclists?

Dill, J. McNeil, N. ARevisiting the Four Types of Cycli sthAnualFi ndi ngs

Meeting, 2016. Note that children and elderly have not been surveyed as a separate category but are understood to have a very low tolerance
of roadway stress.
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BICYCLE FACILITY CLASSIFICATIONS

California has four primary bikeway classifications as defined by the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (CAMUTCD): Class I, II, 1ll, and IV. In general, facilities with a greater amount of separation between
motor vehicles and bicyclists (Class | and Class IV) are better suited for areas with higher traffic volumes and/or
vehicle speeds, or where anticipated riders are families or people who may not feel comfortable riding in shared
traffic lanes. The following facility types reflect existing bikeways as well as new ones identified in this Plan.

Shared usepaths( Cl ass |1 ; also known as ftroai Iignul & rnod) ucsfestiespro fdis!| |
two-way paved facilities that provide robust separation from motor vehicles. Shared use paths are used by

bicyclists, pedestrians, and other non-motorized users. Interactions with vehicles are limited to roadway

crossings. Due to separation from vehicular traffic, these facilities provide a low-stress environment for bicyclists

and other users.

Bicycle lanes (Class Il) provide an exclusive space for bicyclists to operate on the roadway. They are striped
adjacent to vehicle travel lanes, delineated by a solid white line. Bike lanes may be painted green for increased
visibility. Buffered bicycle lanes, like bike lanes, provide an exclusive space for bicyclists to operate on the
roadway. Buffered bike lanes provide additional horizontal separation between vehicle travel lanes and bicyclists
via a painted buffer. Buffered bicycle lanes may be painted green for increased visibility.

Bicycle routes (Class lll) designate certain roadways as preferred bicycle roads, where bicyclists share the road
with drivers. In general, wider shoulders are recommended for rural bicycle routes with relatively higher motor
vehicle volumes and speeds, such as state highways, and bicyclists share the lane with relatively lower motor
vehicle volume and speeds as depicted in Figure 11: FHWA 6 s Showderd\idthefar Rural Roadways.
They typically include wayfinding signage for bicyclists as well as additional signage to increase driver awareness
to the potential presence of bicyclists (e.g., Share the Road signage or Bicyclists May Use Full Lane sighage: see
the CAMUTCD for further guidance, project-specific signage and location is to be evaluated and determined by
engineering staff). These roads may provide important connections for bicyclists but lack sufficient space in the
right of way for designated bicycle facilities like Class Il or Class IV facilities, but have higher traffic volumes or
traffic speeds that make them unsuitable for consideration as bicycle boulevards. Bicycle boulevards are a
specific type of bicycle route. They are often found on low-speed, low- volume neighborhood streets with traffic
calming enhancements, and are often used as parallel options when high-speed and high-volume roadways
cannot accommodate a low-stress bikeway. Rural bicycle routes are another type of bicycle route that usually
feature wide, paved shoulders, striping, and intermittent rumble strips to provide a flexible space for bicyclists
(and often pedestrians) to travel in the absence of other facilities on rural roads or highways.

Separated bicycle lanes (Class IV), also known as protected bicycle lanes, are dedicated bike facilities that
provide the experience of a Class | shared use path but are located on-street. Separated bicycle lanes provide
more robust physical separation between bicyclists and motor vehicles than Class Il facilities. Separated bike
lanes always include vertical separation, parked vehicles, raised concrete curbs, planters, or posts, as well as
horizontal separation, like a striped buffer or landscaped area.

Shared Use Path Bicycle Lane Bicycle Route or Separated
(off-street) (buffer optional) Bicycle Boulevard Bicycle Lane
Class | Class I Class llI Class IV
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

Unincorporated San Mateo Countyds |
consists of bike lanes, bike routes, and trails. Some }
bikeways, such as the California Coastal Trail, are
enjoyable for people of all ages and abilities to use.
Other facilities, such as signed bike routes along major
arterials with high traffic volumes and speeds, can be
stressful for even the most experienced riders.

Table 1 provides an overview of the existing bicycle
network in unincorporated San Mateo County. Figure 4
contains an overview map of this existing bicycle
network; more detailed maps can be found in Appendix
B. There are no existing bike boulevards or separated Figure 3: The California Coastal Trail, a Class |
bike lanes unincorporated San Mateo County. The shared use path along the coast
unincorporated areas have a total of 52 miles of

designated bikeways.

Table 1: Existing Bicycle Network

Bikeway Type Existing Mileage

Class | Shared Use Path 14.7
Class Il Bicycle Lane 31.6
Class Il Buffered Bicycle Lane 0.8
Class lll Bicycle Boulevard -

Class lll Bicycle Route 5.3

Class lll Rural Bicycle Route -
Class IV Separated Bicycle Lane -
Total 52.4
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One of the Plan goals is to improve safety in unincorporated areas of the county by reducing the rate and severity
of injuries incurred by people walking, bicycling, and rolling, including people using wheelchairs or scooters.
Understanding the existing safety conditions and high-injury locations can support decisions for the funding and
construction of projects. The data used in this analysis draws on five years of collision data (2013 i 2017) in

unincorporated areas of the county from the Universityof Cal i f or ni aés Transportation | nj
(TIMS), as mapped in Figure 8. This analysis only includes collisions reported to law enforcement and collisions
where an injury was r ec or tbeeedire likeht ndrsinjury migyde collsions that accumed t e t h a
and were not reported.
Fatal
Over the five-year analysis period, there were 183 bicycle 2% Severe
collisions, resulting in 179 injuries and four deaths (Figure 5). Injury
These collisions include only reported injury collisions. Bicycle ’ 18%

collisions had a higher severity rate than pedestrian collisions:

73 percent of bicycle collisions resulted in visible injury or Other

death, compared to 54 percent of pedestrian collisions. Visible
Injury

Of the bicycle collisions analyzed, 56 percent involved a motor 53%

vehicle. While all four fatal collisions involved a motor vehicle,

severe injury collisions were a combination of motor-vehicle- Complaint

involved and bicycle-only collisions. The severe bicycle-only of Pain
.. . . . 27%
collisions include those occurring on weekends, when the high
speed of recreational riders on San Mateo Countyés hilly
may contribute to the severity of injuries. Figure 5: Bicycle Collision Severity

The most common bicycle collision factors werefii mpr oper turningo a
s p e eofdadtomobiles, accounting for over 60 percent of bicycle collisions.

Other common violations include violations of the automobile right of way and
riding on the wrong side of the road. Over 35 percent of bicycle collisions were
associated withfii mpr oper turningodé, such as a
right without checking and/or yielding to bicyclists in the bike lane. An additional
29 percent of bicycle collisions were caused by unsafe speeds.

ot
—
«Q

Nearly half of all bicycle collisions occurred on a Saturday or Sunday. The
results of the bicycle collision analysis suggest that San Mateo County should
implement programmatic and design projects to increase bicyclist safety in
areas where both transportation and recreational riding are anticipated. Refer to
Chapter 5 for a discussion of recommended safety-related programming and
policies. Some of these programs and policies aim to improve roadway safety by
educating motorists.

Bicycle collisions occur throughout the unincorporated areas of the county.
Figure 6: Key Bicycle Locations with more bicycle collisions per square mile than other unincorporated
Collision Trends areas are in North Fair Oaks, West Menlo Park, Stanford Lands, and along
Canada Road. It is important to note that the absence of recorded collisions
doesn6t necessarily imply that comaitions
street where collisions have been recorded. Data from TIMS does not account
for near misses and only includes reported collisions.
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Figure 8, which details the race and hispanic origin
of bicyclist victims involved in crashes, as noted in
the collision report, shows that the majority of crash
victims are white, followed by Hispanic (16%) and
Asian (12%). In total, 68 of the 186 bicycle victims
with a designated race were people of color (37%).

Note that races included in the police reports do not
cover the full range of ethnic and racial groups that
individuals are able to self-report in the context of the
u. sS. Census, and may be b
judgement, so a direct comparison to the distribution
within the population is not possible. In addition, the
Statewide Integrated Traffic Records system does

not distinguish between race and ethnicity. We
recommend interpreting this figure with caution.

The bicycle collisions involving people of color are
distributed throughout the unincorporated areas of San
Mateo County. There are no clear trends in the
distribution of bicycle victims who are people of color
except for a large cluster of collisions near North Fair
Oaks, West Menlo Park, Stanford Lands, and along
Canada Road and Highway 84.
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BICYCLE PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

NETWORK DEVELOPMENT

The bicycle network is intended to serve the most bicyclists and to prioritize connections to key destinations. The
County endeavors to implement the highest quality facility where feasible. The bikeway selection
recommendations were subject to several design constraints, including limited right of way and the need for
further study that includes community engagement, particularly if the recommendation would require the removal
of on-street parking to provide the optimal facility, especially in residential areas.

The Plan team followed four key steps to develop the bicycle network, as shown in Figure 9. The first two steps
included a potential demand analysis and a gap analysis. These two technical analyses were used to determine
where bikeways were most needed, in terms of providing facilities in locations with the highest potential demand,
and filling gaps in network connectivity. The third step was informed by the results of the first two steps, as well as
the input provided by community members through in-person and online public engagement, to select potential
bikeways based on local roadway characteristics. After drafting the bicycle network, the Plan team shared it with
the public so that the public could provide feedback on whether the recommendations reflected where and which
types of facilities they wanted to ride, and which bikeways they wanted to see prioritized.

Potential
Demand
Analysis

Gap Bikeway

Analysis Selection

Figure 9: Bicycle Network Development Process

The potential demand analysis draws upon best practices from academic research to identify areas with high
potential for bicycle activity based on development patterns and demographic factors. Note that the analysis is not
predictive of actual bicycle activity and focuses on utilitarian trips (e.g., school, work, errands), even though
recreational bicycling is very common in the San Mateo County.

The potential demand analysis indicates that there is varied demand throughout San Mateo County, with potential
demand concentrated in three areas: in the north near Broadmoor, further south along the coast, and in the
bayside communities in the southern part of San Mateo County. The analysis identified six unincorporated areas
in San Mateo County with the highest potential demand for bicycling and walking. These areas include:

1 North Fair Oaks,

Broadmoor and unincorporated Colma,

Sequoia Tract,

A few Census blocks in Emerald Lake Hills,

West Menlo Park, and

1 Midcoast communities north of Half Moon Bay, stretching from Montara to El Granada.

= =4 =4 =4

For more details about the analysis methodology and results, refer to Appendix B.

The gap analysis identifies areas in unincorporated San Mateo County where bicycle facilities may be lacking or
may not match the needs of the local context. This analysis, combined with the potential demand analysis,
provides a solid foundation for identifying locations where bikeways are needed and developing a connected
bicycle network.
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The bicycle network gap analysis identified:

1 Spot and segment gaps in the bicycle network;

Existing high stress bicycle facilities;

High demand areas that are not connected to the bicycle network; and

Gaps in bicycle access to key destinations, as identified by community members through the public
engagement process and in conjunction with County staff.

= =4 =

Many spot and segment gaps overlap with high stress facilities and high demand areas that are not connected to
the bicycle network, although there are some high demand areas without bicycle facility access near Daly City as
well as some small areas in the central county. Filling these network gaps will help the County create a more
robust, consistent, and connected network. For more details about the gap analysis, refer to Appendix B.

The proposed bicycle network was developed by connecting identified gaps, corridors with high concentrations of
collisions, community-identified corridors, and remaining gaps. The network was assessed to determine the
appropriate and feasible bikeway facility for each roadway.

Several factors influence the bikeway recommendations, including curb-to-curb width, motor vehicle traffic

volume, motor vehicle speeds, presence of on-street parking, relative cost, and public support. To guide

recommendations, the Bikeway Selection Charts for Urban and Rural roadways were used (see Figure 10 and
Figure11). Thi s gui dance comes from t he BikewhgSeledionBuidg (R018)y Admi ni
Per FHWA recommendations, rural facility recommendations are applied in rural areas outside of town centers,

while urban and suburban facility recommendations are applied in all other contexts (urban, suburban, and rural

towns). Bikeway recommendations that meet FHWA recommendations per the below charts are considered fAll

Ages and Abilitiesofacilities in that they are comfortable for bicyclists of all ages and abilities. Note that most rural

bikeways are labeled as Class Il Bicycle Routes, even when bicyclists are not expected to travel in a shared lane

and can instead ride in the shoulder.
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PROPOSED BICYCLE NETWORK

The proposed bicycle network (Figure 12) was developed based on community and County staff input,
evaluations of existing conditions, and best practices in bicycle network planning and design. See Figure 13
through Figure 20 for detailed maps showing the proposed network throughout the county. The proposed network
recommends new bikeways and upgrades to existing bikeways to help the County meet the five goals of this
Plan. In total, the proposed bicycle network includes 66.4 miles of new and upgraded bikeways to create a
comfortable, connected network serving neighborhoods and destinations throughout the County. The bicycle
network recommendations also include projects to support the key, longer-term trail and corridor projects
highlighted in the Visionary Regional Planning Priorities discussion in Chapter 2. Table 2 presents the proposed
mileage of each bikeway type. The proposed mileage totals in Table 2 include proposed new bikeways on streets
that currently have no bikeways, plus proposed upgrades to existing bikeways (e.g., from a bike route to a bike
lane).

Table 2. Existing and Proposed Bicycle Network Mileage

Class | Shared Use Path 14.7 43.4 58.0
Class Il Bicycle Lane 31.6 11.9 37.4
Class Il Buffered Bicycle Lane 0.8 4.3 5.1
Class Il Bicycle Boulevard - 35.7 35.7
Class lll Bicycle Route 5.3 0.1 1.3
Class Ill Rural Bicycle Route - 111.4 111.4
Class IV Separated Bicycle Lane - 8.7 8.7
Total 52.4 2155 257.6

In general, facilities were only recommended if they fit within the existing curb-to-curb width in order to ease
implementation of the recommendations. In some cases, this resulted in facility recommendations requiring
roadway widening, which are explicitly noted in the project list. Actions identified to reallocate roadway space to
implement facilities include lane diets (i.e., reducing the width of vehicle lanes) and road diets (i.e., reducing the
total number of vehicle lanes). Traffic calming is recommended for implementation of all bicycle boulevards, which
are often safer and more comfortable than bike lanes. Unlike bicycle lanes, bicycle boulevards do not require
additional right-of-way to implement and are a more appropriate treatment on narrow roadways with low traffic
volumes. Where possible, bicycle routes should be implemented with an uphill bike lane on routes with significant
grades.

In rural areas, which often do not have sidewalks, Class Ill Bicycle Routes with wide shoulders are recommended
over Class Il Bike Lanes because they provide space for both bicyclists and pedestrians, whereas Class Il Bike
Lanes are only designed to serve bicyclists.

Refer to Appendix D for project details for each recommended bikeway. Any projects that may require further
study due to parking or travel lane removal or environmental, political, or spatial constraints are noted in this
project list. As the County identifies projects to begin assessing, designing, and constructing, we will endeavor to
provide the highest quality facility that is feasible, context-sensitive, and furthers our goals in transportation, in
alignment with the Plands goal of flexibility.

San Mateo County staff understand that it is equally important to provide cross-county routes and to focus walking
and bicycling treatments in denser, more urban areas; one type of route does not preclude the other and both are
needed to provide a cohesive network. The forthcoming C/CAG Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan will
provide recommendations for cross-county projects. Some of these routes are also in the unincorporated county,
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like SR-35, SR-84, SR-92, and the Grand Boulevard Initiative along EI Camino Real. This Plan focuses on the on-
street network; however, these recommendations do not preclude the possibility of parallel trails. The County6 s
Trails Master Plan provides alignments of proposed trails and policy guidance for their implementation.

During the second phase of public outreach for the Plan, the bicycle network was presented to the public for
community members to provide feedback on which bikeway projects they would like to see prioritized in
implementation. Figure 21 presents a heat map of feedback received during this outreach. The bicycle project list
in Appendix D correspondingly indicates whether a project received strong public support, which will be
considered by the County in implementation. Among the corridors that received the highest amount of public
support are projects:

A On state routes, including SR-35, SR-92, and SR-1;

A In the San Mateo Highways, including Bunker Hill Drive, Ralston Avenue, and Lexington Avenue;

A Connecting the coastside and bayside of the county, including Tunitas Creek Road and Pescadero Creek
Road;

A Providing trail access, like Purisima Creek Road and Higgins Canyon Road;

A On constrained corridors like Middlefield Road, Bay Road, and Fifth Avenue in North Fair Oaks, Santa

Cruz Avenue and Alameda de las Pulgas in West Menlo Park, and Coleman Avenue in Menlo Oaks.

There was strong community support for bike facilities along existing fire roads. As stated above, this Plan is not
focused on trails and does not include these recommendations but does not preclude the possibility of providing
facilities along fire roads, like Crystal Springs Road, in the future. Some of these projects are included in the 2001
Trails Master Plan.
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Figure 12: Proposed Bicycle Network
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Figure 21: Community Feedback on Bicycle Network
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ADDITIONAL BICYCLE NETWORK ENHANCEMENTS

As part of the Countyds Safe Routes to School program, t
around the county. These walking audits resulted in recommendations to improve access and safety for walking

and bicycling infrastructure near schools. Appendix D includes a list of walking and bicycling projects

recommended for schools in unincorporated areas that have not yet been implemented. In addition to the bicycle

project recommendations developed as part of the Plan, it is recommended that the County implement the

remaining on-street Safe Routes to School recommendations.

The proposed bicycle network recommendations include
projects to improve bicycling conditions along individual
roadway segments and corridors. However, a complete
bicycle network often necessitates changes to
intersections along streets that already have suitable
linear bicycle facilities. The design toolkit in Appendix C
provides guidance to help County staff assess where and
how to install intersection treatments to enhance network
comfort and improve bicycling conditions at intersections.
One example of a treatment included in the design toolkit
is a bicycle box. This treatment improves bicyclist safety

and comfort by increasing the share of drivers who yield to _
bicyclists and reducing conflicts between bicyclists f ‘
traveling straight and drivers turning right. Bicycle boxes Figure 22: Bicyclist using a bicycle box at a
can be paired with loop detection for bicyclists to be signalized intersection

detected at intersections, so the signal is alerted of bicycle
crossing demand and the bicyclist receives a green light.

The treatments in the design toolkit can also be used to enhance the comfort of existing bikeways along corridors,

at approaches to intersections, and through intersections. When resurfacing streets with existing bike lanes, staff

should consider application of treatments such as appropriate placement of bike lanes with respect to turn lanes,

highlighted marking of conflict areas, potential lane narrowing to address door zone issues with existing bicycle

lanes where parking exists, and continuation of bike lanes throughinter secti ons to indicate rid
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BICYCLE SUPPORT FACILITIES

In addition to on- and off-street bikeways, support facilities provide increased comfort and predictability for
bicyclists and increase access to network. The following sections discuss the opportunity for the County to
provide support facilities in unincorporated areas.

WAYFINDING

Wayfinding, which can include both signage as well as pavement markings painted on the roadway, is an
important part of a pedestrian and bicycle network. Wayfinding can help people navigate the transportation
network with confidence and find their way past barriers such as complex intersections, dead-end streets, high-
stress roadways, or steep hills. Wayfinding signage also directs people walking and bicycling to key destinations,
such as commercial centers, public facilities, parks, or transit stations. Wayfinding signage can provide the
distance, by mileage and/or time, to these destinations.

Examples of existing bicycle-oriented signage in the unincorporated areas include:

A Signs that state the type of facility on the roadway

A AShare the Ro ashared ke garlsngsapairdet onrthe roadway, particularly in rural areas

A Wayfinding for the California Coastal Trail along the midcoast communities of Montara, Moss Beach,
Princeton, and El Granada

When implemented, wayfinding should be placed along walking and biking routes to help direct users to adjacent

routes or nearby destinations. Kiosks can be installed that provide detailed maps directing users to nearby

destinations.i Bi ke May Use the Fulll Lane o s iSgcoessfuowayfindingl sgstemsb e us e
include decision signs, confirmation signs, and turn signs:

A are typically placed at decision points along bicycle routes, such as at intersections and
key locations heading to and along bicycle routes.

A indicate that bicyclists or pedestrians have (or have not) made the course change
they intended.

A indicate where a route turns from one street or facility to another.

San Mateo County could consider partnering with cities in the county to develop a regional wayfinding system.
The system should have a similar brand throughout the county and be compatible with local wayfinding.
Communities could adjust the brand to reflect local character while still maintaining consistent signage elements.
More information on wayfinding can be found in Appendix C. Wayfinding is also recommended as part of the

C o u n tegedtgLonnect the Coastside plan.

BICYCLE PARKING

Secure bicycle parking is essential for encouraging bicycling for utilitarian trips, such as to work, shopping, or
school. There are a variety of bicycle parking types, which reflect the need of the users, the location, and the
length of time that the bicycle will be parked.

1 is designed to meet the needs of employees, residents, public transit users, and
others who often leave their bicycles unmonitored for a period of several hours or longer. These users
require security and weather protection that let them park without unreasonable concern for loss or
damage. Examples of long-term bicycle parking includes lockers or other secure, enclosed shelters. See
Appendix C for more details.

1 is designed to meet the needs of people visiting businesses and institutions i
typically lasting up to two hours. Short-term users may be infrequent visitors to a location, so the parking
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should be easily visible. Recommended short-term racks include inverted-U, post and ring, or bike corrals

at destinations with high demand. See Appendix C for more details.

The following sections describe strategies for providing adequate bicycle parking both on public and private
property. Table 3 summarizes the recommended types of bicycle parking and specifications for different land

uses. The Plan includes a policy recommendation to incorporate bicycle parking standards when County parking
ordinances and zoning districts are updated (see Chapter 5). The design toolkit presented in Appendix C includes

short- and long-term bicycle parking design guidance.

Table 3: Recommended Bicycle Parking by Location

Short-term Spaces

One space for each 20 students

Specifications*

Long-term Spaces
One space for 10 employees (minimum of two); for

of floor area (minimum of two spaces)

Schools . junior and high schools, also provide one space for
(minimum of two spaces) each 20 students

Parks Spaces for 2% of maximum daily One space for each 20 employees (minimum of two
attendance spaces)

Libraries One space for each 8,000 square feet One space for each 10 employees (minimum of two

spaces)

Transit hubs

Spaces for at least 1.5% of morning
peak period daily ridership

Spaces for at least 5% of projected morning peak
period daily ridership

Retail and
commercial

One space for each 5,000 square feet
of floor area (minimum of two spaces)

One space for each 12,000 square feet of floor area
(minimum of two spaces)

Office

One space for each 20,000 square feet
of floor area (minimum of two spaces)

One space for each 10,000 square feet of floor area
(minimum of two spaces)

If a private garage is not provided for each unit: For

housing each bedroom, 0.05 spaces (minimum of two short
and long-term spaces)

*These specifications are based on recommendations

Bicycle Parking Guidelines which can be found at www.apbp.org.

Multi-family For each bedroom, 0.05 spaces

(minimum of two spaces)

from the

Bicycle Parking on Public Property

San Mateo County may develop a bicycle rack installation program in which residents, local employees, and
business or property owners could request the installation of a rack in the public right-of-way. County staff could
evaluate the requests and then install the racks, if physically feasible and as resources allow. Potential locations
may include proximity to local commercial activity centers and downtowns; existing bicycle facilities; regional
trails; schools; transit hubs; or mid- to higher-density residential districts.

Bicycle Parking on Private Property

Regulatory policies, such as ordinances in development and zoning codes, can require the provision of adequate,
secure bicycle facilities in certain locations. San Mateo County could develop a bicycle parking ordinance or
consider incorporating bicycle parking standards as a component of updatestot he Count y ds
and zoning districts which could specify:

par king

1 Type of racks that are permitted (such as inverted-U, post and ring, or wheel well-secure racks)

1 Rubric for number of short-andlong-t er m racks based on a buildingébs
1  Where the racks should be placed

1 Incentives for developers to provide additional bicycle parking or amenities

squ
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ADDITIONAL END-OF-TRIP FACILITIES

I n addition to bicegftclré pparkihgtieshbemakendt easier
and bike, especially to work. Examples of these facilities include:

Bike valet

Shower and/or locker facilities

Bicycle mechanic available on site

Investment in on-site bike rentals or bike share
Bike park and ride

A Restrooms, drinking fountains and hand-washing
stations

Dedicated bicycle and bicycle equipment storage
Extra wide hallways or bike elevators

Bicycle workrooms

Bike-washing stations

Too Too T I
oo o T To To

The Plan includes a program recommendation to provide amenities for recreational bicyclists at key locations (see
Chapter 5). In addition to this, an end-of-trip planning guide could be considered by the County to help employers
and communities increase the number of end-of-trip facilities throughout the region. This guide would be an
appropriate addition to a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program which encompasses a broad
range of initiatives to support walking, biking, riding transit, carpooling/ridesharing, and micromobility options as
alternatives to driving alone. As a complement to the end-of-trip planning guide, the County may require secure
parking (such as lockers or bike racks), repair equipment, and/or showers as a stipulation for new developments.

MICROMOBILITY PROGRAMS

Micromobility programs offer residents and visitors an easy transportation alternative that allows one-way or
round-trip travel to key destinations. Micromobility programs can include a variety of devices, including bikes,
electric bikes, and electric scooters. Micromobility trips are best suited for short trips, typically up to 20 minutes,
and can provide a first- and last-mile link to transit such as BART and Caltrain. Micromobility systems are
currently operating in a few major cities in the rest of the Bay Area. Programs can be station-based, with stations
located in the public right-of-way or on private property, or dockless, allowing users to leave devices at any public
bike rack instead of returning them to a station. In unincorporated areas, station-based programs that provide
bikes and e-bikes may be the best option and would need to be based in more densely developed areas to
mitigate the need for major fleet rebalancing efforts.

When a public agency considers creating or encouraging a micromobility program, performing a feasibility study is
typically the first step. Feasibility studies provide a better understanding of the potential success of micromobility
programs and can help determine which communities are well suited for successful programs, and which
communities should be prioritized for implementation. As a part of a feasibility study, the following factors are
considered:

A and other factors that may influence micromobility demand, such as co-locating
micromobility stations near facilities that users are comfortable riding, land use mix, population density
and the availability and convenience of using personal bikes and scooters as part of a planned trip; and

A for a micromobility program, including support of the public and key stakeholders,
potential sponsors, grant funding, and a process for who will own, operate, and maintain the system.

Micromobility programs require the support of a broad range of community stakeholders, including public
agencies, local advocacy groups, community program leaders, and the private sector. A primary decision for
micromobility programs is to determine who will own, manage, and operate the system. This decision typically
comes from organizing the right team of stakeholders that will help to identify the ownership, management, and
operations and maintenance structure of the program. Another key consideration is the potential utilization rate
and cost effectiveness of these systems, as they often require ongoing public subsidies. The Plan includes a
recommendation to coordinate with C/CAG and other local jurisdictions to gauge interest in and to develop a
micromobility program.
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This chapter recommends pedestrian infrastructure projects, which aim to increase the safety and comfort of
walking in unincorporated areas. These recommendations align with the Plan goals of increasing safety and
access for pedestrians throughout the county. To help provide a flexible path forward for the County to implement
pedestrian projects, this chapter includes location-specific priority pedestrian destination recommendations that
can be referenced by the County while identifying and developing additional pedestrian projects.

PLANNING CONTEXT

Many of the walking trips in unincorporated San Mateo County occur not just in dense, urbanized areas like North
Fair Oaks and Broadmoor, but also in more rural areas, especially those that attract tourists, like Pescadero and
the midcoast communities. There are opportunities to improve walking conditions throughout the county by
closing sidewalk gaps, improving pedestrian crosswalks at intersections, and implementing traffic calming and
streetscape improvements.

TYPES OF PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE

Pedestrian networks are composed of sidewalks, trails, roads, roadway crossings, and overcrossings. These
facilities should be connected, protected, and designed to accommodate the needs of people walking. Due to the
large geographic area of San Mateo County, the types of issues typical to pedestrian networks are often highly
localized, relating to sidewalks and crossing opportunities nearest particular destinations.

o ‘.’.‘Q 81;‘.”".: 6‘:“'
Figure 23: In areas without sidewalks, quiet streets to walk on can Figure 24: People crossing with the help of a

be an important i and safe i part of the pedestrian network Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) in
North Fair Oaks

In unincorporated areas, pedestrian networks typically consist of sidewalks, trails, and crossing treatments;
however, in some areas, curbed, concrete sidewalks on all roadways may not be physically or financially feasible,
ormaynot al i gn wi b\hsioraanccchanaatar. mnithese éreas it may be preferable to provide advisory
or paved shoulders, side paths, or alternative sidewalks (i.e., street-level walkways separated from the adjacent
travel lane with painted stripe, concrete curb, wooden barrier, or other vertical barrier). On streets where roadway
users share the roadway, infrastructure treatments can be used to keep motor vehicle volumes and speeds low to
enhance pedestrian comfort.

Sidewalks, alternative sidewalks, and shared use paths built in the public right of way must follow the Americans

with Disabilities Act (AADAO) gui del iCousty sidevwalk construetionni ncor
and maintenance fees are the responsibility of adjacent property owners. At crossings, County staff can use a

variety of treatments to improve pedestrian safety and comfort, depending on the local conditions. In general,
pedestrian-specific crossing treatments are important in areas where relatively high volumes of pedestrians are

expected, such as in downtown districts or near parks, schools, transit stops, or other destinations.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

Within the unincorporated areas of San Mateo County, the pedestrian network consists of a combination of rural
roads without sidewalks and urban areas with partial or complete sidewalk coverage. In many urban and rural
contexts, pedestrians need a well-connected network of designated locations to walk and cross the street safely
and comfortably. In other locations, typically those with very low motor vehicle traffic, pedestrians can comfortably
walk in the road and do not need designated, physically separated space to travel comfortably. Some
unincorporated areas already have crossing treatments, sidewalks, and shared use paths or unpaved recreational
trails, while other communities lack these types of facilities. The Additional Pedestrian Network Enhancements
section at the end of this chapter provides more information on feedback from different unincorporated
communities regarding whether or not curbed, concrete sidewalks are desirable in their communities.

Several types of issues affect the walking environment in San Mateo County.

. The need for sidewalks depends on the land use context. In
denser, more urban areas like Broadmoor and North Fair Oaks, sidewalks may be appropriate on all streets. But
there are gaps in some of these locations where sidewalks should be constructed when possible. In other areas,
quiet streets, or sidewalks along key corridors leading to destinations, may be the type of pedestrian infrastructure
that is needed.

. In some parts of the county, busy roadways, railroads, and other features are
barriers for pedestrians. Highway 1, which is owned and maintained by Caltrans, is one example. Traveling south
from Pacifica, the first signalized intersection is at Capistrano Road, beyond the communities of Montara and
Moss Beach, and the next is not until Coronado Street, almost a mile to the south. Instead of walking considerably
out of the way to these intersections, people may cross midblock or they may choose not to walk and instead just
drive to destinations that should be considered walking distance.

. Trees can enhance the walking experience by providing shade and scenic interest,
especially in warm, sunny locations. Conversely, the lack of street trees can make walking less appealing for
many people. Working with property owners and foundations to increase the presence of street trees can
increase comfort and potentially encourage more walking.

. High traffic speeds can negatively impact people walking and bicycling. Whether people are
walking, biking, or driving, high vehicle speeds give drivers less time to notice and respond appropriately to other
roadway users or changing roadway conditions. Collisions that occur at high speeds are also more severe. Even
with separation, walking and bicycling next to high-speed traffic can create a loud and uncomfortable environment
for people walking and bicycling.

. Pedestrian collisions, as discussed below, disproportionately occur during evening hours.
Improved lighting in appropriate settings may help to improve pedestrian safety.
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One of the Plan goals is to improve safety by reducing the rate and
severity of injuries among people walking, bicycling, and using other
personal mobility devices in unincorporated areas of the county.
Understanding the existing safety conditions and high-injury locations
can support decisions for the funding and construction of projects. The
data used in this analysis draws on five years of collision data (2013 i
2017) in unincorporated areas of the county from the University of

Fatal
Injury
12%

Californiabds Transportat iSpasmbppgdu r wAaIping Sy (TI M
in Figure 28. When interpreting TIMS data, it is important to recognize

that collision records rely on an 3sment o
in a collision and how they interpret California law. This analysis only Complaint

includes collisions reported to law enforcement and collisions where of Pain

an injury was recorded, so there are likely other non-injury pedestrian 46%

collisions that occurred and were not reported. Key takeaways from
the pedestrian collision analysis are discussed here; see the Existing
Conditions Memo in Appendix B for a more in-depth analysis.

Figure 25: Pedestrian Collision
Severity

As shown in Figure 25, there were 52 pedestrian collisions over the five-year period analyzed, resulting in 46
visible injuries and six fatalities. The most common pedestrian collision factors were violations of a pedestriand s
right of way and pedestrian violations. Thirty percent of pedestrian collisions were associated with a pedestrian
right of way violation, implying that a vehicle fails to yield when a pedestrian has the right of way. Twenty-five
percent of pedestrian collisions were associated with a pedestrian violation, an example of which is crossing the
street against a traffic signal. Another 25 percent of pedestrian collisions were associated with improper turning
(e.g., driver errors like turning right when right turns on red are restricted) and drivers traveling at unsafe speeds.

Thirty of the 52 pedestrian collisions occurred when a pedestrian was crossing the
road, and over 40 percent of these crossing collisions occurred when a pedestrian
was crossing the road at a location outside of a crosswalk. This suggests that
there may be a need for additional designated pedestrian crossing locations.

The presence of lighting appears to influence the overall severity of pedestrian
collisions. An analysis of lighting in all pedestrian collisions versus in fatal and
severe pedestrian collisions shows that over 60 percent of pedestrian collisions
that occurred during dark conditions without streetlights resulted in a fatal or
severe injury. The safety benefits of lighting are documented in the Federal

Hi ghway Administrationés (FHWA) Safe Trans
(STEP) program and may be an effective strategy for improving roadway safety in
parts of San Mateo County. In addition to infrastructure and roadway design
improvements, programs and policies that target drivers and educate them on
safe roadway behaviors are also important aspects of improving roadway safety.
Refer to Chapter 5 for a discussion of recommended safety-related programs and
policies.

Pedestrian collisions occur throughout the unincorporated areas of the county.
The majority of collisions occur in bayside communities. Locations with higher

pedestrian collisions per square mile, compared to other unincorporated areas,
are North Fair Oaks, El Granada, and Harbor/Industrial.

Figure 26: Pedestrian
Collision Trends
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Figure 27, which details the race and hispanic origin of
pedestrian victims involved in crashes, as noted in the
collision reports, shows that almost half of pedestrian crash
victims are Hispanic. In total, 31 of the 49 pedestrian victims
with a designated race were people of color (63 percent).

Note that races included in the police reports for collisions

do not cover the full range of ethnic and racial groups that

individuals are able to self-report in the context of the U.S.
Census, and may be based on of fi
direct comparison to the distribution within the population is

not possible. In addition, the Statewide Integrated Traffic

Records system does not distinguish between race and

ethnicity. We recommend interpreting this figure with

caution.

The pedestrian collisions involving people of color are
distributed throughout the unincorporated areas of San
Figure 27: Race of Pedestrians Involved in  Mateo County. There are no clear trends in the distribution of
Collisions pedestrian victims who are people of color except for a large
cluster of collisions near North Fair Oaks.
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Figure 28: Pedestrian Collisions in Unincorporated San Mateo County (2013-2017)
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PEDESTRIAN PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

County staff recognize the diversity of communities and community interests present across the unincorporated
areas. As such, the pedestrian recommendations presented in this section take a less prescriptive approach than
the bike network recommendations, and instead provide a selection of pedestrian facility information and planning
tools which the County will use to improve walking conditions throughout the unincorporated areas of San Mateo
County. Before installing any projects, County staff should engage with the community to determine which
facilities (if any) are appropriate.

DEVELOPMENT OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The potential demand analysis, presented in Appendix B, draws upon best practices from academic research to
identify areas with high potential for pedestrian activity based on development patterns and demographic factors
including population and employment density, land use mix and intersection density. Note that the analysis is not
predictive of actual pedestrian activity and focuses on utilitarian trips (e.g., school, work, errands), even though
recreational walking is very common in the San Mateo County.

The potential demand analysis indicates that there is varied demand throughout San Mateo County, with potential
demand concentrated in three areas: in the north near Broadmoor, in the bayside communities in the southern
part of San Mateo County, and in pockets on the midcoast, The analysis identified six unincorporated areas in
San Mateo County with the highest potential demand for bicycling and walking. These areas include:

Broadmoor and unincorporated Colma

North Fair Oaks,

Sequoia Tract,

Emerald Lake Hills,

West Menlo Park, and

Midcoast communities north of Half Moon Bay, stretching from Montara to El Granada.

= =4 =4 =4 -8 =

The gap analysis, presented in Appendix B, identifies areas in unincorporated San Mateo County where
pedestrian facilities may be lacking or may not match the needs of the local environment and users. This analysis,
combined with the potential demand analysis, provides a solid foundation for identifying locations where bikeways
are needed and developing a connected bicycle network. The pedestrian network gap analysis presents:

i , key areas where community members
feel uncomfortable or unsafe walking that can be improved by more robust pedestrian infrastructure.
Many identified spot gaps relate to major insufficient arterial or highway crossings or sidewalk gaps and
are within the vicinity of transit stations, schools, and other local destinations. These community-identified
spot gaps illustrate one snapshot of needs across the county and can help to inform the overall themes
and trends that will feed into the prioritization of pedestrian projects.

i , as identified by community members through the
public engagement process and in conjunction with County staff.
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PROPOSED PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS

Beyond sidewalks, a variety of treatments and facility types comprise pedestrian networks and are recommended
for unincorporated areas of San Mateo County, depending on context. The design toolkit in Appendix C provides
detailed design and implementation guidance for pedestrian treatments. For example, the design toolkit provides
guidance for installing crosswalks at intersections as well as at mid-block locations, as well as guidance for
installing treatments that can be used to enhance crossings, such as Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons and
Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons, to help ensure that community members can walk to their intended destinations
safely. The design toolkit also provides guidance to improve access to existing and proposed trails to help provide
safe and complete connections to trailheads.

Table 4 lists the variety of pedestrian facilities that can be used to build and improve the pedestrian network. The
design toolkit in Appendix C provides detailed design and implementation guidance for pedestrian treatments. For
example, the design toolkit provides guidance for installing crosswalks at intersections as well as at mid-block
locations, as well as guidance for installing treatments that can be used to enhance crossings, such as
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons and Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons, to help ensure that community members
can walk to their intended destinations safely. The design toolkit also provides guidance to improve access to
existing and proposed trails to help provide safe and complete connections to trailheads.

Table 4: Pedestrian Facilities for Rural, Urban, and Suburban Locations

ADA.- 9 Provides a continuous, minimum four-foot clear path designated for pedestrians of all ages
compliant and abilities
Side\F/)vaIk 1 Meets ADA requirements for width at pinch points, cross slope, grade, etc.
91 A firm, stable, and slip-resistant surface, typically concrete
. 1 Includes paved roadways shoulders with and without designated spaces for pedestrians
Alternative . . .
1 Can provide designated, separated space for pedestrians through use of pavement
Walkway ) . .
markings, curbs, bollards, or other barrier materials such as wood
Shared Use 9 Provides a continuous path for pedestrians, shared with bicyclists, that is physically
separated from motor vehicles. A minimum paved width of 8 feet, preferably 10 to 12 feet
Path (Class | i ith f | hould h sid b ded
Bikeway) wide, with a two-foot clear s oulder on each side, must be provide
If adjacent to a roadway, often includes a landscaped buffer to increase comfort and safety
1 Improves visibility and comfort of pedestrians
Pedestrian- 1 Typically used in areas with high pedestrian activity such as in downtowns, retail areas,
scale and parks
Lighting 1 Especially useful for improving visibility of all roadway users at designated mid-block
crossings and underneath roadway overpasses
Median 1 Allows pedestrians to cross a street in two stages
Crossing 9 Visually and physically narrows the roadway, which helps reduce vehicle speeds
Island 9 Used on multi-lane roadways or roadways with high traffic volume
Rectanaular 1 Combines a crossing warning sign with a bright flashing beacon that is activated on
Rapid 9 demand when a pedestrian or bicyclist is present
pic T Ilncreases driversédé yielding compliance an
Flashing ) . . . ; .
Beacon 1 Often used at midblock crossings or unsignalized intersections of lower speed, two-lane
roadways.
Pedestrian 1 Traffic signal for major street activated on demand when a pedestrian or bicyclist is present
Hybrid f Ilncreases driversé yielding compliance an
Beacon 9 Often used at midblock crossings on higher speed, multi-lane roadways
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Treatment Description

1 Pedestrian Signal Timingi Si gnal head displays fAWal ko,
crossing time accommodates a normal walking pace
Signal T A_ccessi_ble I_Dedestrian Signals i Communicates information aurally to accommodate the
visually impaired
1 Leading Pedestrian Interval T Walk phase begins three to seven seconds before drivers
are given the green light which increases pedestrian visibility and reduces conflicts
High- 1 Improves visibility of crossing with bold, reflective striping which can increase yielding rates
visibility at intersections and midblock
Crosswalk 9 ADA-accessible curb ramps provide access and detectable warning for the physically and
Marking visually impaired (respectively), and are useful to people pushing strollers or baskets
curb i Reduces pedestrign crossing distances at intergections or midblock crqssings
Extension | Vlsqally and physically narrows the roadway which helps to reduce vehicle speeds and
turning speeds
Raised 9 Reduces vehicle speeds at intersection or midblock crossings
Crosswalk 1 Increases visibility of pedestrians
édvance 1 Placed in advance of uncontrolled, marked crossings on multilane roads, including
ield/Stop : . ; : : ;
Lines and crossings Wlth Rectangular Rapid Fla§h|ng Beacons or pgd.e.s.trlan hybrid b_eacons
Signs 1 Reduces multiple-threat crashes and improves motorist visibility of pedestrians

PRIORITY AREAS

The Plan recommends focusing pedestrian projects in identified pedestrian focus areas and areas with

community-identified pedestrian gaps. Figure 38 presents an overviewma p o f

these | ocati

use in identifying and implementing pedestrian projects. Refer to Appendix D for detailed maps showing these
areas throughout the county.

Pedestrian Focus Areas

The pedestrian prioritization criteria listed in the Implementation Section of this Plan, as well as pedestrian focus
areas identified in the C/CAG San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan can also be used
to help prioritize locations for pedestrian infrastructure projects. These pedestrian focus areas were identified
using an approach that builds on the Pedestrian Index of the Environment. Table 5 presents the metrics used to
identify pedestrian focus areasi locations likely to have high volumes of pedestrians and a high need for
pedestrian infrastructure. Each metric was equally weighted.
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Table 5: Pedestrian Focus Area Criteria

Demographic

Population Density U.S. Census, American Community Survey, 2018

Employment Density Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics, 2017

Built Environment

Density of Commercial and

Entertainment Destinations Open Streets Map

Transit Accessibility General Transit Feed Specific (includes SamTrans, Caltrain, BART, and VTA)
Road Network Density Open Streets Map
High crash locations Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System, 2014-2018

San Mateo County Specific Inputs

Priority Development Areas | Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Equity Focus Areas U.S. Census, Housing and Transportation Affordability Index

Community-ldentified Pedestrian Gaps

Community-identified spot gaps in the pedestrian network indicate key areas community members feel
uncomfortable or unsafe walking that can be improved by more robust pedestrian infrastructure. Many identified
spot gaps relate to major insufficient arterial or highway crossings or sidewalk gaps and are within the vicinity of
transit stations, schools, and other local destinations. Some of these gaps are:

1 A grade-separated bicycle and pedestrian crossing of Caltrain tracks in North Fair Oaks, connecting
Westmoreland Avenue with either Berkshire or Pacific Avenue. The project closing this gap will provide a
key connection for pedestrians and bicyclists of all ages and abilities, improving east-west connectivity in
North Fair Oaks and beyond.

1 Missing sidewalks and crosswalks, even in dense, urbanized areas. Community members repeatedly
called out arterials and highways, such as Middlefield Road, El Camino Real, and Pescadero Creek
Road, and many smaller streets.

1 Safe access across Highway 1. The beaches along the Pacific Coast are some oft he Countyéds
natural resources, but access is blocked by traffic traveling up to 50 miles an hour. Some parallel and
coastal trail projects in coastal communities will warrant the addition of controlled pedestrian crossings.

1 Space to wait at bus stops. Where sidewalks are narrow or not present, transit riders often feel unsafe
waiting for the bus.
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Figure 29: Pedestrian Focus Areas and Community-ldentified Gaps
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Figure 30: Pedestrian Focus Areas and Community-ldentified Gaps - Inset Overview Map
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