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Glossary and List of Acronyms 

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act, passed in 1990, gives civil rights protections to indi-

viduals with disabilities similar to those provided to individuals on the basis of race, 

color, sex, national origin, age, and religion. Title II of the ADA prohibits discrimination 

against qualified individuals with disabilities in all programs, activities, and services of 

public entities, including local governments. 

ADAAG Americans with Disabilities Act Access Guidelines. A guidebook for designing pedes-

trian rights-of-way that are accessible for people with disabilities. 

Bicycle Facilities Bicycle infrastructure, including bike lanes, bike routes, and bike paths. 

Bicycle Support 

Facilities 

Bike racks, bicycle lockers, changing rooms, signal detection, and other amenities that 

support bicycling. 

Bike Lane A painted lane for one-way bicycle travel with a minimum 5 foot width. Defined as a 

Class II Bikeway by Caltrans. 

Bike Route A street that is designated for shared bicycle and motor vehicle use by placement of 

bike route signs along the roadway. Note that bicyclists are legally allowed to ride on 

all roadways in California, whether they are bike routes or not, unless expressly forbid. 

Defined as a Class III bikeway by Caltrans. 

C/CAG City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County.  

Caltrans California Department of Transportation 

CBPP San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

Countywide 

Bikeway Network 

(CBN) 

A network of on-street and off-street bikeways defined by the Countywide Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Plan that provide bicycle access throughout the County. 

Demand A transportation term that describes the desire people have for traveling to a destina-

tion. A location with high demand indicates that many people want to travel to that 

location. 

Local implement-

ing agency 

A jurisdiction within San Mateo County that is responsible for, constructing and main-

taining bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure within its boundaries. They include the 

county of San Mateo and all the cities and towns within the County. Note that C/CAG 

does not construct or maintain any bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. 

Measure A A half-cent sales tax that was approved by San Mateo County voters in 2004. San 

Mateo County Transportation Authority was enabled and funded by the tax. Three 

percent of Measure A funds are allocated to bicycle and pedestrian projects. 
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Mode Share A measurement of the number of trips or more commonly percentage of trips that are 

taken by a given type of transportation. Mode shares include, but are not limited to, 

bicycling, walking, transit, and driving. 

MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

Multi -Use Path A paved path with an 8-foot minimum paved width, that is solely for bicycle and pedes-

trian travel. Defined as a Class I Bikeway by Caltrans. 

MUTCD  Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

Pedestrian 

Amenities 

Street furniture, pedestrian-scale lighting, landscaping, and other infrastructure and 

design elements that support pedestrians and improve the walkability of a street. 

Pedestrian 

Facilities 
Pedestrian infrastructure, including sidewalks and paths. 

Pedestrian Focus 

Areas 

Eight general location types defined by the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

that are should receive pedestrian improvements. 

Regional Bicycle 

Program (RBP) Bicycle funding allocated to San Mateo County. C/CAG distributes the funding. 

ROW  Right-of-way 

Shared Roadway 

Bicycle Markings 

(Sharrows) 

A stencil of a bicycle and chevron placed in the middle of the right-hand vehicle lane, 

typically adjacent to parallel parking. The shared lane marking indicates to bicyclists 

where they should ride to avoid opening car doors and reminds motorists that bicycles 

will be riding in the middle of the lane. 

SMCTA San Mateo County Transportation Authority 

SR State Route 

Statewide 

Integrated Traffic 

Report System 

(SWITRS)  

A database of police-reported collisions maintained by the California Highway Patrol. 

Transportation 

Development Act 

Article 3 

Bicycle and pedestrian funding allocated to San Mateo County. Funds are distributed 

to C/CAG, which is the designated agency to manage the funds. 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction 
The City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG), with support from the San 

Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) have developed the San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle 

and Pedestrian Plan (CBPP) to addresses the planning, design, funding, and implementation of bicycle and pe-

destrian projects of countywide significance. The CBPP updates the prior San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle 

Route Plan (2000) and expands the earlier plan by adding a pedestrian component. New elements in the CBPP 

include: 

 A policy framework to guide and evaluate implementation of the projects recommended by the CBPP. 

 An updated Countywide Bikeway Network that incorporates projects completed to-date and new 

proposed projects identified by San Mateo Countyõs cities, the County and the community. 

 Detailed maps and tables of proposed bikeway projects to assist local implementing agencies in con-

structing bikeways. 

 An analysis of land use and demographics to identify areas with high pedestrian demand to assist lo-

cal implementing agencies in identifying their most important pedestrian projects. 

 Pedestrian Focus Areas and suggested prioritization criteria, which will guide countywide invest-

ment in pedestrian infrastructure. 

 A companion document to assist local implementing agencies in developing education and promotion 

programs, and funding and designing bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

Vision and Goals 

The CBPPõs recommendations flow from the planõs vision and goals. The vision statement expresses what bi-

cycling and walking will be like in San Mateo County in the future: 

San Mateo County has an interconnected system of safe, convenient and universally accessible bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities, for both transportation and recreation. These facilities provide access to jobs, homes, schools, 

transit, shopping, community facilities, parks and regional trails throughout the county. At the same time, the 

county has strengthened its network of vibrant, higher-density, mixed-use and transit-accessible communities, that 

enable people to meet their daily needs without access to a car. As a result, many more people in San Mateo County 

ride bicycles and walk, making our transportation system more balanced, equitable and sustainable. More bicycling 

and walking have reduced automobile dependence, traffic congestion, pollution and the countyõs carbon footprint 

while increasing mobility options, promoting healthy lifestyles,  saving residents money and fostering social 

interaction. 

Goals set the overall directions for efforts to improve non-motorized transportation, and are 

supported by policies that identify more specific action items to support each goal. The five goals for 

the CBPP are: 

Goal 1: A Comprehensive Countywide System of Facilities for Bicyclists and Pedestrians 
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Goal 2: More People Riding and Walking for Transportation and Recreation 

Goal 3: Improved Safety for Bicyclists and Pedestrians 

Goal 4: Complete Streets and Routine Accommodation of Bicyclists and Pedestrians 

Goal 5: Strong Local Support for Non-Motorized Transportation 

Outreach 
The CBPP was developed in consultation with San Mateo Countyõs cities and towns, the County of San 

Mateo, Caltrans, San Francisco International Airport, and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission. Sev-

eral of these jurisdictions consulted with their local bicycle and pedestrian advisory groups and community 

members and passed comments along for inclusion in the CBPP. Information was also presented to the 

SMCTA Citizens Advisory Committee and Board. The C/CAG Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee reviewed 

components of the plan as they were developed, and the committeeõs comments were incorporated into the 

CBPP. The general public was invited to a workshop in November 2010 to view and comment on existing 

conditions and a proposed bikeway network. The Public Review Draft of the CBPP was made available for 

comment between February 2011 and May 2011. Prior to release of the Draft Final CBPP, C/CAG met with key 

advocacy organizations and members of the public to discuss and clarify comments and requested revisions to 

the CBPP. 

Existing Conditions 

Just over 700,000 people live in San Mateo County. Topography and public policy have limited urbanization 

to the eastern part of the county along the Highway 101 corridor. The countyõs wide range of development 

patterns, from urban to rural, precludes a one-size fits all approach to bicycle and pedestrian planning. The 

CBPP categorizes improvements in both urban and rural areas of the county. 

Transit 
Caltrain, Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), San Mateo County Transit (SamTrans), employer shuttles, and 

local shuttles provide transit services in San Mateo County. These transit operators facilitate bicycle and 

pedestrian travel by extending the reach of these modes and providing an alternative mode in the case of 

inclement weather or emergency. Caltrain, BART and SamTrans provide for bicyclists at stations and on 

transit vehicles and many bicyclists utilize Caltrain, in particular. Bicycle and pedestrian access to stations 

varies by jurisdiction, but can be improved in many locations. Alameda to San Mateo cross county services 

such as the M line is provided and operated by AC Transit and Dumbarton Express. Rail line, for commuter 

rail or freight, can act as barriers to bicycle and pedestrian travel. The CBPP identifies bicycle and pedestrian 

projects that serve transit stations and includes existing and proposed crossings of rail lines. 

Freeways and Roads 
Freeways such as Highway 101, Interstate 280, Interstate 380, and grade-separated portions of State Route 92 

are barriers to bicyclist and pedestrian travel, and biking or walking through freeway interchanges can be 

uncomfortable and difficult. Many communities have constructed or are planning to construct bridges or 

tunnels across freeways and provide improvements through interchanges.  
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Major roadways, such as El Camino Real (State Route 82), at-grade portions of State Route 92. Highway 1 and 

Woodside Road (State Route 84) facilitate bicycle and pedestrian travel but also act as barriers. These 

roadways provide direct continuous access, but are often not designed to adequately accommodate bicyclists 

and pedestrians. Intersections along these major roadways prioritize motor vehicle traffic flow with minimal 

consideration of impacts on bicyclists and pedestrians.  

The CBPP emphasizes access across freeways and major roadways, and includes an inventory of overcrossings, 

undercrossings, and interchanges and arterial intersections that should be evaluated for improvement. 

Existing Bikeways 

Since the adoption of C/CAGõs first bicycle plan in 2000, cities and the County have constructed a significant 

number of bikeways along the 231-mile bikeway network proposed in 2000. As shown in Table E-1, as of 

2010, 141 miles of the countywide bicycle route network have been constructed. 

 

Table E-1: 2000 Countywide Bicycle Route Network Status 

2000 Countywide 

Bikeways 

Off 

Street 

On 

Street 

Total 

Existing 42 99 141 

Yet to be Constructed 12 78 90 

Total Mileage 54 177 231 

Percent Complete 78% 56% 61% 

Source: Interviews conducted with towns, cities, and County, Summer and Fall 2010. 

The local jurisdictions continue to implement the fifteen priority project areas identified in the 2000 plan.  

Existing Pedestrian Facilities 

Provisions for pedestrians and the quality of pedestrian infrastructure vary throughout the county. Older 

downtowns have small blocks, narrow roads, sidewalks, and an active pedestrian life. By contrast, pedestrian 

amenities along major roadways, such as El Camino Real, Woodside Road, and Highway 1, are lacking. 

Businesses along these roadways tend to be auto-oriented, some sections lack sidewalks altogether, and 

crossing these roadways is difficult and uncomfortable for pedestrians. Communities have addressed these 

problems through several efforts, such as Half Moon Bayõs provision of a path along Highway 1, and the Grand 

Boulevard Initiative to improve the El Camino Real Corridor.  

Population and employment density significantly influence pedestrian activity. The largest population and 

employment densities are concentrated along the El Camino Real Corridor, and as a result, this area has the 

highest levels of pedestrian activity. 

Seniors, children, and people with low incomes are more likely to walk than other groups. The County Aging 

Model predicts a 72 percent increase in people over 65 by 2030, with the largest increase in people over age 85. 

Low-income populations are found throughout the county, but concentrated in areas of East Palo Alto, 

Unincorporated County, and Daly City.  
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Relevant Plans, Policies and Guidelines 
The CBPP builds on and supports a number of plans, policies, and projects of other agencies. As described 

above, the CBPP updates C/CAGõs 2000 Comprehensive Bicycle Route Plan. The CBPP also incorporates the 

policies supporting bicycle-transit integration and pedestrian-supportive land uses contained in C/CAGõs 

2001 Countywide Transportation Plan (CTP). C/CAG is currently updating the Countywide Transportation Plan 

(CTP) in parallel with the development of the CBPP. The updated CTP refers to and reflects the goals and 

policies of the CBPP.  

Regionally, the CBPP incorporates bikeways of countywide significance identified by the Metropolitan 

Transportation Commissionõs (MTC) 2009 Regional Bicycle Plan for the Bay Area and uses MTCõs Communities of 

Concern1 as a key criterion for bicycle and pedestrian projects. The CBPP also includes the Bay Trail alignment 

identified by the Association of Bay Area Governments and the California Coastal Trail and Parallel Trail 

along the Pacific coast of the County. On a local level, the CBPP incorporates planned and proposed bikeways 

identified in local implementing jurisdictionsõ plans, including the Bay-to-Ocean trails proposed in the Draft 

San Mateo County Trails Plan. 

Local Agency Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning Efforts 

Local bicycle and pedestrian planning efforts are varied, and there has been a trend toward providing more 

staff time and effort for bicycle and pedestrian planning. Most cities and towns in San Mateo County refer to 

bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure in their General Planõs Circulation Element. Of the twenty cities and 

towns in the county, four have stand-alone bicycle master plans and none have pedestrian master plans, 

although as of February 2011, at least two cities are planning to develop pedestrian master plans. Eight cities 

have bicycle or pedestrian advisory committees. Numerous specific plans address bicycle or pedestrian 

planning. The County of San Mateo, in conjunction with local communities in the unincorporated areas, have 

developed various levels of planning documents. 

Needs Analysis 

Bicyclistsô Needs 

The CBPP addresses the needs of all bicyclists, from òstrong and fearlessó riders who are comfortable riding on 

any roadway regardless of conditions, to òinterested but concernedó riders who only ride on quiet streets or 

paths during favorable weather. The CBPP focuses recommendations on this latter group of bicyclists, who 

are likely to bicycle more if provided safe and comfortable bikeways. 

Pedestriansô Needs 

Pedestrians require safe, connected, and accessible sidewalks and pathways that provide direct access to 

shops, schools, transit, and residential neighborhoods. The CBPP pays particular attention to the needs of 

children, seniors and people with disabilities, and suggests design guidelines that support these user groups: 

slow vehicle speeds, short crossings, refuge islands, bulb-outs, and longer crossing times at signalized inter-

sections. The CBPP focuses pedestrian improvements in eight areas: downtown areas, El Camino Real Corri-

                                                                 

1 Low-income communities 
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dor, Highway 1/Coastal Trail/Parallel Trail Corridor, major barriers, safe routes to school, safe routes to trans-

it, access to county/regional activity centers, and regional trails.  

How Much are People Biking and Walking? 

As is the case with the rest of the country, data for the Bay Area show that biking and walking trips make up a 

small percentage of all total trips. Biking trips comprise between 1.2 percent and 1.5 percent of all trips taken 

in the Bay Area and walking trips comprise between 8 and 10 percent of all trips.2 The exception is school 

trips; nearly 17 percent of school trips are made by foot, underscoring the importance of quality pedestrian 

infrastructure near schools. 

More recent data from the U.S. Census show that 0.8 percent of the county population biked to work and 2.7 

percent walked to work. These percentages are lower than Bay Area averages of 1.1 percent bike to work and 

3.2 percent walk to work, though mode splits vary by community, with Redwood City and Menlo Park seeing 

high bicycle commute rates, and San Mateo and Redwood City seeing the highest number of pedestrian 

commuters. These data indicate that high bicycle and pedestrian commute rates are achievable in San Mateo 

County, given investment in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. 

Who is Biking and Walking? 

In the Bay Area, people who bike and walk for transportation tend to be younger and less affluent than the 

general population. School-aged youth typically walk more than other age groups, with nearly 16 percent of all 

trips made by foot.3 Walking rates decrease with age, but rise again in the elderly cohort. Bicycling trips are 

highest among people under 30, with the 23 to 29 age group biking for 2.4 percent of all trips.4 

In the Bay Area, walking rates vary with  income levels. People from households with incomes under $30,000 

(in 2000 dollars) are more than twice as likely to walkñ17.4 percent to 7.4 percent as people in the highest 

income households.5 These data underscore the importance of providing quality pedestrian infrastructure in 

low-income communities and employment areas. 

Bike and Pedestrian Safety 
Between 2004 and 2008, an average of 217 bicyclists and 270 pedestrians were injured in traffic collisions in 

San Mateo County each year. During this same period, a total of 13 bicyclists and 46 pedestrians were killed in 

traffic collisions. Fatalities of bicyclists and pedestrians comprise a significant percentage of all traffic 

fatalities in San Mateo County. Between 2004 and 2008, bicyclist fatalities accounted for 8 percent of all 

traffic fatalities and pedestrian fatalities accounted for 27 percent. In comparison, these modes comprise only 

1.5 and 10 percent of all trips for the Bay Area. 

Most collisions are concentrated in urban areas of the county, particularly along the El Camino Real corridor. 

Bicycle collisions also show a concentration at the intersection of Highway 1 and Highway 92 and in Montara. 

Pedestrian collisions show a concentration along Mission Street in Daly City. 

                                                                 

2 Metropolitan Transportation Commissionõs Bay Area Travel Survey (2000) 
3 Ibid. 
4 Ibid. 
5 Ibid. 
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Pedestrian Demand Analysis 

A demand analysis based on land use, proximity to transit, employment and residential densities, intersection 

density, street connectivity, demographics, and other factors predicts that pedestrian activity is most 

concentrated along the Highway 101 corridor (including El Camino Real) in the eastern part of the county, 

with additional activity along the coast in Half Moon Bay and Pacifica. The pedestrian demand analysis 

informs the development of focused areas for pedestrian improvements. 

Countywide Bikeway Network 
The CBPP establishes the Countywide Bikeway Network (CBN)ña comprehensive countywide system of on-

street and off-street bikeways, overcrossings, and bicycle friendly intersections and freeway interchanges that 

provide safe, convenient access to major destinations, transit stops, and recreational amenities. Local 

implementing agencies and members of the public provided input that was used to develop the CBN. Figure 

E-1 shows the CBN. 

The CBN focuses on countywide transportation, therefore only includes a sub-set of bikeways identified by 

local implementing agencies. Bikeways in the CBN are considered of countywide significance by meeting one 

or more of the following criteria: 

 North -South Connectivity: Improves connectivity or safety along El Camino Real or Highway 1 

 East-West Connectivity : Improves connectivity or safety across Highway 101, Caltrain. El Camino 

Real, Interstate 280, Highway 1, and from Bay to Ocean. 

 Cross-Jurisdictional Connections: Provides access to Santa Clara or San Francisco Counties, or 

between jurisdictions within San Mateo County. 

 Access to Destinations of County Significance: Provides access to or improves safety near transit, 

colleges, employment centers, parks, recreation centers, etcé 

 Inclusion in Other Countywide or Regional Plan: Included in a plan adopted by San Mateo County, 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission, or Association of Bay Area Governments plans. 

Bicycle Project Groups 
To provide a logical way of discussing and cataloging bicycle projects, and to support bicycling within San 

Mateo County, the CBPP includes three bicycle project groups: 

Key Corridors are corridors that serve key transportation and recreation needs evident in county commute 

patterns, concentration of population, and geography. They include the North South Bikeway, the East of 101 

North-South Corridor, the Bay Trail, Woodside Road, Highway 1/Coastal Trail/Parallel Trail, Crystal Springs 

Regional Trail (San Bruno to Woodside), the Northern East-West Route (South San Francisco to Pacifica) 

and Alameda de Las Pulgas. 

Bicycle parking is a key element of the bicycle network; secure parking at end-trip locations is essential to 

making a trip possible. The CBPP lists general bicycle parking locations considered to be of countywide 

significance. 

Bicycle signage, both route numbering and wayfinding signage, is an important tool to improve the legibility 

of the Countywide Bikeway Network. The CBPP recommends that cities and the County use the Route 
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Number System developed for the 2000 plan. In addition to installing route numbering along numbered 

bikeways, the CBPP recommends that cities and the County install bicycle wayfinding signage along all CBN 

bikeways.   
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 Figure E-1: Countywide Bikeway Network  



San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

  

 Page xi 

Bikeway Network Project Categories 

The total funding needed to implement the CBN is estimated at $191 million in 2011 dollars. Given limited 

funding sources, only a portion of the network will be completed in the near term. To assist in distributing 

bicycle and pedestrian funds, the CBPP scores bikeway projects and sorts them into three implementation 

categories. The criteria used to score and sort bikeway projects into categories are: collision history, transit 

access, population and employment density, and location in an underserved community. Table E-2 

Summarizes the costs by project type. 

Table E-2: Cost of Countywide Bikeway Network 

Project Type Miles/ Qty Est. Funding Needed 

Off Street 52 miles  $        33,485,000  

On Street 242 miles  $          6,511,300  

Arterial Crossing 55 total  $          1,330,000  

Over/Undercrossing 15 total  $      149,830,000  

Interchange Improvement 5 total  $                90,000  

Total 

 

 $      191,246,300  

Pedestrian Focus Areas 
Specific pedestrian projects identified by the CBPP consist of multi-use pathways and over/undercrossings. 

These projects are included in the CBN. For all other pedestrian improvements, the CBPP defers to local 

agencies to identify other pedestrian projects, such as new sidewalks, crossing improvements, and improved 

streetscape design.  

To simplify project tracking and to guide local agencies in developing pedestrian projects, the CBPP 

establishes eight Focus Areas for pedestrians: 

 Downtown Area Improvements 

 El Camino Real Corridor Improvements 

 Coastal/Highway 1 Corridor Improvements 

 Major Barrier Crossings 

 Safe Routes to School 

 Safe Routes to Transit 

 Access to County/Regional Activity Centers 

 Regional Trails 

The eight Pedestrian Focus Areas encompass different land uses, different levels of pedestrian activity, and as 

a result, the level of pedestrian improvement appropriate to each Focus Area differs. The CBPP provides 
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minimum design guidelines for each focus area, covering sidewalk design, crossings, transit connections, and 

streetscape design. Figure E-2 shows the Pedestrian Focus Areas. 

Recommended Pedestrian Criteria 

The CBPP presents the following criteria to assist in the funding of pedestrian projects of countywide 

significance: 

 Projects located in Pedestrian Focus Areas should receive priority over projects that do not. 

 Projects that meet or exceed the design guidelines for the Focus Area, should receive priority over 

those that do not.  

 Projects that improve pedestrian safety, either at a high-collision location or through best practices in 

pedestrian design should be prioritized over those that do not.  

 Projects that target seniors, youth, people with disabilities, and low-income communities and 

individuals should be prioritized over those that do not. 
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Figure E-2: Pedestrian Focus Areas   
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Implementation Strategy 
Realization of the bicycle and pedestrian projects identified by the CBPP requires continued collaboration 

between the cities, the County, C/CAG, SMCTA, and Caltrans. Local implementing agencies are responsible 

for designing, constructing and maintaining projects, and working with Caltrans to construct projects along 

Caltrans right-of-way. A companion document to this plan provides local implementing agencies with 

resources to assist in developing projects recommended by the CBPP. 

C/CAGõs and SMCTAõs primary role with respect to implementation of the CBPP is to assist local 

jurisdictions in implementing projects and programs, and most importantly, to provide funding to the twenty 

cities and the County for specific bicycle and pedestrian projects that are on the CBN and within the 

Pedestrian Focus Areas. 

Funding 
C/CAG is responsible for distributing Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3 and Regional Bicycle 

Program (RBP) funds for bicycle projects within the County. SMCTA administers the Measure A funds for 

transportation projects and programs in San Mateo County, including the 3 percent of funds for planning, 

design, and construction of bicyclist and pedestrian infrastructure. The two agencies are responsible for 

developing processes to solicit projects from the local jurisdictions, encourage submission of project 

applications, and evaluate and prioritize projects. 

For individual bicycle related projects, the CBPPõs established categories will facilitate the process of 

distributing limited local funds. All bicycle projects within the three categories will be considered for funding.  

For pedestrian projects, projects within the Pedestrian Focus Areas would be emphasized for funding. 
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1 Introduction 

The C/CAG is the designated Congestion Management Agency (CMA) for San Mateo County, and is 

responsible for the coordination, planning, and programming of transportation, land-use, and air quality 

related programs and projects. With regard to bicycle and pedestrian programs, C/CAG is responsible for 

distributing Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3 and Regional Bicycle Program (RBP) funds for 

projects within San Mateo County. 

SMCTA administers the Measure A Program, funded by the half-cent sales tax, for transportation-related 

projects and programs. The Pedestrian and Bicycle Program, one of six programs, receives three percent of the 

total sales tax revenue. The Measure A time horizon is 25 years, through the year 2033. 

C/CAG, in partnership with the SMCTA and in coordination with the 20 cities and the County, has 

developed the CBPP to identify bike routes of countywide significance and to identify focused areas for 

pedestrian improvements and related design guidance. The CBPP will provide guidance on countywide 

priorities for future funding. 

1.1 Plan History 

The 2000 San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle Route Plan included a set of goals, objectives, policies and actions 

to guide development and implementation of bicycling projects and programs in San Mateo County. The plan 

positioned local cities and the County for state and federal funding and was adopted as an element of the 

following yearõs Countywide Transportation Plan 2010. Numerous jurisdictions have since developed bicycle, 

pedestrian, and other multi-modal plans that have further refined and expanded concepts from the 2000 plan, 

including the Metropolitan Transportation Commissionõs (MTC) 2001 Regional Bicycle Plan and 2009 Regional 

Bicycle Plan Update. The updated CBPP incorporates, but does not supersede, elements from these other efforts. 

The CBPP reinforces the priorities of the region and cities and will aid C/CAG and partner agency SMCTA in 

prioritizing expenditure of limited and increasingly valuable transportation funding for pedestrian and bicycle 

projects. 

As the name suggests, C/CAGõs Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan also provides analysis and review of  

regionally significant pedestrian issues and related priorities. 

1.2 Importance of Improving Biking and Walking 

Research from a variety of disciplines confirms the overwhelming benefits of walking and bicycling to 

community health and stresses the importance of retrofitting a built environment that has largely catered to 

the automobile for the better half of a century. As a growing and diverse county that takes pride in its 

commitment to livability, San Mateo has at least six different ð and significant ð reasons for making it easier to 

travel without a car: 
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 Congestion Reduction: According to the 2009 National Household Travel Survey, approximately 

40% of all trips taken are under two miles ðnearly two-thirds of which are taken by car.6 Other local 

studies have shown that up to 27% of morning congestion can be attributed to parents dropping their 

kids off at school.7 These figures strongly suggest untapped opportunity to relieve congestion through 

targeted efforts that convert some or all of these trips to walking and biking. This is bolstered by the 

knowledge that increasing roadway capacity is often neither feasible nor cost-effective for built-out 

urban areas and can actually lead to inducing new vehicle trips. 

 Economic Competitiveness: Businesses want to attract talent, and increasingly talent is attracted to 

walkable, livable neighborhoods. One survey estimates that 30% of all working Americans changed or 

left their job at one point due to the length of their commute.8 Walkable and bikeable communities 

are also more stable and affordable. Walk San Diego, a community-based California non-profit, 

reports that during the housing crash homes in communities deemed òwalkableó maintained almost 

5% more of their value than non-walkable communities with similar neighborhood demographics.9 

And by eliminating the need to travel by car residents can save an average of more $4,000/year10 ñ

effectively increasing their purchasing power (and the availability of òaffordableó housing) without 

increasing average income. 

 Environmental Protection: The environmental impacts of driving and its related infrastructure are 

by now well documented and well understood. Whether it is reducing air pollution and emissions of 

harmful greenhouse gases, saving wildlife habitat and available agricultural resources, or addressing 

stormwater flooding and degraded water qualityñefforts to reduce vehicle miles travelled (VMT) 

and demand for new roadways by investing in non-motorized travel is and should be a top priority. 

Under Senate Bill 375, the California Air Resources Board identified targets in greenhouse gas reduc-

tions in the Bay Area of 7 percent under 2005 levels by 2020 and 15 percent by 2035. Encouraging pe-

destrian and bicycle transportation will help to achieve these targets. 

 Public Safety: The Surface Transportation Policy Partnership (STPP) òpedestrian danger indexó 

considers pedestrian crashes, population, and overall pedestrian activity. Its 2000 report ranked San 

Mateo County as the fifth most dangerous county for pedestrians in California.11 The existence of a 

safety problem is corroborated by analysis from this plan that shows a high concentration of crashes 

along streets such as El Camino Real and a disproportionately high number of pedestrian crashes 

among all traffic collisions. Success at making walking safer and more attractive has the added 

benefits of building social cohesiveness among residents and adding ôeyes on the streetõ ð factors that 

also often lead to reductions in crime.12 

                                                                 

6 For additional statistics see: http://www.bikeleague.org/resources/reports/pdfs/nhts09.pdf 
7 Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM): http://www.tam.ca.gov/index.aspx?page=94 
8 According to Commute Seattle: http://www.commuteseattle.com/?page_id=223 
9 òWalkableõ Communities Lose Less Value, òThe Wall Street Journal, November 8, 2010. 
10 òEvaluating Non-Motorized Transportation Benefits and Costs,ó Victoria Transportation Policy Institute, November, 
2010. 
11Dangerous By Design: Solving the Epidemic of Preventable Pedestrian Deaths (And Making Great Neighborhoods Too), Surface 
Transportation Policy Partnership, 2010. http://www.transact.org/Ca/dangerousbydesign.htm 
12 For various sources that discuss the relationship of walkability and crime, see: 
http://streetswiki.wikispaces.com/Eyes+On+The+Street 

http://www.bikeleague.org/resources/reports/pdfs/nhts09.pdf
http://www.tam.ca.gov/index.aspx?page=94
http://www.commuteseattle.com/?page_id=223
http://www.transact.org/Ca/dangerousbydesign.htm
http://streetswiki.wikispaces.com/Eyes+On+The+Street
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 Social Equity: For the nearly three percent of San Mateo County households that do not own a car,13 

walking and/or bicycling is an essential, daily activity (even if commuting by transit). Targeting a fair 

share of resources toward these taxpayers is not only the right thing to do; it will be an especially 

important strategy to ensure an aging population is not left isolated from important county services. 

 Public Health: As the percentage of children walking to school has dropped precipitously in a 

generation, rates of obesity and chronic disease (namely diabetes) have skyrocketed.14 Following a 

similar trend, less than half of all U.S. adults now achieve healthy levels of physical activity according 

to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. While the causes and issues involved are complex, 

there is a growing consensus that poor access to walkable neighborhoods is a prime contributor to 

this public health epidemic.15 

1.3 Plan Purpose 

The CBPP addresses the planning, design, funding, and implementation for a variety of bicycle and pedestrian 

infrastructure projects and programs in three important ways: 

First , the CBPP provides a new policy framework to guide the implementation and evaluation of this plan. 

This framework includes a long-term vision statement and a set of goals and policies that incorporate bicycle 

and pedestrian issues.  

Second, the CBPP updates and refines the Countywide Bicycle Network (CBN). To maximize funding 

available for bikeway projects, and to assist cities without a bicycle plan, the CBPP emphasizes projects that 

improve safety, that promote access to jobs; that are located within areas of high population density; and that 

are in areas with the greatest need. 

Third , the plan establishes geographic focus areas for countywide investment in pedestrian infrastructure, 

based on an analysis of pedestrian activity and need throughout the county. To assist jurisdictions with 

identifying specific pedestrian projects, the CBPP describes minimum design guidelines for these focus areas.  

The CBPP also serve as a bicycle and pedestrian plan for cities in the County that currently do not have their 

own. 

1.4 Contents of Plan 

The remainder of this plan is organized in a logical sequence to provide information on the state of pedestrian 

and bicycle needs in San Mateo County and a set of actions for making walking and bicycling safer, easier and 

more comfortable: 

Chapter 2, Vision and Goals, includes a set of goals, objectives, policies, actions, and a long-term 

vision statement to guide development and implementation of the CBPP. 

                                                                 

13 According to the 2000 Bay Area Travel Survey (BATS) 
14 The Institute of Medicine of the National Academies (2004) estimates obesity rates among children are three 
times what they were in the 1980õs. 
15 See Frank, et al (2005). òLinking Objectively Measured Physical Activity with Objectively Measured Urban 
Form,ó American Journal of Preventative Medicine28 (2, Sup. 2.), pp. 117ð125. 
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Chapter 3, Existing Condit ions, reviews existing walking and bicycling conditions in San Mateo 

County, and includes an inventory of major assets and maps of important land use and demographic 

characteristics. 

Chapter 4, Relevant Plans, Policies and Guidelines, summarizes state, regional, county and local 

planning efforts related to walking and biking. 

Chapter 5, Needs Analysis, provides a detailed analysis of walking and bicycling trends in San 

Mateo County and identifies the most critical needs for encouraging more walking and bicycling 

activity. As part of this chapter, pedestrian demand factors are thoroughly explored. 

Chapter 6, Countywide Bikeway Network , presents the bikeway projects needed to complete the 

Countywide Bikeway Network (CBN), and a companion framework that sorts projects into three 

implementation categories. This Chapter also includes cost estimates by categories. 

Chapter 7, Pedestrian Focus Areas, establishes pedestrian òFocus Areasó: areas of high pedestrian 

demand where pedestrian improvements of countywide significance can be located. The Chapter also 

suggests a methodology to use when prioritizing projects in these Focus Areas.  

Chapter 8, Implementation Strategy, describes the roles of the local implementing agencies, C/CAG 

and the SMCTA, and how the CBPP will be used to guide implementation of bicycle and pedestrian 

funding programs. 

The document is supported by several appendices: 

Appendix A, Detailed Bikeway Project Tables, lists roadway segments, overcrossings, and 

intersection improvements on the CBN by category and by jurisdiction. It also includes maps of CBN 

projects color-coded by project category. 

Appendix B, Detailed Maps of Countywide Bikeway Network , presents city-level maps of the 

Countywide Bikeway Network, allowing cities and the County to identify specific bikeway segments 

in their jurisdiction. 

Appendix C, Pedestrian Demand Analysis, describes the process to identify high pedestrian  

demand areas that can be used to prioritize pedestrian projects. 

Appendix D, Federal, State, Regional, and County Policy Matrix, summarizes policies and plans 

relevant to the CBPP and identifies how the CBPP complies with or supports these policies and plans. 

Appendix E, Bikeway Signage, presents design details for the Route Number system and bicycle 

wayfinding for bikeways along the CBN. 

A companion document to the CBPP, A Resource Guide for the Education, Promotion, Funding, and Design of Pedestrian 

and Bicycle Facilities provides guidance to cities and the County in implementing bicycle and pedestrian 

projects. It includes the following information: 

Education, Encouragement, and Promotion Guidebook, describes programs and activities local 

jurisdictions may use to support and promote walking and biking. 

Funding Sources, provides implementing agencies with a list of potential sources to fund bicycle and 

pedestrian projects and programs. 
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Pedestrian Design Guidelines, and Bicycle Design Guidelines provide design guidelines drawn 

from federal and state sources, as well as innovative and experimental treatments, that communities 

can consider when designing bikeways and pedestrian infrastructure. 
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2 Vision and Goals 

This chapter presents a vision, goals, and policies to support bicycling and walking within San Mateo County. 

The goals and policies reflect C/CAGõs role and responsibilities as the countywide transportation planning, 

funding and coordinating agency, and were developed in collaboration with C/CAGõs Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Advisory Committee. The CBPPõs recommended bikeways and pedestrian focus areas are designed to support 

these goals and policies. 

2.1 Vision Statement 

The following vision statement expresses what bicycling and walking will be like in San Mateo County in the 

future upon implementation of projects contained in the CBPP: 

San Mateo County has an interconnected system of safe, convenient and universally accessible bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities, for both transportation and recreation. These facilities provide access to jobs, homes, schools, transit, shopping, 

community facilities, parks and regional trails throughout the county. At the same time, the county has strengthened its 

network of vibrant, higher-density, mixed-use and transit-accessible communities, that enable people to meet their daily 

needs without access to a car. As a result, many more people in San Mateo County ride bicycles and walk, making our 

transportation system more balanced, equitable and sustainable. More bicycling and walking have reduced automobile 

dependence, traffic congestion, pollution and the countyõs carbon footprint while increasing mobility options, promoting 

healthy lifestyles,  saving residents money and fostering social interaction. 

2.2 Goals, Objectives and Policies 

The five goals presented here are broad statements of purpose, each dealing with a separate topic designed to 

support implementation of the long-term vision for bicycling and walking in the county. The goals set the 

overall directions for efforts to improve non-motorized transportation. 

Just as the goals buttress the vision statement, several policies support each goal. These policies identify more 

specific action areas to attain each goal. Together, the goals and policies define the implementation strategy 

for the CBPP. In most cases, C/CAG and the SMCTA will need to rely on the cooperation of other agencies, 

especially local jurisdictions, to pursue and achieve the policies and goals outlined here. 

Goal ¬:  A Comprehensive Countywide System of Facil it ies for Bicyclists 

and Pedestrians 

ɻ Policy 1.1: Program funds for bicycle, pedestrian and accessibility improvements to local jurisdictions for 

the planning, design, construction and maintenance of facilities of countywide priority. 

ɻ Policy 1.2: In developing a countywide system of facilities, place special attention on implementing or im-

proving northðsouth routes (particularly for bicyclists) and reducing barriers to eastðwest access. 

ɻ Policy 1.3: Encourage and collaborate with Caltrans and local agencies to implement countywide priority 

facilities within their jurisdiction. In particular, encourage Caltrans to provide safe bicycle and pedestrian 
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crossings of state highways in San Mateo County and local agencies to include bicycle and pedestrian pro-

jects in their capital improvement programs. 

ɻ Policy 1.4: Promote cooperation among local agencies and with San Francisco and Santa Clara counties to 

pursue funding for multi-jurisdictional projects and implement bicycle and pedestrian facilities across ju-

risdictional lines. 

ɻ Policy 1.5: Provide funding for support facilities, including short- and long-term bicycle parking; a count-

ywide bikeway signage scheme; locker rooms, showers and other amenities in public facilities for changing 

and for storing clothes and equipment; and devices for improving accessibility for people with disabilities. 

ɻ Policy 1.6: Update this plan every five years, particularly to incorporate needed changes to the list of pro-

posed countywide projects. 

Goal ­:  More People Riding and Walking for Transportation and 

Recreation 

ɻ Policy 2.1: Work with local, county and regional agencies and organizationsñincluding those with a focus 

on public healthñto develop effective encouragement programs that promote bicycling and walking as 

safe, convenient and healthy modes of transportation. 

ɻ Policy 2.2: Provide funding for effective support programs and events that encourage bicycling and walk-

ing among a broad range of potential users, including people with disabilities. 

ɻ Policy 2.3: Encourage local school districts to implement projects and activities that promote bicycling and 

walking to school among students and staff. 

ɻ Policy 2.4: Encourage local agencies and transit operators, such as SamTrans, Caltrain and BART, to work 

cooperatively to promote bicycling and walking to transit by improving access to and through stations and 

stops, installing bicycle parking and maximizing opportunities for on-board bicycle access. 

ɻ Policy 2.5: Promote integration of bicycle-related and walking-related services and activities into broader 

countywide transportation demand management and commute alternatives programs. 

ɻ Policy 2.6: Serve as a resource to county employers on promotional information and resources related to 

bicycling and walking. 

ɻ Policy2.7: Encourage local agencies to provide safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure 

for underserved communities. 

Goal ®:  Improved Safety for Bicyclists and Pedestrians  

ɻ Policy 3.1: When allocating funds, place an emphasis on projects that address safety deficiencies, especially 

conflicts with motor vehicles, for bicyclists, pedestrians and people with disabilities. 

ɻ Policy 3.2: Promote collaboration among the Sheriffõs Office, local police departments and other county 

and local agencies to develop and administer effective safety, education and enforcement strategies related 

to non-motorized transportation. 
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ɻ Policy 3.3: Provide support for programs that educate drivers, bicyclists and pedestrians about their rights 

and responsibilities, as well as traffic education and safety programs for adults and youth. 

Goal ¯:  Complete Streets and Routine Accommodation of Bicyclists and 

Pedestrians 

ɻ Policy 4.1: Comply with the complete streets policy requirements of Caltrans and the Metropolitan Trans-

portation Commission concerning safe and convenient access for bicyclists and pedestrians, and assist lo-

cal implementing agencies in meeting their responsibilities under the policy. 

ɻ Policy 4.2: For local transportation projects funded by county or regional agencies, encourage that local 

implementing agencies incorporate òcomplete streetsó principles as appropriate; that they provide at least 

equally safe and convenient alternatives if they result in the degradation of bicycle or pedestrian access; and 

that they provide temporary accommodations for pedestrians and bicyclists during construction. 

ɻ Policy 4.3: Monitor countywide transportation projects to ensure that the needs of bicyclists and pedestri-

ans are considered in programming, planning, design, construction, operation and maintenance, and en-

courage local agencies to do the same for their projects. 

ɻ Policy 4.4: Provide support to local agencies in adopting policies, guidelines and standards for complete 

streets and for routine accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians in all new transportation projects. 

ɻ Policy 4.5: Encourage local agencies to adopt policies, guidelines, standards and regulations that result in 

truly bicycle-friendly and pedestrian-friendly land use developments, and provide them technical assis-

tance and support in this area. 

ɻ Policy 4.6: Discourage local agencies from removing, degrading or blocking access to bicycle and pedestri-

an facilities without providing a safe and convenient alternative. 

Goal °:  Strong Local Support for Non-Motorized Transportation  

ɻ Policy 5.1: Encourage all local jurisdictions to develop comprehensive bicycle and pedestrian plans, and 

provide assistance and support in this area as appropriate. 

ɻ Policy 5.2: Encourage all local jurisdictions to designate bicycle and pedestrian coordinators and to estab-

lish local bicycle and pedestrian advisory committees or provide other meaningful opportunities for public 

input on issues related to non-motorized transportation. 

ɻ Policy 5.3: Involve the public and local agencies meaningfully in making decisions about the planning, de-

sign and funding of bicycle and pedestrian projects, and maintain an open and accessible process for 

providing input and influencing decisions. 

ɻ Policy 5.4: Provide timely information to local jurisdictions on funding programs and sources not adminis-

tered by C/CAG that may be used to implement bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and encourage them to 

submit applications for project funding. 
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3 Existing Conditions 

This section describes the status of bicycle and pedestrian facilities in San Mateo County as of 2010. By 

examining existing facilities, connectivity, gaps in the bicycle and pedestrian network, accessibility for all 

users, safety, and barriers to multi-modal travel, key opportunities and constraints are identified. 

3.1 Bicycling and Walking Setting 

Bicycling and walking in San Mateo County are affected by the countyõs geographic features, geographic 

distribution of population and employment, and transportation system. The county includes flat coastal areas 

that support everyday walking and bicycling, as well as mountainous areas that provide recreational bicycling 

opportunities. Residents, jobs, employment, and major transit and freeway corridors are concentrated in the 

eastern part of the County, and as a result, this area sees more walking and bicycling than other areas of the 

County. At the same time, the high concentration of through-movement corridors also creates barriers for 

bicyclists and pedestrians. 

The following sections describe these three topics in more detail. 

3.1.1 Geographic Features 

San Mateo County is framed by the Pacific coast on the west and by the San Francisco Bay to the east. The 

Santa Cruz Mountains form a ridge along the San Francisco Peninsula from San Francisco to Salinas, 

separating the Pacific Ocean from San Francisco Bay. More than half a dozen watercourses flow through the 

county to drain into the ocean or the Bay. Geographic features, such as mountains, hills and streams, create 

barriers for bicyclists and pedestrians thereby limiting circulation. The mountain ranges and abundance of 

open space parks and reserves throughout the western portion of the county offer challenging and exciting 

bike rides to recreational bicyclists. 

3.1.2 Development Pattern and Activity Centers 

The county is home to 718,451 residents.16 Topographic limitations and public policy in San Mateo County 

have limited urbanization to the eastern part of the county along the Highway 101 corridor. Downtowns, 

employment centers, and transit hubs are distributed throughout the county. Smaller activity centers also 

exist along Highway 1 in the more rural western part of the county.   

The countyõs wide range of development patterns, from urban to rural, precludes a one-size fits all approach to 

bicycle and pedestrian planning. This Plan prioritizes improvements in the urbanized areas of the county, 

while also providing for rural areas. As an example, the design guidelines included in the CBPPõs companion 

document, A Resource Guide for the Education, Promotion, Funding, and Design of Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, have 

been tailored to support recommended projects that are located throughout the county, in both urban and 

rural areas. Figure 1 maps activity centers and destinations of countywide significance. 

                                                                 

16 2008 American Community Survey 
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Figure 1: Activity Centers and Destinations of Countywide Significance  
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3.1.3 Transportation System 
The geographic features and land use relationships in San Mateo County have resulted in a transportation 

system generally oriented in a north-south direction along the San Francisco Bay. Historically, each city 

developed with a focus on the downtown and around local railroad stations, resulting in a discontinuous 

street grid system from community to community. The County also has many populated unincorporated 

areas, such as North Fair Oaks and Montara, whose streets fall under the jurisdiction of County planning and 

public works agencies. The freeways, major arterials and rail lines that provide transportation between San 

Mateo Countyõs communities are described below. 

Freeways and Roadways  

Major north-south arterials and freeways in San Mateo County include Highway 101, El Camino Real (State 

Route 82), Interstate 280, and Highway l. Major east-west freeways and roadways include Interstate 380, 

Woodside Road (State Route 84) and Highway 92. 

Transit 

San Mateo County is served by Caltrain, which provides commuter rail service along the San Francisco 

Peninsula; Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), which provides train service throughout the San Francisco Bay 

Area; and the San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans), which offers bus and paratransit services for the 

county. SamTrans has identified the following bus routes of countywide significance: El Camino trunkline 

service: Routes 390 and 391; Middlefield Rd. corridor: Route 296; Pacifica (Linda Mar) to Daly City BART 

connection: Route 110; Bayshore Highway (bayside east): Route 292, and Highway 92: Route 294. These are 

shown in Figure 1. C/CAG and SMCTA also fund numerous shuttles that provide access between transit 

stops and workplaces. 

This Plan uses BART and Caltrain station access as a criterion for categorizing bikeway projects and uses bus 

and rail access to help identify pedestrian projects of countywide significance. 

Airports 

The San Mateo community is served by the San Francisco International Airport  (SFIA). SFIA is one of the 

worldõs 30 busiest airports. The San Carlos Airport and Half Moon Bay Airport provide additional aviation 

access. 

3.1.4 Barriers to Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel 
The transportation features described above facilitate bicycle and pedestrian access throughout the county, 

but also act as barriers to bicyclists and pedestrians. These barriers are described below. Chapter 6 of the 

CBPP provides recommendations for bicycle and pedestrian bridges and arterial-bikeway intersection 

improvements that address the barriers presented in this section.  

Freeway and Roadway Barriers 

Many roadway crossings of the interstates and highways are challenging and uncomfortable for bicyclists and 

pedestrians, particularly roadway crossings associated with interchanges. On- and off-ramps, high traffic 

volumes, and steep grades are particularly problematic for bicyclists. Intersections along Woodside Road, El 

Camino Real and other major arterials are typically configured to accommodate motorists, but do not always 

comfortably accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians. Shoulders along portions of Highway 92, particularly 

west of I-280, are often narrow or non-existent. The CBPP includes an inventory of freeway overcrossings and 
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undercrossings, interchanges, and intersections along major arterials that are relevant to bicycle and 

pedestrian travel in San Mateo County. 

Transit Barriers 

Transit services facilitate active transportation by enabling bicyclists and pedestrians to extend their travel 

distances. At the same time, limited crossings of rail lines within the county serve as barriers to east-west 

bicycle and pedestrian travel. Grade separated crossings can provide safe access across rail lines if designed to 

accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians. Retrofitting grade separated crossings with bike lanes, paths or 

sidewalks can be prohibitive, so often these crossings do not accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians and are 

gaps in an otherwise continuous bikeway or walkway network. At-grade crossings of rail lines are 

problematic for bicyclists when the rail tracks intersect the bicyclist line of travel at less than a 45 degree 

angle. Most at-grade rail crossings in San Mateo County are close to perpendicular, but there are some 

crossings, particularly of spur lines, that meet at an undesirable angle. 

Airport Barriers 

Airports are primary destinations not just for travelers, but also for employees of the airline and airport 

concessions. There is limited direct bicycle and pedestrian access to San Mateo Countyõs airports, and in the 

eastern part of the county the Bay Trail alignment has been affected by the SFIA and the San Carlos Airport. 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridges and Undercrossings 

C/CAG and local agencies within San Mateo County have recognized the need for improved access over the 

barriers described above. Table 1 lists existing bicycle and pedestrian bridges and undercrossings across the 

major barriers: Highway 101, Highway 280, Highway 1, and Caltrain. 

Table 1: Summary of Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridges and Undercrossings 
Across Major Barriers 

Barrier Type of Crossing Location City 

Hwy 101 Bike-Ped Overcrossing Monte Diablo Road San Mateo 

Hwy 101 Bike-Ped Overcrossing Broadway Burlingame 

Hwy 101 Bike-Ped Overcrossing Ringwood Ave./Pierce Rd. Menlo Park 

Hwy 101 Median path 3
rd

 Avenue San Mateo 

Hwy 101 Bike-Ped Overcrossing North of Ralston Avenue Belmont (Under construction) 

Hwy 280 Bike-Ped Overcrossing State Route 92 Golden Gate National Recrea-

tion Area 

Hwy 1 Bike-Ped Overcrossing Oceana/Milagra Pacifica 

Hwy 1 Bike-Ped Overcrossing 

Francisco Blvd/San Jose 

Ave. 

Pacifica 

Hwy 1 Bike-Ped Undercrossing Brookhaven Ct Pacifica 

Hwy 1 Bike-Ped Undercrossing Francisco Blvd/ Lundy Wy Pacifica 

Hwy 84 Bike-Ped Overcrossing Near Middlefield Road Redwood City 

Caltrain Bike-Ped Undercrossing F St./Old County Rd. Belmont/San Carlos 

Caltrain Bike-Ped Undercrossing Arroyo Ave./Commercial St. San Carlos 

Caltrain Bike-Ped Overcrossing 19
th
 Avenue San Mateo 

Sources: Google Earth, Google Street View, City Surveys 2010, and Bike San Mateo County ñCrossing Highway 101 by Bicycle in 
San Mateo Countyò, Draft August 2010. 
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Table 2 summarizes the results of an inventory of roadway crossings of Highway 101, Interstate 280, Highway 

1, and Caltrain tracks conducted for the CBPP. Three-quarters of the roadway crossings of these barriers 

provide sidewalks on one or both sides. The majority of crossings do not include bicycle facilities. Of the 83 

roadway crossings inventoried, 18 percent provide bicycle lanes or a separated path or wide sidewalk for 

bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Table 2: Summary of Road Crossings of Major Barriers  

(Highways 101,280, 1, and Caltrain) 

Road Crossings of Major Barriers Number Percent 

Bike lanes, path or sidewalk wide enough to accommodate bicyclists 15 18% 

Sidewalk (one side) 13 16% 

Sidewalk (both sides) 49 59% 

No sidewalk 17 20% 

Total road crossings 83 
 

3.2 Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure Addressed in this 
Plan 
The CBPP addresses the planning, design, and funding for a variety of types of bicycle and pedestrian 

infrastructure. General types of infrastructure are defined and illustrated below. More detailed specifications 

for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure are provided in the CBPPõs companion document, A Resource Guide for 

the Education, Promotion, Funding, and Design of Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities. 

3.2.1 Bicycle Infrastructure 

Bicycle infrastructure in San Mateo County is governed by design standards developed by the California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Local jurisdictions can make modifications to the Caltrans design 

standards, based on sound engineering judgment, but generally the Caltrans design standards are followed.  

Figure 3 illustrates Caltransõ three types of bikeways as defined by the Highway Design Manual:  

 Multi -Use Path (Class I) allows for two-way, off-street bicycle use and may be used by pedestrians, 

skaters, people in wheelchairs, joggers and other non-motorized users. 

 Bike lanes (Class II) are defined as a portion of the roadway designated by striping, signage, and 

pavement markings for the preferential or exclusive use of bicyclists. Bike lanes are generally 

appropriate for major arterial and collector roadways and are five to seven feet wide.  

 Bike Routes (Class III) are defined as streets shared with motor vehicles and signed for bicyclists. 

They are appropriate for roads with low speeds and traffic volumes, however, can be used on higher 

volume roads that have wide outside lanes or shoulders.   

In addition, Shared Roadway Bicycle Markings are included in the California Manual of Uniform Traffic 

Control Devices as an additional treatment for bike routes, and are currently approved in conjunction 

with on-street parking. The shared roadway bicycle marking (can serve a number of purposes, such as 
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making motorists aware of the need to share the road with bicyclists, showing bicyclists the direction of 

travel, and, with proper placement, reminding bicyclists to bike further from parked cars to prevent 

òdooringó collisions. 

 

Figure 2: Caltrans Design Standards for Bicycle Facilities 

  


















































































































































