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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-streets.
Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: California Drive Bike & Ped Improvement

Project Area/Location(s): California Drive between Oak Grove Ave and Peninsula Ave

Attach map if available.  c'c" 0 Map atiac ed



http://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
http://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
mailto:completestreets@bayareametro.gov

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

Traffic Safety & Parking Commission, as well as in the City's 2019 General Plan and 2020 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan as a high-priority location.
narrows down to 52-ft wide between Burlingame Avenue and Peninsula Avenue with no bicycle facilities.

signage and striping to enhance safety, improve access, better connectivity, and attractiveness of bicycling for people of varying ages and abilties.

The California Drive Bike and Ped Improvement project targets California Drive, between Oak Grove Avenue and Peninsula Avenue, a 0.76 mile multi-lane, high-stress segment that has been identified by the Burlingame Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee and the
The existing multilane roadway is 63-ft wide, consisting of four vehicle travel lanes shared by bicyclists and motorists through the provision of sharrows (Class Iil bicycle facility) between the section of Oak Grove Avenue and Burlingame Avenue. The multilane roadway

The project will provide a Class Il or better bicycle facility between Burlingame Avenue and Peninsula Avenue, and a Class | bicycle and pedestrian facility between Burlingame Avenue and Oak Grove Avenue, reconfigure the roadway with traffic calming elements, improve

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

City of Burlingame

C_ontact Name & Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Ancow Yang ayang@burlingame.org |650-558-7271
Agency:

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO nggﬁ:)rt?gn Description
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant ] | [ |Please provide The project location is
Pedestrian and | Plans, or other locally adopted detail on Plan identified by the County
Transit recommendations? recommendations ggupnf’;mg;hsackbone
Planning affecting Project | oo on itis the only

Plan examples include:
e City/County General + Area
Plans
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit
Plan
e Community-Based
Transportation Plan

area, if any, with | packbone route for
Plan adoption bicyclists and

date. pedestrians through the
City of Burlingame that
connects Equity Priority
If Project is Communities to
inconsistent with | Schools and

Intermodal transit
adopted Plans, center. The project is

! please provide the highest priority on
* AD'.A‘ Transition Plan explanation. the recently adopted
e Station Access Plan Citywide Bicycle and
e Short-Range Transit Plan Pedestrian Master Plan.
.. . e project wi
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety significantly improve
Plan safety of the high stress
corridor and aligns with
regional Vision Zero
strategy.
. . . If yes, describe i
2. Active Does the project area contain )| O]l yes, gt Yes. The project segment
Transportation . . how project is identified on the
p segments of the regional Active adheres to the regional AT Network map
Network Transportation (AT) Network? See as Planned Bike

AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

NACT_O _A_\” Ages Facilities. The project
and Abilities proposed future Class |
design princip|esl and Class Il following

NACTO all ages and
See All Ages and abilities design principles

Abilities and creating dedicated safe
Design bike and pedestrian

Guidelines below facilities for all users.



mailto:ayang@burlingame.org
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets

Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
2. Active
Transportation
Network (Cont.)
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known High K] | [ | Please summarize |The project situates
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety | directly on a know
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and High Injury Network.
high incidence of describe Project’s | The location is
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety identified on San
crashes within the project area? measures. The Mateo County Safe
Bay Area Vision |Routes to School
Zero System may | High Injury Network
be a resource. Report with one of
the highest collision
numbers for
pedestrian and
bicyclists.
B. Does the project seek to improve K] | [ | Describe how The project seek to
. . . pFOJeCt seeks to improve bicyclist and
bicyclist and/or pedestrian provide low-stress | Pedestrian conditions
conditions? If the project includes transportation by adding Class | and
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic facilities or Class Il bikeways. The
Stress (LTS), or similar user i e | LTS @nd similar user
_ : reduce a facility’s | experience analysis
experience analyses conducted? LTS. was conducted in prior
studies and during the
development of
Citywide Bike and Ped
Master Plan. The
project segment is
considered very high of
traffic stress.
4. Transi_t _ A. Are there existing public transit K] | [ | Listtransit A Caltrain station
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop, is adiacent to the
project area? station, or route) d) t locati
and all affected project focation,
agencies. but will not be_
affected by this
project.
B. Have all potentially affected [] | [] | Please attach N/A. No transit

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

agencies will be
affected by this
project.



http://bayviz.mysidewalk.com/
https://bayviz.mysidewalk.com/%20is%20a%20regional%20data%20source
http://bayviz.mysidewalk.com/
https://transweb.sjsu.edu/research/Low-Stress-Bicycling-and-Network-Connectivity

Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description

C. Isthere a MTC Mobility Hub If yes, please

within the project area? = de)s/cribg outreach
to mobility
providers, and
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.
5. Desian Does the project meet professional Please provide ;

g design standards or guidelines Iﬁ [] | Class designation g*%sélglskﬁ E?ktg
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite || a5 are being
pedestrian facilities? design standards | oh0sed. Design

used. will follow MUTCD
guideline and
standards.
6. Equit Will Project improve active Please list EPC(s) iact is withi
aurty transportation in an Equity Priority [] Iﬁ affected. '\P/Ir”cge;t :nmlgg:;i?yll 2
ity?

Community? Priority Community,
which will benefit
from the project due
to added
connectivity and
safer bike and
pedestrian routes.

7. BPAC Review | Has a local (city or county) Bicycle ] | [ |Please provide D -
. : . : ue to time
and Pedestrian Advisory Commission ;"n%egggrﬁfﬁgﬁs)of constrain. this
) : : u y . :
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or comments, if any. particular

for OBAG 3, this project)?

checklist is not
reviewed by local
BPAC. However,
the project was
listed as one of
the highest
priority within the
BPAC approved
2020 Bike and
Ped Master Plan.



https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/mobility-hubs/universe-bay-area-mobility-hubs

Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete

If claimed, the agency

Streets improvements are [ | must include
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements




SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Eacilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.


https://mtcdrive.app.box.com/file/956360297734?s=72k0kh3tx50ys17se57fjsypttuvkrob

Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
i TargetMax. ° All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor | : Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bicvcle Facilit
Vehicle Speed*! M. ‘MI nr\:ih[!_n:rl;r i Lanes i Considerations y Y
: Any of the following: high
! curbside activity, frequent buses,
i il : motor vehicle congestion, or
; i turning conflicts*
= 10 mph Less relevant No centerline Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
or single lane
= 20 mph {£1,000-2,000; c;e—mﬁa}r - < 50 motor vehicles per hourin | o, el
i< E500-1500 | i the peak direction at peak hour SEe
Esl.SﬂD— ; Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
53.000 fSinglelane , u@mmmm
i £3,000- i each direction, | ; ; Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph {6,000 forsingle lane :Low curbside activity, or low Lane
. one-way : congestion pressure
i Greater than ¢
i 65,000 i i
Multiple lanes
Ay | perdirection
Singlelane
; : each direction :
| < 6,000 —: Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan | : Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht : per direction
Greater than Any Protected Bicycle Lane,
or Bicycle Path

6,000 S

High-speed limited access

roadways, natural corridors, |
or geographic edge conditions |
with limited conflicts :

Design Guidance

High pedestrian volume

! Low pedestrian volume

Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

Page 7 of 7



@ METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Complete Streets Checklist

Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493,
Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its
CS policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking,
rolling, and taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network.
This policy works to advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift,
safety, equity, and vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as
well as state & local compliance with applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices,
specifically the California Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2
and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the CS resolutions adopted before
January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional
endorsement or approval through MTC — must submit a Complete Streets Checklist
(Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the
Exceptions section on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the
MTC Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency
staff implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets

This form may be downloaded at https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: Safe Routes to School Improvement Project

Project Area/Location(s): Attach map if available.

1) White Oaks Elementary — Intersection of Belmont Ave. at Cedar St.
2) Brittan Acres Elementary — Intersections of Belle Ave. at Tamarack Ave. and Cordilleras Ave.



https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
mailto:completestreets@bayareametro.gov
mailto:completestreets@bayareametro.gov

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)
Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)

The improvements generally include: installing high-visibility ladder crosswalk markings;
reconstructing existing and constructing new curb ramps to meet ADA compliance; constructing
curb extensions or bulb-outs to shorten crossing; installing advanced stop pavement markings at all
stops; and pavement restoration. The current phase of the Project is PE; there is no ENV or ROW
needed.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name & Title: | Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Vatsal Patel, VPatel@cityofsancarlos.org (650)802-4202

Senior Engineer

Agency:

City of San Carlos

1. Bicycle, Does Projectimplement relevant | [X] []| Weare construqting new
Pedestrian Plans, or other locally adopted and reconstructing curb
and Transit | recommendations? irr?tg?ssé c?ttigrlg :)r(llgtmg
Planning Plan examples include: crosswalks adjacent to

e City/County General + Brittan Acres and White
Area Plans Oaks Elementary
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Schools to be ADA
Transit Plan compliant. This provides
a safe path of travel to
e Community-Based the schools. The
Transportation Plan crosswalk markings at
e ADA Transition Plan the intersections vary
_ and the intersections
e Station Access Plan with markings are not
e Short-Range Transit Plan high-visibility o
e Vision Zero/Systematic thermoplastic. Existing
crosswalk markings are
Safety Plan

painted with the
standard parallel lines.
Installing and replacing
with ladder crosswalk
markings with high-
visibility thermoplastic
provides a clear path for
crossing, increases
pedestrian safety,
increases driver
awareness, and reduces
potential collisions. We
are installing curb
extensions as well to



mailto:VPatel@cityofsancarlos.org

Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required Description

make pedestrians more
visible to drivers, thus
being in line with the
Vision Zero Plan.

2. Active
Transportati
on Network

Does the project area contain
segments of the regional Active
Transportation (AT) Network?

[See AT Network map on the
MTC Complete Streets webpage.]

This project will make
the streets safer for
children, people with
disabilities, and
bicyclists by creating
safer infrastructure
improvements that
encourages walking and
bicycling.

3. Safety and
Comfort

A. Is the Project on a known
High Injury Network (HIN) or
has a local traffic safety
analysis found a high
incidence of bicyclist/
pedestrian-involved crashes
within the project area?

There are no collisions
noted in the project area.
However, the project
area has have drivers
running stop signs in the
past and speeding. By
installing advanced stop
pavement markings,
curb extensions and
speed feedback signs,
this promotes drivers to
slow down. This aligns
with the Bay Area Vision
Zero of decreasing
chances of collisions
and preventing
accidents.

B. Does the project seek to
improve bicyclist and/or
pedestrian conditions? If the
project includes a bikeway,
was a Level of Traffic Stress
(LTS), or similar user
experience analyses
conducted?

Describe how project
seeks to provide low-
stress transportation
facilities or reduce a
facility’s LTS.

By installing advanced
stop pavement
markings, curb
extensions and speed
feedback signs, this
promotes drivers to slow
down, thus making
streets safer for
pedestrians and
bicyclists.



https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
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Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Required Description

4. Transit A. Are there existing public [] | [ | Although there are no

Coordination transit facilities (stop or public transit facilities;
station) in the project area? the Project areas are
used by SamTrans for
public buses.

B. Have all potentially affected [] | [X] | Notransit agencies are
transit agencies had the affected by the Project.
opportunity to review this
project?

C. Is there a MTC Mobility Hub [1 | = | There are no MTC
within the project area? Mobility Hub within the

Project area.

5. DeSign Does the prOjeCt meet }Z{ I:' This project was
professional design standards or designed based on the
guidelines appropriate for bicycle professional design
and/or pedestrian facilities? standards and

guidelines adopted
within the City of San
Carlos Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master Plan
and the Safe Routes to
Schools site assessment
best practices.

6. Equity Will Project improve active L] & There are no priority
transportation in an Equity equity communities near
Priority Community? the Project area;

however, the areas will
significantly improve
bicycle and pedestrian
safety for all.

7. BPAC Has a local (city or county) ] | [] | Yes, the City Council

Review

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Commission (BPAC) reviewed
this checklist (or for OBAG 3,
this project)?

and Transportation and
Circulation Commission
have had an opportunity
to review and provide
comments to the Project.



https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/mobility-hubs/universe-bay-area-mobility-hubs

Statement of Compliance YES

The proposed Project complies with California B4
Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections
65040.2 and 65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy
(Reso. 4493), and locally adopted Complete Streets
resolutions (adopted as OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202)
requirement, Resolution 4202).

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

: Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES or Explanation
. The affected roadway is legally prohibited [] If yes, please cite
for use by bicyclists and/or pedestrians. language and agency
citing prohibited use.
. The costs of providing Complete Streets If claimed, the agency
improvements are excessively L] must include
disproportionate to the need or probable proportionate
use (defined as more than 20 percent for alternatives and still
Complete Streets elements of the total provide safe
project cost). accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.
. There is a documented Alternative Plan Describe Alternative
to implement Complete Streets and/or on L] Plan/Project
a nearby parallel route.
. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to be met, L] that prohibit
such as fire and safety specifications, implementation of CS
spatial conflicts on the roadway with policy requirements
transit or environmental concerns,
defined as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.




SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with
operations affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station,
or is located along a transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation
(e.g. email) with the affected transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination
and acknowledgement of the project. A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is
available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS

Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or
their designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below:

Full Name:

Title:

Date:

Signature:



https://mtcdrive.app.box.com/file/956360297734?s=72k0kh3tx50ys17se57fjsypttuvkrob
https://mtcdrive.app.box.com/file/956360297734?s=72k0kh3tx50ys17se57fjsypttuvkrob

ATTACHMENT 1 — All Ages and Abilities and Guidelines

1. All Ages and Abilities
Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for
“All Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best
practices. A facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the
mobility needs of children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so,
works for everyone else. The all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all
users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity, race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying
national and international best practices related to traffic calming, speed reduction, and
roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This approach also includes
the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor vehicle traffic, both
of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum of the
public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on
the AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The

Proposed Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access
Board should also be referenced during design. (See table on next page for guidelines)

2. Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) — A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of
Bicycle Facilities, Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian
Facilities; Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility
Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) —
Urban Bikeway Design Guide.


https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-Ages-Abilities.pdf
https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-Ages-Abilities.pdf

Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Bl o AR

arget Max.
Target Motor Motar Vehics

Vehicle Speed Volurme (ADT)

Motor Vehicle
Lanes

Key Operational
Considerations

Any of the following: high
curbside activity, frequent buses,

T All Ages & Abilities

Bicycle Facility

Ay A motor vehicle congestion, or
turning conflicts*
<10 mph Less relevant - FPedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
or single lane
< 20 mph <1000-2,000 Dne~v§ay <50 motor vehicles perhourin g g
< 500-1,500 the peak direction at peak hour &Y
<1500 - Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
3,000 : Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane
Single lane
<3,000 - each direction, ) o Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25mph 6,000 orsingle lane j LOW curbside activity, or low Lane
. congestion pressure
Greater than RREa
6,000
Multiple lanes
Any per direction
Single lane
each direction
<6.000 Low curbside activity, or low
Greater than ' Multiple lanes ; congestion pressure
26 mph'! per direction
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,
6,000 Ay Ay or Bicycle Path
High-speed limited access High pedestrian volume Bike Path with‘Separate Walkway
roadways, natural corridors, ey or Protected Bicycle Lane

or geographic edge conditions
with limited conflicts

Low pedestrian volume

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

“While posted or 85th percentila motor vehicle speed are commonly used design speed targets, 95th percentile speed captures high-end
speeding, which causes greater stress to bicyclists and more freguent passing events. Setting target speed based on this threshold resultsin a

higher level of bicycling comfort for the full range of riders.

" Setting 25 mph as a motor vehicle speed threshold for providing protected bikeways is consistent with many cities' traffic safety and Vision
Zero policies. However, some cities use a 30 mph posted speed as a threshold for protected bikeways, consistent with providing Level of Traffic
Stress level 2 (LTS 2) that can effectively reduce stress and accommodate more types of riders.®

*Operational factors that lead to bikeway conflicts are reasons to provide protected bike lanes regardless of motor vehicle speed and volume.

Figure 1 Designing for All Ages & Abilities, NACTO https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-

Ages-Abilities.pdf
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@ METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Complete Streets Checklist

Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493,
Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its
CS policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking,
rolling, and taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network.
This policy works to advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift,
safety, equity, and vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as
well as state & local compliance with applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices,
specifically the California Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2
and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the CS resolutions adopted before
January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional
endorsement or approval through MTC — must submit a Complete Streets Checklist
(Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the
Exceptions section on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the
MTC Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency
staff implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets

This form may be downloaded at https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title:

Holly Street/US-101 Pedestrian and Bicyclist Overcrossing

Project Area/Location(s):

Approximately 430 feet south of the existing US-101/Holly Street interchange, between
Industrial Road and Skyway Drive.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)

The Holly Street Bridge at U.S. Highway 101 (US-101) serves as a critical east-west link in
San Carlos, providing access to vital residential and commercial zones, as well as
regionally-significant public transportation points, on either side of the highway. However,
the existing Holly Street Bridge provides only limited pedestrian and bicycle connectivity
across US-101, creating a break in the City’s public transportation infrastructure and
deterring active forms of transportation. Along the south side of Holly Street, there is a 5-
foot wide sidewalk that is used by bicyclists who do not want to weave with vehicles
between the loop ramps or cross the high-speed entrances along the Holly Street
interchange.

This project features the construction of a new 12-foot wide, 1500-foot Class | pedestrian
and bicycle multipurpose path, including a 1073-foot pedestrian and bicycle overcrossing
(POC) over US-101, that will bridge the gap between west and east San Carlos. The new
POC will be a grade-separated multipurpose path that will bridge the most substantial gap
in San Carlos’ active transportation network, providing access to transit centers, the Bay
Trail and adjacent parks, regionally-significant employment centers, and a number of
schools and densely-populated residential areas. The project will reduce pedestrian and
bicycle conflicts with vehicles within the US-101/Holly Street interchange and improve
safety for all users by eliminating cross-traffic movements within the interchange. The
project addresses the following deficiencies: inadequate and inaccessible sidewalks, lack
of bicycle facilities, lack of pedestrian/bicycle connectivity, and lack of curb
extensions/crosswalks that link to existing active transportation facilities. The POC will
provide a safer and more inviting environment for pedestrians and bicyclists crossing US-
101, and it is expected to increase active transportation, particularly with regards to
commuters using regional transportation links like Caltrain.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name & Title: | Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Grace Le gle@cityofsancarlos.org 650 802-4201
Agency:
City of San Carlos
Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Required Description
1. Bicycle, Does Projectimplement relevant | [X] [ ] | Projectis consistent with
Pedestrian Plans, or other locally adopted the San Mateo
and Transit recommendations? Countywide
Planning Plan examples include: Transportation Plan,

e City/County General + ado_pted_ Febrt_Jar_y 2017.
Area Plans Pro'Ject Is a prllorlty
project listed in the San

e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Carlos Bicycle and
Transit Plan
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Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Required Description
e Community-Based Pedestrian Master Plan,
Transportation Plan adopted June 9, 2020.
e ADA Transition Plan
e Station Access Plan
¢ Short-Range Transit Plan
e Vision Zero/Systematic
Safety Plan
2. Active Does the project area contain ] | [] | Project will construct a
Transportati | segments of the regional Active Class | shared use path
on Network | Transportation (AT) Network? for bikes and
See AT Network th pedestrians suitable for
[See etwork map on the all ages and abilities.
MTC Complete Streets webpage.]
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known ] | [ | The Class Il bike lane

Comfort

High Injury Network (HIN) or
has a local traffic safety
analysis found a high
incidence of bicyclist/
pedestrian-involved crashes
within the project area?

and sidewalk on Holly
Street is the only
existing route for
bicyclists and
pedestrians to cross US-
101, yet it does not offer
non-motorized travelers
protection from weaving
friction and traffic
congestion. Existing
movements at the
interchange loop ramps
have weaving friction
issues, especially along
eastbound Holly Street
between Industrial Road
and the northbound loop
on-ramp due to the
existing high traffic
volumes and
disproportionate use of
the single lane leading to
the ramp entrance.
Bicyclists and
pedestrians traveling
along Holly Street must
maneuver high-speed
traffic even at
crosswalks between the
loop on-and off-ramps.
The north side of Holly
Street lacks a sidewalk
altogether, forcing
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required Description

pedestrians to walk on
the shoulder or side of
the road. This
inadequate safety deters
active forms of
transportation.
Constructing the new
bicycle and pedestrian
POC creates a safe
method of crossing US-
101 that completely
separates non-motorized
and vehicle traffic.

B. Does the project seek to

improve bicyclist and/or
pedestrian conditions? If the
project includes a bikeway,
was a Level of Traffic Stress
(LTS), or similar user
experience analyses
conducted?

This project improves
operations and safety for
all users by eliminating
cross-traffic movements
within the interchange.
The new POC
completely separates
non-motorized traffic,
and it addresses all of
the deficiencies by:
eliminating weaving
friction, providing
adequate and accessible
sidewalks and bicycle
facilities; providing safe
crossings; and installing
multiple curb extensions
and crosswalks that link
to existing pedestrian
and bicycle facilities on
Industrial Road and
Skyway Road.

4. Transit
Coordination

A. Are there existing public

transit facilities (stop or
station) in the project area?

List transit facilities
(stop, station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.

B. Have all potentially affected

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this
project?

Not Applicable

. Is there a MTC Mobility Hub

within the project area?

If yes, please describe
outreach to mobility
providers, and Project’s
Hub-supportive
elements.



https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/mobility-hubs/universe-bay-area-mobility-hubs

Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required Description

5. Design

Does the project meet
professional design standards or
guidelines appropriate for bicycle
and/or pedestrian facilities?

Class | pedestrian and
bike path per the City of
San Carlos standards,
best practices and
Bicycle and Pedestrian
Master Plan.

6. Equity

Will Project improve active
transportation in an Equity
Priority Community?

The Project is not
directly located in a
disadvantaged
community. Additionally,
the project is not located
in a census tract that is
designated as
disadvantaged
community, nor is it a
low-income community
or low-income buffer
region. However, the
POC will serve low-
income people who live
in a nearby converted
hotel called Shores
Landing
(https://www.shoreslandi
ng-midpen.com/our-
plan.html). As previously
stated, this is a 95-unit
community of extremely
low-income seniors that
is funded by Project
Homekey. Shores
Landing is a new
community that opened
in June 2021 and is
housing the County’s
most vulnerable
residents, extremely low-
income senior citizens
aged 62 years and older.

7. BPAC
Review

Has a local (city or county)
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Commission (BPAC) reviewed
this checklist (or for OBAG 3,
this project)?

The San Carlos
Transportation &
Circulation Commission
reviewed this Project
many times over the
years, with the most
recent dated December
17, 2019 as part of the
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Bicycle & Pedestrian
Master Plan.
Additionally,the City of
San Carlos sought
feedback from the
Bicycle and Pedestrian
Advisory Committee of
San Mateo County in
developing this project.
The BPAC ranked this
as one of its two top
projects for San Mateo
County among dozens
of potential active
transportation projects.
This fact is notable given
that BPAC prioritizes
projects that “target
seniors, youth, people
with disabilities, and low-
income communities.”
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Statement of Compliance YES

The proposed Project complies with California B4
Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections
65040.2 and 65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy
(Reso. 4493), and locally adopted Complete Streets
resolutions (adopted as OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202)
requirement, Resolution 4202).

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

: Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES or Explanation
. The affected roadway is legally prohibited [] If yes, please cite
for use by bicyclists and/or pedestrians. language and agency
citing prohibited use.
. The costs of providing Complete Streets If claimed, the agency
improvements are excessively L] must include
disproportionate to the need or probable proportionate
use (defined as more than 20 percent for alternatives and still
Complete Streets elements of the total provide safe
project cost). accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.
. There is a documented Alternative Plan Describe Alternative
to implement Complete Streets and/or on L] Plan/Project
a nearby parallel route.
. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to be met, L] that prohibit
such as fire and safety specifications, implementation of CS
spatial conflicts on the roadway with policy requirements
transit or environmental concerns,
defined as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with
operations affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station,
or is located along a transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation
(e.g. email) with the affected transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination
and acknowledgement of the project. A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is
available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS

Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or
their designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below:

Full Name:

Title:

Date:

Signature:
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ATTACHMENT 1 — All Ages and Abilities and Guidelines

1. All Ages and Abilities
Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for
“All Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best
practices. A facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the
mobility needs of children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so,
works for everyone else. The all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all
users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity, race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying
national and international best practices related to traffic calming, speed reduction, and
roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This approach also includes
the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor vehicle traffic, both
of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum of the
public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on
the AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The

Proposed Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access
Board should also be referenced during design. (See table on next page for guidelines)

2. Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) — A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of
Bicycle Facilities, Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian
Facilities; Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility
Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) —
Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Bl o AR

arget Max.
Target Motor Motar Vehics

Vehicle Speed Volurme (ADT)

Motor Vehicle
Lanes

Key Operational
Considerations

Any of the following: high
curbside activity, frequent buses,

T All Ages & Abilities

Bicycle Facility

Ay A motor vehicle congestion, or
turning conflicts*
<10 mph Less relevant - FPedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
or single lane
< 20 mph <1000-2,000 Dne~v§ay <50 motor vehicles perhourin g g
< 500-1,500 the peak direction at peak hour &Y
<1500 - Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
3,000 : Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane
Single lane
<3,000 - each direction, ) o Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25mph 6,000 orsingle lane j LOW curbside activity, or low Lane
. congestion pressure
Greater than RREa
6,000
Multiple lanes
Any per direction
Single lane
each direction
<6.000 Low curbside activity, or low
Greater than ' Multiple lanes ; congestion pressure
26 mph'! per direction
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,
6,000 Ay Ay or Bicycle Path
High-speed limited access High pedestrian volume Bike Path with‘Separate Walkway
roadways, natural corridors, ey or Protected Bicycle Lane

or geographic edge conditions
with limited conflicts

Low pedestrian volume

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

“While posted or 85th percentila motor vehicle speed are commonly used design speed targets, 95th percentile speed captures high-end
speeding, which causes greater stress to bicyclists and more freguent passing events. Setting target speed based on this threshold resultsin a

higher level of bicycling comfort for the full range of riders.

" Setting 25 mph as a motor vehicle speed threshold for providing protected bikeways is consistent with many cities' traffic safety and Vision
Zero policies. However, some cities use a 30 mph posted speed as a threshold for protected bikeways, consistent with providing Level of Traffic
Stress level 2 (LTS 2) that can effectively reduce stress and accommodate more types of riders.®

*Operational factors that lead to bikeway conflicts are reasons to provide protected bike lanes regardless of motor vehicle speed and volume.

Figure 1 Designing for All Ages & Abilities, NACTO https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-

Ages-Abilities.pdf
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement
or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff
implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project NameTitle: Rosita Road Pavement Rehab. Project

Project Area/Location(s): g it Road from Adobe Drive to Oddstal Bivd., Pacifica, CA

Attach map if available.

Page 1 of 7
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The Rosita Road Pavement Rehabilitation Project consists of a 2-inch asphalt overlay along Rosita Road from
Adobe Drive to Oddstad Boulevard. This project will also include pavement grinding, base repair, curb ramps,
bicycle boulevard, traffic striping, pavement markings, traffic markers and miscellaneous related work.

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Contact Name & Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Title: . . e
Sam Bautista, DPW Deputy Director Sba UtISta @pa lel Ca . gOV (650) 738'3 767
Agency:
City of Pacifica
Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | No |  Required Deserintion
P y Description P

1. Bicycle,

Does Project implement relevant
Plans, or other locally adopted

Please provide
detail on Plan

The project wili

Pedestrian and ozt B . implement
Transit recommendations recommendations .
Planning affecting Project ;ecor?r:n eg_d atl?ns
Plan examples include: area, if any, with Pr°m.f. = B.Ity (IJ &
o City/County General + Area Plan adoption acflica Blcycle
Plans date. Pedestrian
Master Plan and
¢ Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit the ADA
Plan If Project is T tion Pl
e Community-Based inconsistent with HamSoNMia.
Transportation Plan a?:egt:dlgl\ilir:isé
o AD'A Transition Plan ngpl an.'f\)ti on.
e Station Access Plan
o Short-Range Transit Plan
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety
Plan
2. Active ) Does the project area contain 0| ig}xs’rg?:gibe
Transportation | ceoments of the regional Active dh Proj
Network . adheres to the
Transportation (AT) Network? See NACTO All Ages
AT Network map on the MTC Jigs
—— and Abilities
Complete Streets webpage. design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design

Guidelines below.

Page 2 of 7
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

2. Active
Transportation

Network (Cont.)

3. Safety and

A. Is the Project on a known High

Please summarize

This project will also include

: curb ramps, bicycle
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or .has a the tr.a.ffic safety boulevard, traffe striping,
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and pavement markings, traffic
high incidence of describe Project’s | markers and miscellaneous
. . . . related work. These
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety improvements will provide a
crashes within the project area? measures. The ;!ta' ':{ﬂ: fOF_&éd?strians and
. e icyclists within the
Ba}. Ariea VlSlOI’l southern residential
Zero System may | neighborhoods of Pacifica.
The project will provide
be a resource. wheelchair-bound residents
in the City with a safer route
to traverse the
neighborhood without
having to use the streets as
a thoroughfare.
. Does the project seek to improve [ | Describe how The new curb
biovelist andior pedestc project seeks to | ramps will provide
1cyclist and/or pedestrian provide low-stress | ADA liant
conditions? If the project includes H complan
bik . sa Irjevel of Traffic fransportation paths of travel and
gtr evgg}é,s\;va e facilities or the Bike Boulevard
ess ; olr simi e reduce a facility’s | pavement markings
experience analyses conducted? LTS. willtenharcs Rosita
Road by promoting
biking and other
micro-mobility
modes of
transportation.
4. Transit . Are there existing public transit O List transit N/A
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop,

project area?

station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.

. Have all potentially affected

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

Please attach
confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

No transit along
Rosita Road.

Page 3 of 7
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. IS there a MTC Mobilill- Hub D m If yeS, please
within the project area? describe outreach
to mobility
providers, and
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.
5. Desion Does the project meet professional Please provide ADA Curb R il
= design standards or guidelines |_)_(| [] | Class designation |pe inst:ITed s:ps "
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite | Caltrans Design
pedestrian facilities? design standards | Standards and Class
used. IlIB Bike Boulevard
pavement markings will
be installed per CA
MUTCD standards.
6. Equity Will Proj ect irr}prove ac‘five o Please list EPC(s)
transportation in an Equity Priority OJ Pj affected.

Community?

7. BPAC Review

Has a local (city or county) Bicycle
and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

Please provide
meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any,

City of Pacifica
Bicycle and
Pedestrian
Advisory
Committee
reviewed the
project on June
22, 2022,

Page 4 of 7
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Statement of Exception

YES

Provide
Documentation or
Explanation

Documentation
Explanation

L.

The affected roadway is legally
prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

If yes, please cite
language and agency
citing prohibited use.

requirements may not be able to
be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

2. The costs of providing Complete If claimed, the agency
Streets improvements are [ | must include
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking

and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete ] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)

that prohibit
implementation of CS
policy requirements

Page 5 of 7
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name: Sam Bautista

Title: .
Date: DPW Deputy Dir., 6/30/22
Signature: XYV <
-,
All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines
All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicvcle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

{y Roadway Context
[ Target Max. All Ages & Abllities
. Target Motor | Motor Vehicle ; Key Operational Bicycle Facilit
Vehicle Spead*; mﬁh;%e Lanes i Considerations ey
{ Any of the following: high [
: ; curbside activity, frequent buses,
Any i/ : motor vehicle congestian, or
i turning conflicts?
<10 mph Less relevant Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
No centerline, §
3 r single : T
€20 mph £1,000-2,000 g:_;_"‘f’ :;, == | <50 matorvehicles perhourin | o oo
‘ <500-1500 i the peak direction at peak hour y ‘
$1500- | Convantional or Buffarad Bicycle
3,000 =SIngle lane Lane, or Protected Bicycla Lane
<3,000- each direction, . 'Buffered or Protected Blcycle
< 25 mph 6000 crsinglelane | Low curbside activity, or low Lane
one-way i congestion pressure
Greater than
6000 i
 Multiple lanes
£  per direction  §
 Single lane
each direction :
< 6000 T Low curbiside activity, or low
Greater than ‘ ; Multiple lanes ; ¢ongestion pressure
26 mpht : perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,
6,000 : 57 Any or Bicycle Path
i’. - H 1
High_speed limited access . High pedestrian volume Bike Path with Separate Wﬂlkway
roadways, natural corridars,  § 5 Enp or Protected Bicycle Lane
- or geagraphic edge conditions | y . Shared-Use Path or
with lirnited conflicts : Low pedestrian volume Protected Bicycle Lane

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - 4 Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

Page 7 of 7
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@ METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Complete Streets Checklist

Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493,
Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its
CS policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking,
rolling, and taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network.
This policy works to advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift,
safety, equity, and vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as
well as state & local compliance with applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices,
specifically the California Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2
and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the CS resolutions adopted before
January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional
endorsement or approval through MTC — must submit a Complete Streets Checklist
(Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the
Exceptions section on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the
MTC Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency
staff implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets

This form may be downloaded at https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: Sharp Park Priority Development Area Pedestrian Improvement
Project — OBAG3

Project Area/Location(s):
Paloma Avenue, Carmel Avenue, and Santa Maria Avenue, City of Pacifica, California

See Attachment “A” for Project Location Map
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)
Please indicate project phase: CON

The Sharp Park Priority Development Area (PDA) Pedestrian Improvement Project is an essential
component within the City of Pacifica’'s larger Sharp Park Specific Plan (SPSP) and will largely
influence mobility in the Sharp Park community and beyond. The Sharp Park PDA Pedestrian
Improvement Project will close sidewalk gaps, improve sidewalk to above ADA standards, install new
ADA compliant driveways and corner curb ramps, install curb and gutter to improve storm water
management, remove and replace failed pavement, slurry seal, and install bicycle and pedestrian
striping along Paloma Avenue, Carmel Avenue and Santa Maria Avenue from Francisco Boulevard
to Beach Boulevard. The new driveways and sidewalks will provide ADA complaint path of travel in
the project area and provide a vital link for pedestrians and bicyclists from the eastern residential
neighborhood of Pacifica to the Sharp Park district, Palmetto business area, Pacifica Civic Center,
two schools, the Sharp Park Library, and the popular Sharp Park Beach and Pacifica Pier.
Furthermore, the pavement improvements will aid bicyclists and pedestrians by remove tripping
hazards while also installing up to date and improved pavement striping for a safer overall
experience.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name & Title: | Contact Email: Contact Phone:

Sam Bautista, P.E., sbautista@pacifica.gov (650)738-3771

Dep. Dir. of Pub. Works

Agency:

1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant | [X] [ ] | The project will
Pedestrian Plans, or other locally adopted implement
and Transit recommendations? recommendation from
Planning Plan examples include: the City of Pacifica’s

Bicycle & Pedestrians

e City/County General + Master Plan and the

A_rea Plans ) ADA Transition Plan. It

» Bicycle, Pedestrian & will also implement right-
Transit Plan of-way improvements

e Community-Based recommended in the
Transportation Plan City’s soon to be

e ADA Transition Plan adopted Sharp Park

. Specific Plan.
e Station Access Plan P

e Short-Range Transit Plan

e Vision Zero/Systematic
Safety Plan

2. Active Does the project area contain| [ ] | [X
Transportati | segments of the regional Active
on Network | Transportation (AT) Network?
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Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Required Description
[See AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.]

3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known [ 1| [ |The Sharp Park PDA
Comfort High Injury Network (HIN) or Pedestrian  Improvement
has a local traffic safety Project will close sidewalk
analysis found a high gaps, improve sidewalk to
incidence of bicyclist/ above ADA standards,
pedestrian-involved crashes install new ADA compliant
within the project area? driveways and corner curb
ramps, install curb and
gutter to improve storm
water management,
remove and replace failed
pavement, slurry seal, and
install bicycle and
pedestrian striping along
Paloma Avenue, Carmel
Avenue and Santa Maria
Avenue from Francisco
Boulevard to Beach

Boulevard.

. Does the project seek to 4 | ]| The new curb ramps and
improve bicyclist and/or driveways will provide ADA
pedestrian conditions? If the Cog‘p“ﬁ”t p."f‘(ths of Itravzl
project includes a bikeway, ggv o r:] e‘;t B'm% rk?n%ievsvrill
was a Level of Traffic Stress enhance the streets by
(LTS), or similar user promoting biking and other
experience analyses micro-mobility modes of
conducted? transportation.

4. Transit . Are there existing public D4 | [] | Samtrans buses travel
Coordination transit facilities (stop or down Palmetto Avenue,
station) in the project area? which is located in the
project area; however,
Palmetto Avenue is not

affected by this project.

. Have all potentially affected [] | [X | Thereis notransit along the
transit agencies had the affected streets.
opportunity to review this
project?

. Is there a MTC Mobility Hub 0=

within the project area?
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Commission (BPAC) reviewed
this checklist (or for OBAG 3, this
project)?

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Required Description
Design Does the  project meet| [ | [] | ADA Curb Ramps will be
professional design standards or installed ~ per  Caltrans
guidelines appropriate for bicycle Design  Standards  and
and/or pedestrian facilities? Class IIIB Bike Boulevard
pavement markings will be
installed per CA MUTCD
standards.
. Equity Will  Project improve active —
transportation in an Equity B
Priority Community?
. BPAC Has a local (city or county)| [ | []|City of Pacifica’s Bicycle
Review Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory and Pedestrian Advisory

Committee reviewed the
project on June 22, 2022.
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Statement of Compliance

YES

requirement, Resolution 4202).

The proposed Project complies with California
Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections
65040.2 and 65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy
(Reso. 4493), and locally adopted Complete Streets
resolutions (adopted as OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

YES

PToVIade Documentation

Statement of Exception or Explanation

1. The affected roadway is legally prohibited [] If yes, please cite
for use by bicyclists and/or pedestrians. language and agency

citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete Streets If claimed, the agency
improvements are excessively [l must include
disproportionate to the need or probable proportionate
use (defined as more than 20 percent for alternatives and  still
Complete Streets elements of the total provide safe
project cost). accommodation of

people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Plan to Describe Alternative
implement Complete Streets and/or on a [ Plan/Project
nearby parallel route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy ] Describe  condition(s)

requirements may not be able to be met,
such as fire and safety specifications,
spatial conflicts on the roadway with transit
or environmental concerns, defined as
abutting conservation land or severe
topological constraints.

that prohibit
implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with
operations affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station,
or is located along a transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation
(e.g. email) with the affected transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination
and acknowledgement of the project. A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is
available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS

Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or
their designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below:

Full Name: Sam Bautista, P.E.

Title: Deputy Director of Public Works

Date: June 30, 20,?2 A

Signature: W/\"

U
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City of South San Francisco - School Street/Spruce Avenue and Complete Streets Checklist
Hillside Boulevard Safety and Access Improvement Project

Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title:

School Street/Spruce Avenue and Hillside Boulevard Safety and Access Improvement Project

Project Area/Location(s). On School Street/Spruce Avenue between Hillside Boulevard and
Beech Avenue and on Hillside Boulevard from School Street/Spruce

Attach map if available. Avenue to Claremont Avenue in the City of South San Francisco
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The Project would provide street and sidewalk improvements on Spruce Avenue/School
Street and on Hillside Boulevard, as part of a community developed and supported Safe
Routes to Schools program. Improvements will enhance the safety of students walking or
Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)

May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Title:

Contact Name &

Matthew Ruble, Princip

Contact Email:
Matthew.Ruble@ssf.net

Contact Phone:
(650) 829-6671

Agency:

City of South San Francisco

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO nggﬁ:)rt?gn Description
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant K] | [ | Please provide The project
Pedestrian and | Plans, or other locally adopted detail on Plan implements
Transit recommendations? recommendations | yorommendations
Planning affecting Project | 4/or goals
Plan examples include: area, if any, with | 4 ol i the
e City/County General + Area Plan adoption draft 2022 Active
date. X
Plans South City plan,
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit o the 2011 South San
Plan If Projectis | Francisco Bicycle
e Community-Based inconsistent with | Master Plan, the
Transportation Plan a?:agfd rl;l\z;lirésé South San
e ADA Transition Plan gxplanaption Francisco
e Station Access Plan ' Pedestrian Master
e Short-Range Transit Plan 'I:Ian, gggOPlan Bay
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety rea '
Plan The Active South
City Plan,
recommends
2. Active _ Does the project area contain d | O Lfows’rggsg{ 1be | The project will
Transportation | segments of the regional Active adhePes {o the provide safety
Network improvements at

Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

the four
uncontrolled
crosswalks by
installing a traffic
signal, new
crosswalks, lighting
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
2. Active
Transportation
Network (Cont.)
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known High K] | [ | Please summarize |Bgetween
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety 2013-2017, Spruce
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and :
ST ) .~ | Avenue was the site
high incidence of describe Project’s . -
A L . of nine collisions,
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety one involved a
crashes within the project area? measures. The U
Bay Area Vision pegestrlqn 'njluné
Zero System may and one Involved a
be a resource. bicyclist injury.
The project will
improve safety by
marking
_ crosswalks for
B. Does the project seek to improve | X1 | [J p[))riﬁggtbsegok\évto Hillside Boulevard
bicyclist and/or pedestrian provide low-stress ggs a W‘}I EOSOCO_{_%.OIC
conditions? If the project includes transportation out of 100. This
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic facilities or location is
Stress (LTS), or similar user reduce a facility’s SomeWhﬁt )
experience analyses conducted? LTS walkable"; and its
I Bike Score is 20 -
"Somewhat
Bikeable™" with
minimal
infrastructure.
4. Transit A. Are there existing public transit (]| K] List transit
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop,
project area? station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.
B. Have all potentially affected [1 | [x] | Please attach n/a

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. Isthere a MTC Mobility Hub
within the project area? a Lfezgfi’b‘;'gﬁ?feach
to mobility
providers, and
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.
' Does the project meet professional Please provide
> Design design sta?ndglrds or guri)delines @ [] | Class dg,signation (AASHTO),
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite (ADAAG),
pedestrian facilities? design standards |(NACTO), City
used. Standards
i Will Project improve active Please list EPC(s
o Equity transpor'gation ir? an Equity Priority ﬁ [ ] | affected. ©) Plan Bay Area 2050
Community? (20_21) identifies the
project area as an
"Equity Priority
Community"
(census tract
4602100).
7. BPAC Review | Hasalocal (city or county) Bicycle | X Please provide The South San

and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

Francisco Bicycle
and Pedestrian
Advisory
Committee (BPAC)
was provided the
Complete Streets
Checklist for
review on June 28,
2022. The BPAC
and Bike East Bay
were engaged in the
development of the
Active SSF Plan. .
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete

If claimed, the agency

Streets improvements are [ | must include
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Eacilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
i TargetMax. ° All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor | : Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bicvcle Facilit
Vehicle Speed*! M. ‘MI i \:ihr;!':rlr i Lanes i Considerations y Y
: Any of the following: high
! curbside activity, frequent buses,
i il : motor vehicle congestion, or
; i turning conflicts*
= 10 mph Less relevant No centerline Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
 orsingle lane ©
= 20 mph {£1,000-2,000; c;e—mﬁa}r - < 50 motor vehicles per hourin | o, el
i< E500-1500 | i the peak direction at peak hour SEe
Esl.SﬂD— Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
& Single lane I‘“’_"“ i !I:y.r.ln LAy
i £3,000- i each direction, | ; ; Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph {6,000 forsingle lane :Low curbside activity, or low Lane
. one-way : congestion pressure
i Greater than
i 65,000 i i
Multiple lanes
.  per direction  :
Singlelane
; : each direction :
| < 6,000 —: Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht i perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,

: 6,000 A M or Bicycle Path
Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

High-speed limited access : High pedestrian volume
roadways, natural corridors, ¢

or geographic edge conditions | )

with limited conflicts j LoW pedestrian voime

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-streets.
Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: Ka|]ly Avenue Complete Streets Project

Project Area/Location(s): Kelly Avenue between Main Street and the entrance to Half Moon Bay State
Beach in the City of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County, California. Attachment

Attach map if available 1 and 2 is a Project Vicinity Map and a Project Location Map.
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pedestrians.

Improving access on Kelly Avenue for all users will suppnn climate goals, encourage alternative modes of transport, decrease
health by active modes of

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The Kelly Avenue Complete Streets Project will provide a safer and accessible access for pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and all other modes of transportation to a critical arterial street serving as a link between the Downtown Area (Main Street) and Half Moon Bay State
Beach. Expanded access on Kelly Avenue, consistent with Coastal Act policies, will allow for diverse, equitable, and affordable transportation options for low-income families. Kelly Avenue serves as an access point for residents and visitors to the California Coastal Trail,
Naomi Patridge Trail, local bus routes, and ultimately to other beaches and parks along the Coastside. This important corridor is currently lacking adequate infrastructure for all users and has been highlighted repeatedly for safety concerns, especially for bicyclists and

shopping, dining, and essential services available in duvvmown area of Half Moon Bay.

Please indicate project phase (P PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

jas emi

ion:

gas and enhance economic mobility. Safer access for all users will support physical and mental
residents to local jobs and safer access for students Enhanced access for residents and visitors to the current connectivity afforded by the California Coastal Trail as well as the

CONTACT INFORMATION

Title:

Contact Name &

Jonathan Woo, Assistant Engineer

Contact Email:

jwoo@hmbcity.com

Contact Phone:

650-726-8265

Agency:

City of Half Moon Bay

Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

1. Bicycle,
Pedestrian and
Transit
Planning

Does Project implement relevant
Plans, or other locally adopted
recommendations?

Plan examples include:
e City/County General + Area
Plans
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit
Plan
e Community-Based
Transportation Plan
ADA Transition Plan
Station Access Plan
Short-Range Transit Plan
Vision Zero/Systematic Safety
Plan

Please provide
detail on Plan
recommendations
affecting Project
area, if any, with
Plan adoption
date.

If Project is
inconsistent with
adopted Plans,
please provide
explanation.

The project is
consistent with
the City's certified
Local Coastal
Plan (LCP),
which serves as
the City's General
Plan. The project
implements
projects identified
in the Bicycle and
Pedestrian
Master Plan and
will bring the
entirety of Kelly
Avenue into
compliance with
the City's ADA
Transition Plan.

2. Active
Transportation
Network

Does the project area contain
segments of the regional Active
Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

If yes, describe
how project
adheres to the
NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

The speed limit along the Kelly Avenue corridor is 25
mph which hold an average daily traffic count between
3,000 - 6,000, bidirectional, according to the Streetlight
Database. Assuming that each direction produces 50%
of trips, the average daily traffic count for a single lane
in each direction would be between 1,500 - 3,000 for
each direction. With that said, a conventional bicycle
lane would be adequate.

During the design phase of the project, the City and its
consultants will look into addressing low curbside
activity and/or low congestion pressure. The project is
located within the Coastal Zone and will be subject to
Coastal Access Policies which may include competing
interests between automobile access/parking and other
modes of travel. it is our intent to focus on Pedestrian
and Bicycle modes, which may require removal of
on-street parking.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
2. Active
Transportation
Network (Cont.)
3. Safety and A. ls Fhe Project on a known High [] | Please summarize | according to UC
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety Berkeley SWITRS
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and Database. a total
high incidence of describe Project’s of 22 cras’hes
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety oceurred alona the
crashes within the project area? measures. The : ong
Bay Area Vision | Project corridor
be a resource. tyears,
representing a
significant number
of incidents within
the 4500' corridor.
; . i Project provides new
B. Does the project seek to improve (X [l Er%sjg:ltbseegﬁ\s,vto low-stress transportation for
. . . both pedestrians and
b|qu||_St and/or pedeS_trlafl provide low-stress bicyclists west of Alsace
conditions? If the project includes transportation O e o e t0
a bikeway, was a !_e\_/el of Traffic facilities or walk in the travel way or
Stress (LTS), or similar user reduce a facility’s | SomPpete vith bicylists on
H € unprotecte IKe lane.
experience analyses conducted? LTS. The project seeks to provide
safe bicycle connectivity
from Main Street to the
California Coastal Trail while
also ensuring safe and
accessible travel by
pedestrians or disabled
persons on the same
corridor.
4. Transit A. Are there existing public transit [X] | [] | Listtransit SamTrans Bus
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop, Routes 17 & 18
project area? station, orroute) | travel through Kelly
and all affected | Avenue between
agencies. Highway 1 and Main
Street. Bus Route
294 also has a bus
stop at the southeast
corner of Main Street
and Kelly Avenue.
B. Have all potentially affected K] | [ | Please attach f“fwn:‘in;v"hwl“‘w;dgd';hhﬁ

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

of two local bus routes. City will continue to
work and coordinate with SamTrans
throughout the project design and
construction. Please see the Attachment 7
and 8 for the support letter from SamTrans
along with the email correspondence
between SamTrans representatives and the
City of Half Moon Bay.
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

C. Isthere a MTC Mobility Hub
within the project area?

If yes, please
describe outreach
to mobility
providers, and
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.

The mobility hub located on the
database is understood to be
generalized to the City of Half Moon
Bay and the Highway 1 corridor. The
City has initiated contact with and
will coordinate with SAMTrans, the
main mobility service provider, and
local community
based-organizations (such as Senior
Coastsiders) to ensure the project is
supportive of the mobility needs of
those that may utilize mobility
services such as seniors and those
with disabilities.

5. Design

Does the project meet professional
design standards or guidelines
appropriate for bicycle and/or
pedestrian facilities?

Please provide
Class designation
for bikeways. Cite
design standards
used.

The project design will
meet professional design
standards and guidelines
adopted by the City
including those contained
in the contained in the City
Bicycle and Pedestrian
Master Plan, California
Title 24, and ADA
Standards.

6. Equity

Will Project improve active
transportation in an Equity Priority
Community?

Please list EPC(s)
affected.

The project is not located
with an EPC, however the
Kelly Avenue Complete
Streets Project is located
within two GeolDs,
0608161301 and
0608163700, both of which
are established as a
Disadvantaged Indicator
and a Resilience
Disadvantaged Indicator as
shown in Attachment 5.

7. BPAC Review

Has a local (city or county) Bicycle
and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

Please provide
meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

City Staff intends
to present the
proposed grant
application at the
July 7, 2022
meeting of the
City's Bicycle
Pedestrian
Advisory
Committee.
Additionally, the
C/CAG BPAC will
be reviewing the
checklist.
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete

If claimed, the agency

Streets improvements are [ | must include
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation'(e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit A11.encv Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name: John Dough ty
Title: 7vb\tc. _vice C>1v-ectov--
Date: Jv 30,3672

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for "All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves "all ages and abilities™ is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
i TargetMax. ° All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor | : Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bicvcle Facilit
Vehicle Speed*! M. ‘MI i \:ihr;!':rlr i Lanes i Considerations y Y
: Any of the following: high
! curbside activity, frequent buses,
i il : motor vehicle congestion, or
; i turning conflicts*
= 10 mph Less relevant No centerline Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
 orsingle lane ©
= 20 mph {£1,000-2,000; c;e—mﬁa}r - < 50 motor vehicles per hourin | o, el
i< E500-1500 | i the peak direction at peak hour SEe
Esl.SﬂD— Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
& Single lane I‘“’_"“ i !I:y.r.ln LAy
i £3,000- i each direction, | ; ; Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph {6,000 forsingle lane :Low curbside activity, or low Lane
. one-way : congestion pressure
i Greater than
i 65,000 i i
Multiple lanes
.  per direction  :
Singlelane
; : each direction :
| < 6,000 —: Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht i perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,

: 6,000 A M or Bicycle Path
Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

High-speed limited access : High pedestrian volume
roadways, natural corridors, ¢

or geographic edge conditions | )

with limited conflicts j LoW pedestrian voime

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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@ METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Complete Streets Checklist

Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493,
Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its
CS policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking,
rolling, and taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network.
This policy works to advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift,
safety, equity, and vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as
well as state & local compliance with applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices,
specifically the California Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2
and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the CS resolutions adopted before
January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional
endorsement or approval through MTC — must submit a Complete Streets Checklist
(Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the
Exceptions section on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the
MTC Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency
staff implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets

This form may be downloaded at https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: Runnymede Street Improvement Project

Project Area/Location(s): City of East Palo Alto between Pulgas Avenue and the Bay
Trall
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

Please indicate project phase (Planning)

Runnymede Street between Pulgas Avenue and the eastern end is in disrepair and will
require reconstruction of the subgrade and road surface. The project will also include
drainage, storm drain, sidewalk, driveway, bike lane (Class Ill), and Safe Route to School
(traffic calming and enhanced crossing) Improvements. These improvements will enhance
connection to the local school and the Bay Trail and reduce local flooding.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name & Title: | Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Adrian Biggs, PE abiggs@cityofepa.org (650) 338-8404
Associate Engineer

Agency: City of East Palo Alto

1. Bicycle, Does Projectimplementrelevant | [] | [] | This project would
Pedestrian Plans, or other locally adopted implement sidewalk
and Transit recommendations? rec;?mrgen(iiﬁtlog_? ¢
Plannin . _ outlined in the City o

g Plan examples include: East Palo Alto General
e City/County General + Plan 2035.
Area Plans
e Bicycle, Pedestrian &
Transit Plan
e Community-Based
Transportation Plan
e ADA Transition Plan
e Station Access Plan
e Short-Range Transit Plan
e Vision Zero/Systematic
Safety Plan

2. Active Does the project area contain 1| X | Ifyes, describe how
Transportati | segments of the regional Active project adheres to the
on Network | Transportation (AT) Network? NACTO All Ages and

Abilities design
[See AT Network map on the principles. See
MTC Complete Streets webpage.] Attachment 1.
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known 4 | [ | The proposed project
Comfort High Injury Network (HIN) or location falls within
has a local traffic safety MTC's equity priority
analysis found a high communities. Portions of
incidence of bicyclist/ Runnymede Street that
pedestrian-involved crashes lead to the proposed
within the project area? : 1€ propose
project site fall within the
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Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Required Description
San Mateo
CountyYouth-Based
HIN. Additionally,
Runnymede Street is
one of the top 5 safety
priority corridors in the
city. Five collisions
occurred on Runnymede
between 2014-2020 and
three were youth-
involved, one was
pedestrian involved, and
one was fatal or severe.
A school categorized by
San Mateo County as a
priority school is also
located on Runnymede
Street within the
proposed project
location.

. Does the project seek to ] | [] | This project would help
improve bicyclist and/or provide a low-stress
pedestrian conditions? If the facility by adding class Il
project includes a bikeway, bike lanes and new
was a Level of Traffic Stress sidewalk.

(LTS), or similar user
experience analyses
conducted?
4. Transit . Are there existing public [] | [ | List transit facilities
Coordination transit facilities (stop or (stop, station, or route)
station) in the project area? and all affected
agencies.

. Have all potentially affected L] X | NA
transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this
project?

. Is there a MTC Mobility Hub [ | 09 | If yes, please describe

within the project area?

outreach to mobility
providers, and Project’s
Hub-supportive
elements.
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Commission (BPAC) reviewed
this checklist (or for OBAG 3,
this project)?

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Required Description
Design Does the project meet X1 | [ | class Il bike lanes will
professional design standards or be added in the
guidelines appropriate for bicycle proposed project area.
and/Ol’ pedeStl’Ian faC|I|t|eS’) The design W|” fo”OW
NACTO guidelines.
. Equity Will Project improve active DA | LI [ The City of East Palo
transportation in an Equity Alto is categorized as an
Priority Community? Equity Priority
Community. The
proposed project
includes the installation
of new sidewalk and
class Il bike lanes.
. BPAC Has a local (city or county) [] | g | The City of East Palo
Review Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Alto does not have a

Bicycle and Pedestrian
Advisory Commission
(BPAC).
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Statement of Compliance YES

The proposed Project complies with California X<
Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections
65040.2 and 65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy
(Reso. 4493), and locally adopted Complete Streets
resolutions (adopted as OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202)
requirement, Resolution 4202).

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

PTOVIOE DOCUMEeNTation
Statement of Exception YES or Explanation
. The affected roadway is legally prohibited [] If yes, please cite
for use by bicyclists and/or pedestrians. language and agency
citing prohibited use.
. The costs of providing Complete Streets If claimed, the agency
improvements are excessively [l must include
disproportionate to the need or probable proportionate
use (defined as more than 20 percent for alternatives and still
Complete Streets elements of the total provide safe
project cost). accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.
. There is a documented Alternative Plan Describe Alternative
to implement Complete Streets and/or on [l Plan/Project
a nearby parallel route.
. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to be met, [l that prohibit
such as fire and safety specifications, implementation of CS
spatial conflicts on the roadway with policy requirements
transit or environmental concerns,
defined as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with
operations affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station,
or is located along a transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation
(e.g. email) with the affected transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination
and acknowledgement of the project. A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is
available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS

Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or
their designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below:

Full Name:

Title:

Date:

Signature:
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ATTACHMENT 1 — All Ages and Abilities and Guidelines

1. All Ages and Abilities
Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for
“All Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best
practices. A facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the
mobility needs of children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so,
works for everyone else. The all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all
users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity, race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying
national and international best practices related to traffic calming, speed reduction, and
roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This approach also includes
the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor vehicle traffic, both
of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum of the
public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on
the AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The

Proposed Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access
Board should also be referenced during design. (See table on next page for guidelines)

2. Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) — A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of
Bicycle Facilities, Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian
Facilities; Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility
Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) —
Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Target Motor

Vehicle Speed"

Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
;Larfet\l;ﬂ;; .le Motor Vehicle i Key Operational
otor c Lanes Considerations
Volume (ADT)

Any of the following: high
curbside activity, frequent buses,

All Ages & Abilities
Bicycle Facility

Ay A motor vehicle congestion, or
turning conflictst
<10 mph Less relevant . Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
No centerline,
or single lane
<20 mph <1000-2,000 one—\.ﬁay < 50 motor vehicles perhourin | o v 1o g e g
<500-1500 the peak direction at peak hour cy
<1500 - Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
3,000 . Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane
Single lane
<3,000 - each direction, ) o Buffered or Protected Bicycle
<25mph 6.000 orsingle lane iLow curbside activity, or low Lane
_ congestion pressure
Greaterthan one-way
6,000
Multiple lanes
Any per direction
Single lane
each direction
< 6.000 Low curbside activity, or low
Greater than ' Multiple lanes : cengestion pressure
26 mph™ per directicn
Greater than an n Protected Bicycle Lane,
6,000 y 4 or Bicycle Path
High-speed limited access High pedestrian volume Bike Path with Separate Walkway
roadways, natural corridors, Any or Protected Bicycle Lane

or geographic edge conditions
with limited conflicts

Low pedestrian volume

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

“While posted or 85th percentile motor vehicle speed are commonly used design speed targets, 95th percentile speed captures high-end
speeding, which causes greater stress to bicyclists and more frequent passing events. Setting target spead based on this threshold resultsina

higher level of bicycling comfort for the full range of riders.

t Setting 25 mph as a motor vehicle speed threshold for providing protected bikeways is consistent with many cities’ traffic safety and Vision
Zero policies. However, some cities use a 30 mph posted speed as a threshold for protected bikeways, consistent with providing Level of Traffic
Stress level 2 (LTS 2) that can effectively reduce stress and accommodate more types of riders.®

tQOperational factors that lead to bikeway conflicts are reasons to provide protected bike lanas regardless of motor vehicle speed and volume.

Figure 1 Designing for All Ages & Abilities, NACTO https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-

Ages-Abilities.pdf
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: gy Road Complete Street Rehabilitation Project

Project Area/Location(s): ]
Bay Road, 5th Avenue to 15th Avenue/Spring

Attach map if available. ~ Street in unincorporated North Fair Oaks (San
Maten Coiintv iniricdiction) and Citv of Redwonod
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The County of San Mateo, in partnership with the City of Redwood

City, will plan, design and construct the Project to increase safety for
Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Title:

Contact Name &

Ann Stillman

Contact Email:

astillman@smcgov.org

Contact Phone:

650.599.1497

Agency:

San Mateo County

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO DFéggruigt?gn Description
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant K] [] |Please provide 2021 San Mateo
Pedestrian and | Plans, or other locally adopted detail on Plan Countywide Bicycle
Transit recommendations? recommendations | and Pedestrian
Planning affecting Project | pjan - recommends
Plan examples include: area, if any, with | separated bike lane
e City/County General + Area Plan adoption on Bay Road and
Plans date. project is in a
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit £ Project i ngsstrlan Focus
Plan roject is -
e Community-Based ;%%%qggt&”;n‘g”th 2022 Redwood City
Transportation Plan olease provi de Walk Bike Thrive
e ADA Transition Plan explanation. recommends traffic
e Station Access Plan calming and class 2
e Short-Range Transit Plan or 4 bike facility on
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety Bay and class 3
Plan bike route on
Haven Avenue.
2 Actve | Does theproject area contain | k] | LI} ves Sqioe | Poiecunies e
NE?VT/Z?’okr ation | segments of the regional  Active adheres to the speed of trafic.

Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

Project goal is to create
a separated bike facility -
the design will be
informed by the ROW
width and traffic study to
confirm feasibility of
removing the center-turn
land and/or parking.
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Required

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
2 Acti Bus stop improvements,

. ctive sidewalk repairs, and curb
Transportation et ad
Network (Cont') consistent with PROWAG

guidelines.
3. Safety and . Is the Project on a known High X Please summarize |1¢ collisions in
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety the last 5 years -
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and 5 involved peds
high incidence of describe Project’s d2i Ip q
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety a_r:( Invoive
crashes within the project area? measures. The bikes. Primary
Bay Area Vision |collision factors
Zero System may | were speeding
be a resource. and failure to
yield to
pedestrians.
. ; X Describe how Existing Level of
: Qoes t_he project seek to_ improve project seeks to Stress 1S 3 - with no
bicyclist and/or pedestrian provide low-stress |dedicated bicycle
conditions? If the project includes transportation facility. Traffic
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic facilities or calming elements,
Stress (LTS), or similar user ‘i oo | bus stop
. reduce a facility’s |
experience analyses conducted? LTS improvements, and
' new bike facilities will
reduce the LTS on
Bay Road. Ped
crossing
improvements will
also improve ped
conditions.
4. Transit A. Are there existing public transit X List transit SamTrans Routes
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop,
. ; 79 and 270
project area? station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.
. Have all potentially attected X Please attach See attached

Letter of Support
from SamTrans
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. IS_th(_-Jre a MTC Mobility Hub I:I [‘ |fyes’ p|ease
within the project area? describe outreach

to mobility

providers, and

Project’s Hub-

supportive

elements.

5. Design Does the project meet professional Please provide TBD (est. Class 2 or
design standards or guidelines E Class designation | class 4) will use
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite | HDM, NACTO Bike
pedestrian facilities? design standards | Guide, Caltrans

used. Standard Plans and
Specifications, CA
MUTCD, as
applicable

6. Equit Will Project improve active Please list EPC(s)

auiy transportation in an Equity Priority )E [ ] | affected. See Map B
Community?
7. BPAC Review | Has a local (city or county) Bicycle K | O Please provide Redwood City's

and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

Transportation
Advisory
Committee
supported project
application at
6/14/22 meeting
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite
prohibited for use by bicyclists language and agency
and/or pedestrians. citing prohibited use.
2. The costs of providing Complete If claimed, the agency
Streets improvements are [ | mustinclude
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.
Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities. National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
i TargetMax. All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor : Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bi L
.| Motor Vehicle : : cycle Facility
Vehicle Speed Vol (ADT) Lanes Considerations
- : Any of the following: high
: curbside activity, frequent buses,
s Ay : motor vehicle congestion, or
i i turning conflicts*
< 10 mph Less relevant NG cartaning Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
 orsingle lane
< 20 mph :=1000-2,000; Clrl'lel—\ﬁay' . < 50 motor vehicles perhourin [ o P
i< 500-1.500 | i the peak direction at peak hour Eacly
1<1500- Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
13000 isinglelane LANG, oY Fretertad Bcyclatang
i<3,000- : each direction, Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph 6,000 {orsinglelane : Low curbside activity, or low Lane
e Trarn e ih one-way :congestion pressure
| Greater than | H
| 6,000 i
{ Multiple lanes
L  perdirection !
Singlelane
; : each direction :
| < 6.000 — Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan | : Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht : perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,
6,000 ik LAy or Bicycle Path
H|gh_5peed limited access . é High padestrian volurme Bike Path with sﬂpﬂrﬂtﬂ‘ Wﬂlllwnv
roadways, natural corridors, | A LR ' or Protected Bicycle Lane
or geographic edge conditions | o : Shared-Use Path or
with limited conflicts ELDW padestrian volurne Protected Bicycle Lane

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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@' METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Complete Streets Checklist

Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493,
Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its
CS policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking,
rolling, and taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network.
This policy works to advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift,
safety, equity, and vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as
well as state & local compliance with applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices,
specifically the California Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2
and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the CS resolutions adopted before
January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional
endorsement or approval through MTC — must submit a Complete Streets Checklist
(Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the
Exceptions section on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the
MTC Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency
staff implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets

This form may be downloaded at https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title:

Middle Avenue Pedestrian and Bicycle Undercrossing

Project Area/Location(s): Caltrain tracks ~ 300" north of El Camino Real and Middle
Avenue intersection.

Location map and school boundary maps attached.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

Construct a separated pedestrian and bicycle undercrossing of the Caltrain tracks in
Middle Avenue and a raised crossing and flashing beacon across Alma Street to provide a
complete connection

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)

Concept Design and 35% plans attached. Complete project study report and additional
design documents available as needed

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Phone:
650-330-6741

Contact Name & Title: | Contact Email:
Hugh Louch, Assistant | hlouch@menlopark.org

Public Works Director

Agency:
City of Menlo Park

1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant Both the City of Menlo
Pedestrian Plans, or other locally adopted Park's Transportation
and Transit recommendations? Master Plan (November
Planning Plan examples include: 2020) and the EI Camino

e City/County General + Real _a_nd Downtown
Area Plans Speqlflc PIan (2914) .
. _ specifically identify this
. Blcycl_e, Pedestrian & project a priority
Transit Plan transportation
e Community-Based investment to improve
Transportation Plan pedestrian and bicycle
e ADA Transition Plan circulation in the City
. and support
e Station Access Plan developments along El
e Short-Range Transit Plan Camino Real.
¢ Vision Zero/Systematic
Safety Plan

2 Active The crossing is a
Transportati completely separate
on Network faC|||ty that allows all

Does the project area contain users of ages and

segments of the regional Active abilities to cross the

Transportation (AT) Network? railroad tracks. None of
the other crossings in

[See AT Network map on the Menlo Park qualify as an

MTC Complete Streets webpage.] all ages and abilities
crossing. (Map excerpt
of project location on
MTC AT Network)
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within the project area?

CS Policy Consideration NO Required Description
3. Safety and . Is the Project on a known [] | There have been
High Injury Network (HIN) or multiple collisions,
has a Ipcal traffic s_afety including several
ﬁlrg:?cli)ésr:(s:gog‘ntﬂca cr:llllgtr} fatalities at the Caltrain
pedestrian-invoK/ed crashes ;ﬁg;ogg;rggr;étst?;eﬁg d)
within the project area? The street network at
each and most of the
streets leading to them
have been identified as
a high injury network for
youth by the San Mateo
County Office of
Education. The new
crossing, in combination
with other investments,
would allow students to
bicycle to school on
routes that bypass these
streets.
[ ] | The Menlo Park
Transportation Master
Plan identifies the street
networks, including El
Camino Real,

B. Does the project seek to Ravenswood, and others
improve bicyclist and/or as LTS 3 and 4 routes.
pedestrian conditions? If the The new crossing would
project includes a bikeway, belLTS lasa
was a Level of Traffic Stress completely separated
(LTS), or similar user facility. In combination
experience analyses with other investments, it
conducted? would create an LTS 1

and 2 route between
residents, schools, and
other key destinations
(shopping, civic center,
downtown).
4. Transit A. Are there existing public [] | Samtrans ECR bus
Coordination transit facilities (stop or route stop (~ 300 feet),
station) in the project area? Menlo Park Caltrain
station (1,500 feet).

B. Have all potentially affected [ ] | See attached letter from
transit agencies had the SamTrans
opportunity to review this
project?

. Is there a MTC Mobility Hub [] | There is a mobility hub

at the Menlo Park
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required Description

Caltrain station. The City
has been coordinating
with Caltrain and
SamTrans on this
project. The project
would provide enhanced
access to the Menlo
Park Caltrain station for
residents, employees,
and visitors who live or
are traveling from west
of the Caltrain tracks.

Design

Does the project meet
professional design standards or
guidelines appropriate for bicycle
and/or pedestrian facilities?

Class |, tunnel is 20'
wide (wider than
required for path).
Ramps include separate
bicycle and pedestrian
accommodation.

. Equity

Will Project improve active
transportation in an Equity
Priority Community?

None directly. An
attached Equity Map
provides the project
location relative to
EPCs.

. BPAC

Review

Has a local (city or county)
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Commission (BPAC) reviewed
this checklist (or for OBAG 3,
this project)?

City Complete Streets
Commission reviewed
crossing concept design
in July 2019. Two public
meetings were held for
this project, as well as
seven City Council or
Council Subcommittee
meetings. A
comprehensive public
outreach summary is
attached.
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Statement of Compliance YES

The proposed Project complies with California X
Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections
65040.2 and 65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy
(Reso. 4493), and locally adopted Complete Streets
resolutions (adopted as OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202)
requirement, Resolution 4202).

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

T TUVIUG D UUUTITTGTTTAUIOTT

Statement of Exception YES or Explanation
. The affected roadway is legally prohibited [] If yes, please cite
for use by bicyclists and/or pedestrians. language and agency
citing prohibited use.
. The costs of providing Complete Streets If claimed, the agency
improvements are excessively L must include
disproportionate to the need or probable proportionate
use (defined as more than 20 percent for alternatives and still
Complete Streets elements of the total provide safe
project cost). accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.
. There is a documented Alternative Plan Describe Alternative
to implement Complete Streets and/or on L Plan/Project
a nearby parallel route.
. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to be met, L] that prohibit
such as fire and safety specifications, implementation of CS
spatial conflicts on the roadway with policy requirements
transit or environmental concerns,
defined as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with
operations affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station,
or is located along a transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation
(e.g. email) with the affected transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination
and acknowledgement of the project. A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is
available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS

Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or
their designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below:

Full Name:

Title:

Date:

Signature:
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ATTACHMENT 1 — All Ages and Abilities and Guidelines

1. All Ages and Abilities
Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for
“All Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best
practices. A facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the
mobility needs of children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so,
works for everyone else. The all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all
users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity, race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying
national and international best practices related to traffic calming, speed reduction, and
roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This approach also includes
the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor vehicle traffic, both
of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum of the
public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on
the AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The

Proposed Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access
Board should also be referenced during design. (See table on next page for guidelines)

2. Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) — A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of
Bicycle Facilities, Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian
Facilities; Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility
Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) —
Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
| AN gos @ Abilities
arget Max. . . 2 s
;a;lg_elt I\;otc:d'g hotorvitick E‘Iotor Vehicle gey C?gera:_lonal Bicycle Facility
ehicle Spe Volumne (ADT) anes onsiderations
Any of the following: high
s s curbside activity, frequent buses,
4 v motor vehicle congestion, or
turning conflicts*
<10 mph Less relevant , Pedestrians share the rcadway | Shared Street
No centerline,
orsingle lane
< 20 mph <1,000-2,000 one—\ﬁay < 50 motor vehicles perhourin | o oo
<500-1,500 the peak direction at peak hour e
< 1,500 - Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
3,000 ) Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane
Single lane
< 3,000 - each direction, Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25mph 6,000 orsingle lane iLOW curbside activity, or low Lane
= congestion pressure I
Greater than BESUEy
6,000
Multiple lanes
Any per direction
Single lane
each direction
<6000 Low curbside activity, or low
Greater than ' Multiple lanes  congestion pressure
26 mph' per direction
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,
6,000 17 =117 or Bicycle Path
roadways, natural corridors, Any or Protected Bicycle Lane

or geographic edge conditions
with limited conflicts

Low pedestrian volume

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

*While posted or 85th percentile motor vehicle speed are commonly used design speed targets, 95th percentile speed captures high-end
speeding, which causes greater stress to bicyclists and more frequent passing events. Setting target speed based on this threshold resultsin a

higher level of bicycling comfort for the full range of riders.

1Setting 25 mph as a motor vehicle speed threshold for providing protected bikeways is consistent with many cities' traffic safety and Vision
Zero policies. However, some cities use a 30 mph posted speed as a threshold for protected bikeways, consistent with providing Level of Traffic
Stress level 2 (LTS 2) that can effectively reduce stress and accommodate more types of riders.'®

i0Operational factors that lead to bikeway conflicts are reasons to provide protected bike lanes regardless of motor vehicle speed and volume.

Figure 1 Designing for All Ages & Abilities, NACTO https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-

Ages-Abilities.pdf
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@' METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Complete Streets Checklist

Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493,
Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its
CS policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking,
rolling, and taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network.
This policy works to advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift,
safety, equity, and vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as
well as state & local compliance with applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices,
specifically the California Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2
and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the CS resolutions adopted before
January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional
endorsement or approval through MTC — must submit a Complete Streets Checklist
(Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the
Exceptions section on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the
MTC Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency
staff implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets

This form may be downloaded at https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal
Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: Street Rehabilitation - Edgewater Blvd

Project Area/Location(s): Edgewater Blvd. (NB) — Starting at Baffin St. and ending at Beach Park Blvd.,
Edgewater Blvd. (SB) — Starting at Beach Park Blvd. and ending at Baffin St.,
Edgewater Blvd. (NB) — Starting at Hillsdale Blvd. and ending at City Limits,
Edgewater Blvd. (SB) — Starting at City Limits and ending at Hillsdale Blvd.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)
Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)

May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting
materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name & Title: | Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Taniela Mapa, tmapa@fostercity.org 650-286-3277
Assistant Engineer

Agency: City of Foster City

1. Bicycle, Does Projectimplement relevant | [X] | [] | FosterCity Bicycle Network
Pedestrian | Plans, or other locally adopted Assessment, completed in
and Transit | recommendations? January 2018, proposes a
Plannin ) _ class Il bike route with

g Plan examples include: sharrows but has since
; been temporarily striped as
» City/County General + aclass Il Il?)ike Ia¥1e t(;3
Area Plans accommodate the increase
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & in cyclists since the start of
Transit Plan the COIVD-19 pandemic.
) The City wants to make the
e Community-Based temporary class Il bike lane
Transportation Plan a permanent fixture as part
.. of the proposed Street
 ADA Transition Plan Rehabilitation - Edgewater
e Station Access Plan Blvd project.

e Short-Range Transit Plan

e Vision Zero/Systematic
Safety Plan

2. Active Does the project area contain (1 X
Transportati | segments of the regional Active
on Network | Transportation (AT) Network?

[See AT Network map on the
MTC Complete Streets webpage.]

3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known ] | [] | SanMateo County of
Comfort High Injury Network (HIN) or Education provided data on
has a local traffic safety 04/2022 of Youth-based High

nalvsis foun hiagh Injury Networks (HIN) in San
analysis found a hig Mateo County. Foster City

incidence of bicyclist/ only accounted for 2% of the
pedestrian-involved crashes total Youth-based HIN. Much

within the project area? of the proposed project is

within the boundary of the
Youth-based HIN.
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Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Required Description
B. Does the project seek to 0 | [ | mefiec seete o morove e
improve bicyclist and/or implementing a Class Il bike lane.
pedestrian conditions? If the e e s
roject includes a bikeway, Network A P |
.. minimum, increase the Level of
(LTS), or similar user Trﬁfﬁc Stress to LTlseé (matchirl?g
I t i tot
ﬁ())(ﬁgﬂgtré%e? analyses \lilvoihvevgis%%}/(;)?]u;‘)édgg\?va?er Ssing
! OBAG 2 funds).
4. Transit A. Are there existing public ] | []| SamTrans: Routes
Coordination transit facilities (stop or 54, 57, 256, FCX
station) in the project area?
B. Have all potentially affected 11 X
transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this
project?
C. Isthere a MTC Maobility Hub 0l X
within the project area?

5. Design Does the project meet XI | [ | Class Il bikeways,
prqfes.smnal deS|gn standa(ds or California MUTCD,
guidelines appropriate for bicycle Section 9C.04.
and/or pedestrian facilities?

6. Equity Will Project improve active 0 =
transportation in an Equity
Priority Community?

7. BPAC Has a local (city or county) 11 X C/ICAG’s BPAC will be

Review reviewing the

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Commission (BPAC) reviewed
this checklist (or for OBAG 3,
this project)?

checklist/project during the
CTA project evaluation
phase and prior to their
project nominations to the
MTC.
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Statement of Compliance YES

The proposed Project complies with California <
Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections
65040.2 and 65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy
(Reso. 4493), and locally adopted Complete Streets
resolutions (adopted as OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202)
requirement, Resolution 4202).

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

_ PTOVIOE DOCUMeNtation
Statement of Exception YES or Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally prohibited ] If yes, please cite
for use by bicyclists and/or pedestrians. language and agency
citing prohibited use.
2. The costs of providing Complete Streets If claimed, the agency
improvements are excessively [] must include
disproportionate to the need or probable proportionate
use (defined as more than 20 percent for alternatives and still
Complete Streets elements of the total provide safe
project cost). accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.
3. There is a documented Alternative Plan Describe Alternative
to implement Complete Streets and/or on [] Plan/Project
a nearby parallel route.
4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to be met, [] that prohibit
such as fire and safety specifications, implementation of CS
spatial conflicts on the roadway with policy requirements
transit or environmental concerns,
defined as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

79




SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with
operations affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station,
or is located along a transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation
(e.g. email) with the affected transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination
and acknowledgement of the project. A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is
available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS

Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or
their designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below:

Full Name:

Title:

Date:

Signature:
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ATTACHMENT 1 — All Ages and Abilities and Guidelines

1. AII Ages and Abllltles

|I|| N|nIAnfTrn ff||I 4 r 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for
“All Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best
practices. A facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the
mobility needs of children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so,
works for everyone else. The all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all
users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity, race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying
national and international best practices related to traffic calming, speed reduction, and
roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This approach also includes
the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor vehicle traffic, both
of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum of the
public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on
the AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The

Proposed Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access
Board should also be referenced during design. (See table on next page for guidelines)

2. Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) — A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of
Bicycle Facilities, Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian
Facilities; Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility
Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) —
Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

81


https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-Ages-Abilities.pdf
https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-Ages-Abilities.pdf

Target Motor

Vehicle Speed"

Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
;Larfet\l;ﬂ;; .le Motor Vehicle i Key Operational
otor c Lanes Considerations
Volume (ADT)

Any of the following: high
curbside activity, frequent buses,

All Ages & Abilities
Bicycle Facility

Ay A motor vehicle congestion, or
turning conflicts?
<10 mph Less relevant No centerline Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
or single lane
<20 mph <1000-2,000 one—\.ﬁay < 50 motor vehicles perhourin | o\ 1o poiay sy
<500-1500 the peak direction at peak hour cy
<1500 - Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
3,000 Single lane Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane
<3,000 - each direction, ) o Buffered or Protected Bicycle
<25mph 6.000 orsingle lane i Low CU;’?S'C‘E activity, or low Lane
_ cangestion pressure
Greater than one-way
6,000
Multiple lanes
Any per direction
Single lane
each direction
< 6.000 Low curbside activity, or low
Greater than ' Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mph™ per directicn
Greater than an n Protected Bicycle Lane,
6,000 y 4 or Bicycle Path
High-speed limited access High pedestrlan volume Bike Path with Separate Walkway
roadways, natural corridors, Any or Protected Bicycle Lane

or geographic edge conditions
with limited conflicts

Low pedestrian volume

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

“While posted or 85th percentile motor vehicle speed are commanly used design speed targets, 95th percentile speed captures high-end
speeding, which causes greater stress to bicyclists and more frequent passing events. Setting target speed based on this threshold resultsina

higher level of bicycling comfort for the full range of riders.

t Setting 25 mph as a motor vehicle speed threshold for providing protected bikeways is consistent with many cities' traffic safety and Vision
Zero policies. However, some cities use a 30 mph posted speed as a threshold for protected bikeways, consistent with providing Level of Traffic
Stress level 2 (LTS 2) that can effectively reduce stress and accommodate more types of riders.®

tOperational factors that lead to bikeway conflicts are reasons to provide protected bike lanas regardless of motor vehicle speed and volume.

Figure 1 Designing for All Ages & Abilities, NACTO https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-

Ages-Abilities.pdf
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@' METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Complete Streets Checklist

Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493,
Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its
CS policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking,
rolling, and taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network.
This policy works to advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift,
safety, equity, and vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as
well as state & local compliance with applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices,
specifically the California Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2
and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the CS resolutions adopted before
January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional
endorsement or approval through MTC — must submit a Complete Streets Checklist
(Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the
Exceptions section on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the
MTC Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency
staff implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets

This form may be downloaded at https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: El Camino Real Crossing Improvements

Project Area/Location(s): Three intersections on El Camino Real at Roble, Ravenswood
and Encinal Avenues in the City of Menlo Park.

Location map and map of relevant school boundary attached.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

Construct new pedestrian crossings across El Camino Real at Ravenswood Avenue,
Encinal Avenue, and Roble Avenue, including installing leading pedestrian intervals,
median refuges, and making required signal system improvements.

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name & Title: | Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Kristiann Choy, Senior | kmchoy@menlopark.org 650-330-6772
Transportation

Engineer

Agency: City of Menlo Park

1. Bicycle, Does Projectimplement relevant | [X] [] The project is in the
Pedestrian Plans, or other locally adopted City’s Transportation
and Transit | recommendations? MdaStterdelarlllthat V\é)as
Plannin ; . adopted in November

g Plan examples include: 2020.
e City/County General +
Area Plans
e Bicycle, Pedestrian &
Transit Plan

e Community-Based
Transportation Plan

e ADA Transition Plan

e Station Access Plan

¢ Short-Range Transit Plan
¢ Vision Zero/Systematic

Safety Plan
2. Active Does the project area contain Xl | [] | El Camino Real is
Transportati | segments of the regional Active identified on the
on Network | Transportation (AT) Network? Regional AT network.
The project includes
[See AT Network map on the additional crossings,
MTC Complete Streets webpage.] median pedestrian

refuges, leading
pedestrian intervals, and
reduced curb radii that
will make these
crossings shorter, safer,
viable for more users
including the disabled
and elderly who require
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required Description

more time to cross.
Tighter turn radii will
reduce the speed of
turning vehicles.

3. Safety and
Comfort

. Is the Project on a known

High Injury Network (HIN) or
has a local traffic safety
analysis found a high
incidence of bicyclist/
pedestrian-involved crashes
within the project area?

El Camino Real is one of
the highest collision
roads in Menlo Park and
has been identified as a
high injury network for
youth by the San Mateo
County Office of
Education. This segment
of ECR is also identified
by MTC as a regional
high injury network (see
attached maps)

B. Does the project seek to

improve bicyclist and/or
pedestrian conditions? If the
project includes a bikeway,
was a Level of Traffic Stress
(LTS), or similar user
experience analyses
conducted?

The project will complete
the crosswalks on El
Camino Real at Encinal,
Ravenswood, and Roble
Avenues. For some
pedestrians, this will
reduce the amount of
time crossing the street
by 50% or more. It will
also allow pedestrians to
take more efficient paths
of travel to get to
destinations. In addition,
the project will improve
median refuge islands
and provide leading
pedestrian intervals to
enhance the safety and
comfort of pedestrians.
(see attached maps)

4. Transit
Coordination

A. Are there existing public

transit facilities (stop or
station) in the project area?

SamTrans Routes ECR
has stops at Encinal,
Ravenswood and Roble.
SamTrans 286 and 296
have stops at the Menlo
Park Caltrain Station
located a block east
from El Camino Real.

B. Have all potentially affected

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this

This project does not
have an impact on
SamTrans ECR bus
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required Description

project?

route operations, but
could improve
pedestrian access to
transit stops.
Correspondence with
SamTrans attached.

C. Isthere a MTC Mobility Hub
within the project area?

There is a mobility hub
at the Menlo Park
Caltrain station. The
project would improve
pedestrian access to the
Caltrain station,
especially for
pedestrians using the
Ravenswood Avenue
and El Camino Real
crossing.

5. Design

Does the project meet
professional design standards or
guidelines appropriate for bicycle
and/or pedestrian facilities?

The project is being
designed to Caltrans
standards. NACTO
design guidance related
to corner turn radii and
median refuges are also
being implemented to
help improve safety and
reduce automobile

turning speeds.

6. Equity

Will Project improve active
transportation in an Equity
Priority Community?

Not directly. Equity Map
included showing
relationship of project to
EPCs.

7. BPAC
Review

Has a local (city or county)
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Commission (BPAC) reviewed
this checklist (or for OBAG 3,
this project)?

The Bicycle and
Transportation
Commissions reviewed
and provided input for
the El Camino Real
Corridor Study in
November 2014 and
March 2015. A summary
of prior public
engagement is attached.
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Statement of Compliance YES

The proposed Project complies with California =4
Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections
65040.2 and 65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy
(Reso. 4493), and locally adopted Complete Streets
resolutions (adopted as OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202)
requirement, Resolution 4202).

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

T TUVIUGC DUUUTTTGT TTAUNOTT

Statement of Exception YES or Explanation
. The affected roadway is legally prohibited [] If yes, please cite
for use by bicyclists and/or pedestrians. language and agency
citing prohibited use.
. The costs of providing Complete Streets If claimed, the agency
improvements are excessively L] must include
disproportionate to the need or probable proportionate
use (defined as more than 20 percent for alternatives and still
Complete Streets elements of the total provide safe
project cost). accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.
. There is a documented Alternative Plan Describe Alternative
to implement Complete Streets and/or on L Plan/Project
a nearby parallel route.
. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to be met, L that prohibit
such as fire and safety specifications, implementation of CS
spatial conflicts on the roadway with policy requirements
transit or environmental concerns,
defined as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with
operations affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station,
or is located along a transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation
(e.g. email) with the affected transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination
and acknowledgement of the project. A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is
available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS

Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or
their designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below:

Full Name:

Title:

Date:

Signature:
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ATTACHMENT 1 — All Ages and Abilities and Guidelines

1. All Ages and Abilities
Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for
“All Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best
practices. A facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the
mobility needs of children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so,
works for everyone else. The all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all
users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity, race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying
national and international best practices related to traffic calming, speed reduction, and
roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This approach also includes
the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor vehicle traffic, both
of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum of the
public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on
the AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The

Proposed Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access
Board should also be referenced during design. (See table on next page for guidelines)

2. Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) — A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of
Bicycle Facilities, Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian
Facilities; Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility
Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) —
Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

Page 7 of 8 89



Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
| AN gos @ Abilities
arget Max. . . 2 s
;a;lg_elt I\;otc:d'g hotorvitick E‘Iotor Vehicle gey C?gera:_lonal Bicycle Facility
ehicle Spe Volumne (ADT) anes onsiderations
Any of the following: high
s s curbside activity, frequent buses,
4 v motor vehicle congestion, or
turning conflicts*
<10 mph Less relevant , Pedestrians share the rcadway | Shared Street
No centerline,
orsingle lane
< 20 mph <1,000-2,000 one—\ﬁay < 50 motor vehicles perhourin | o oo
<500-1,500 the peak direction at peak hour e
< 1,500 - Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
3,000 ) Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane
Single lane
< 3,000 - each direction, Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25mph 6,000 orsingle lane iLOW curbside activity, or low Lane
= congestion pressure I
Greater than BESUEy
6,000
Multiple lanes
Any per direction
Single lane
each direction
<6000 Low curbside activity, or low
Greater than ' Multiple lanes  congestion pressure
26 mph' per direction
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,
6,000 17 =117 or Bicycle Path
roadways, natural corridors, Any or Protected Bicycle Lane

or geographic edge conditions
with limited conflicts

Low pedestrian volume

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

*While posted or 85th percentile motor vehicle speed are commonly used design speed targets, 95th percentile speed captures high-end
speeding, which causes greater stress to bicyclists and more frequent passing events. Setting target speed based on this threshold resultsin a

higher level of bicycling comfort for the full range of riders.

1Setting 25 mph as a motor vehicle speed threshold for providing protected bikeways is consistent with many cities' traffic safety and Vision
Zero policies. However, some cities use a 30 mph posted speed as a threshold for protected bikeways, consistent with providing Level of Traffic
Stress level 2 (LTS 2) that can effectively reduce stress and accommodate more types of riders.'®

i0Operational factors that lead to bikeway conflicts are reasons to provide protected bike lanes regardless of motor vehicle speed and volume.

Figure 1 Designing for All Ages & Abilities, NACTO https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-

Ages-Abilities.pdf
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-streets.
Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: . . .
. ""*Roosevelt Avenue Traffic Calming Improvements Project

Project Area/Location(s): Redwood City, CA- Roosevelt Avenue from EI Camino Real to

Attach map if available. ameda de las Pulgas
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The project addresses safety concerns along Roosevelt Avenue, which connects the community to parks, community centers, schools, shopping, and transit. There is a need to reduce
speeds and improve localized safety through traffic calming and improved crossing treatments in order to facilitate comfortable active mode connections to area destinations and transit.
The project will implement the City Council approved, traffic calming plan on Roosevelt Avenue with features to reduce speeding, enhance crossings, and address overall traffic safety.

The OBAG 3 grant request is for PS&E, ROW, and construction phases.

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Title:

Contact Name &

Malahat Owrang- Senior Transportation Planner

Contact Email:

mowrang@redwoodcity.org

Contact Phone:

650-407-0494

Agency:

City of Redwood City

i i . i Required .
Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Desgripti - Description
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant K] [] | Please provide Yes. The project
Pedestrian and | Plans, or other locally adopted detail on Plan will implement the
Transit recommendations? recom_mendat_ions City Council
Planning affecting Project | 0 oved plan for
Plan examples include: area, if any, with PP P
. Citv/C Plan adoption Roosevelt
y/County General + Area date Avenue Traffic
Plans _ _ ' Calming, the Safe
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit o Routes to School
Plan ITProjectis o101 “and the
e Community-Based inconsistent with City'é Newly
Transportation Plan adopted Plans, .o
- please pro\“de adopted Vision
. ADA Transition Plan explanation. Zero Action Plan
e Station Access Plan called Redwood
e Short-Range Transit Plan City Walk Bike
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety Thrive.
Plan
2. Active _ Does the project area contain k] | O Lfo}xsr;rg?es(c:tr ibe T Camim g
\ansportation | segments of the regional Active adheres to the | tores 3 et b

Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

backbone bicycle network in
the C/CAG’s Countywide
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.
Also, the Peninsula Bikeway,
a regional low-stress bikeway
network that is planned jointly
by Cities of Redwood City,
Menlo Park, Palo Alto, and
Mountain View crosses the
Roosevelt Avenue.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO - Description
b y Description P
2. Active
Transportation iy S Wi v iy ot ad
Network (Cont.) SarrCreraorg e corv e e
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known High k] | [] | Pleasesummarize |ves.The proposed
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety | mPiovements are based on
. . . e City Council approved
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and Roosevelt Avenue Traffic
high incidence of describe Project’s | Calming Plan (2020). The
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safet project was iniated by the
y p s v y neighborhood residents
crashes within the project area? measures. The when they i“bé’?i“?" 2
- petmon to the |ty or traffic
Bay Area Vision calming on Roosevelt
Zero System may | Avenue.
Also, based on the CCAG's
be a resource. HIN network analysis, the
project is under the
85th-94th percentile
category of HIN.
. . i Yes. A high percentage of the
B. Does the prOjeCt seek to improve EI |:| Des.crlbe how project is focused on pedestrian
. . . pI’OJeCt Seeks tO safety and overall speed
b|CyCI|St and/or pedestrlan ide low- reduction. All the improvement
sy ) - . prOVI elow StreSS along the corridor including
conditions? If the project includes transportation raised crosswalks, raised
. - int ti , bulb-outs, , d
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic facilities or diet at Upton Street intersecion.
Stress (LTS), or similar user reduce a faCiIity’S improved ADA ramps,»lkl)i_ke
- crossing treatments will increase
experience analyses conducted? LTS. satety for bicyclists and
- pedestrians.
Thi idori tl |
il bikeway. During the planming
process, city conducted analysis
to see if the class Il bikeway
could be replaced with Class I,
which was not feasible due to
right-of-way constraints. e
4. Transit A. Are there existing public transit k] | [ | Listtransit There is one
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop, SamTrans bus
project area? station, or route) |
’ ' r 7 n
and all affected tﬁgterg'glta ong
agencies. project
corridor with a
few eastbound
and westbound
stops.
B. Have all potentially affected K] [] | Please attach Yes. SamTrans staff

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

was involved during
the design phase for
pilot implementation
of the project.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. IsthereaMTC MO—WM I:' E If yes, p|ease
within the prOjeCt area? describe outreach
to mobility
providers, and
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.
i Does the project meet professional Please provide :
> Design design sta?ndglrds or guri)delines K7 | |cClass dg,signation Class |1l bikeway.
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite | NACTO and
pedestrian facilities? design standards | AASHTO design
used. guides were
used.
i Will Project improve active Please list EPC(s
o Equity transpor'gation ir? an Equity Priority )E [ ] | affected. © Yes_. The eastern
Community? portion of the. .
project falls within
the MTC's
identified Equity
Priority
Communities
(attachment 2).
7. BPAC Review | Has a local (city or county) Bicycle ] [] Please provide Yes. The project went

and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

through an extensive
planning process. The
Redwood City
Transportation
Advisory Committee
(TAC) reviewed the
project details at
several meetings and
provided feedback on:
-December 10, 2019
-March 10, 2020
-September 14, 2021
-June 14, 2022

A support letter from
TAC is attached.
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete

If claimed, the agency

Streets improvements are [ | must include
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Eacilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
i TargetMax. ° All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor | : Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bicvcle Facilit
Vehicle Speed*! M. ‘MI i \:ihr;!':rlr i Lanes i Considerations y Y
: Any of the following: high
! curbside activity, frequent buses,
i il : motor vehicle congestion, or
; i turning conflicts*
= 10 mph Less relevant No centerline Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
 orsingle lane ©
= 20 mph {£1,000-2,000; c;e—mﬁa}r - < 50 motor vehicles per hourin | o, el
i< E500-1500 | i the peak direction at peak hour SEe
Esl.SﬂD— Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
& Single lane I‘“’_"“ i !I:y.r.ln LAy
i £3,000- i each direction, | ; ; Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph {6,000 forsingle lane :Low curbside activity, or low Lane
. one-way : congestion pressure
i Greater than
i 65,000 i i
Multiple lanes
.  per direction  :
Singlelane
; : each direction :
| < 6,000 —: Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht i perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,

: 6,000 A M or Bicycle Path
Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

High-speed limited access : High pedestrian volume
roadways, natural corridors, ¢

or geographic edge conditions | )

with limited conflicts j LoW pedestrian voime

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements. )

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement
or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff
implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: Adelante Selby Spanish Immersion School Safe Route to School Project

Project Area/Location(s): g| camino Real (ECR) and Selby Lane to Adelante Selby Spanish Immersion
School (Selby School)
Attach map if available. ~ Exhibit A
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The proposed project would provide safe routes to school improvements along Selby Lane, from El Camino
Real to Selby Lane, west of Selby Adelane School. The project consists of improvements at the Selby and
ECR to reduce vehlcular conflicts with pedestnans by extending and reconﬂgurmg the median islands to

[RG5S Y Y R | U [ A |

_—ta T~ —..1

Please indicate prolect phase (Plannmg, PE iEN\7 ROTN CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

P U U PR Y U R PR,

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name &
Title:

Robert Ovadia, Director of F

Contact Email:

rovadia@ci.atherton.ca.us

Contact Phone:

650-752-0541

Agency:
Town of Atherton

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Requ_lrefd Description
Description
; Does Project implement relevant i L
1. i;cg:sl‘ta;ian and Plans, orJothe_r Igcally adopted . u (lji)cl-:ﬁg]isl%r?rPol\gg(_a The Proje?t 1S
Transit Planning recommendations? recommendations | identified in the Town
affecting Project of Atherton's 2014
Plan examples include: area, if any, with Bicycle and
Plan adoption Pedestrian Master
¢ City/County General + Area Plans date. Plan (adopted
¢ Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit Plan 5/20/2015), and
e Community-Based Transportation If Project is ’
Plan inconsistent with Atherton General
e ADA Transition Plan adopted PIans, Plan Update
o Station Access Plan please provide (adopted 1/15/2020).
e Short-Range Transit Plan explanation. In addition, the
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety project is consistent
Plan with Atherton
Neighborhood Traffic
Management Action
Plan (2021),
Atherton's Complete
Streets Resolution
#12-13 (adopted
2. Active Does the project area contain . [] Ir:‘gv?s,rg_ees&nbe ECR is a six lane
Transportation | segments of the regional Active adhe?esj to the north/south arterial
Network -Il\-l;atnwsoprﬁrtr?wt;%n (()/;\Tt)hlgetMvaocr:kgoiepele:g N%C,It?rf\" Ages_ with a posted speed
Streets webpage. - gﬂncipllalslégeeeiﬁn limit of 35 mph,. adis
Ages and Abilities | Part of the Regional
and Design AT network. The
Guidelines below. proposed
improvements at the
Selby/ECR
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

2. Active

Transportation
Network (Cont.)

3. Safety and Is the Project on a known High . [] | Please summarize |qq intersection of
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety Selby Lane and ECR
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and is identified in High
high incidence of describe Project’s | .
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety Injury Network
crashes within the project area? measures. The contained in the Bay
Bay Area Vision Area Vision Zero Plan
Zero System may and is located
be a resource. adjacent to two
Equity Priority
Communities. In
November 2017,
Town staff updated
. Does the project seek to improve . [] DI%S'S(‘:I'[bS?EZE\SNtO The intersection of
bicyclist and/or pedestrian B ro{/ de low-stress Eher\[by Lane and
conditions? If the project includes transportation CR (El Camino
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic facilities or Real) is contained in
Stress (LTS), or similar user reduce a facility’s | NeActve
experience analyses conducted? LTS, Transportation
- Network and would
be classified as LTS
4 based on the
referenced Low
Stress Bicycling and
Network Connectivity
4. Transit . Are there existing public transit . [] | List transit Selby Lane
Coordination facilities (stgp or station) in the facilities (stop, Elementary School is
project area: ;tnaélg“’;c;ggt%f) served by SamTrans
agencies. Route 72 -
Marlborough/Dumbart
on Selby Lane School
and is a limited east
bound school
oriented service.
. Have all potentially affected . [] | Please attach

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. Is there a MTC Mobility Hub u . If yes, please
within the project area? describe outreach

to mobility

providers, and

Project’s Hub-

supportive

elements.

5. Design Does the project meet professional Please provide Pedestrian and bike
design s_tandards or guidelines l [] Class_ designatio_n lane improvements
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite | will be designed and
pedestrian facilities? design standards |installed in

used. accordance with
applicable NACTO
guidelines and
_ _ i i i Caltrans Standards
6. Equit Will Project improve active Please list EPC(S) | The proiect i
auiy transportation in an Equity Priority . [] | affected. o Projset S

Community?

adjacent to and would
benefit the residents
of EPC
#06081610601/Cens
us tract #610601 and
EPC#06081610500/C
ensus Tract #610500

7. BPAC Review

Has a local (city or county) Bicycle
and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

Please provide
meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

The project and
requested
improvements were
previously developed
in consultation with
CalTrans, San Mateo
County, and local
residents well as
being included
numerous local and
regional plans and
studies. The Town is
now seeking further
review and support
from the C/CAG
Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisorv
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES | Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally ] If yes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

The costs of providing Complete
Streets improvements are
excessively disproportionate to the
need or probable use (defined as
more than 20 percent for
Complete Streets elements of the
total project cost).

If claimed, the agency
must include
proportionate
alternatives and still
provide safe
accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.

The project provides complete street
improvements including pedestrian
crossing improvements at the Selby
Lane/El Camino Real intersection and
widening of the existing roadway to
provide class Il bike lanes along Selby
Lane from El Camino Real to Selby
Lane, west of Selby Adelante School.
The installation of pedestrian walkways
along the length of Selby Lane would
substantially increase (greater than
20%) the cost of the project.

There is a documented Alternative

Describe Alternative

Plan to implement Complete ] Plan/Project

Streets and/or on a nearby parallel

route.

Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:
All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines
All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
.......................... b S T T s a8 e g Abilities
Target Motor EE::::::I’;E i Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bicycle Facility
Vehicle Speed Vol (ADT) Lanes ECnnsIr.leratiuns
- : Any of the following: high
: curbside activity, frequent buses,
— “ly : motor vehicle congestion, or
i i turning conflicts*
< 10 mph Less relevant No centerline, Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
: orsingle lane -
< 20 mph {=1000-2,000; crne—ugay . < 50 motor vehicles perhourin | g oo
{2 500-1.500 i the peak direction at peak hour ]
1<1500- Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
M Single lane Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane
:=3,000- : each direction, ; Buffered or Protected Bicycle
<25mph 6,000 ‘orsinglelane :Low curbside activity. orlow | ang
_ ore-way s congestion pressure
i Greaterthan |
: 6,000 : :
{ Multiple lanes
Any { per direction
Single lane H
: : pach direction :
! < 6.000 —— Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan | : Multiple lanes : CONgestion pressure
26 mpht : perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,
: 6,000 Any Any or Bicycle Path
High-speed limited access E High pedestrian volume Bike Path with Separate Walkway

or Protected Bicycle Lane

roadways, natural corridors, | A
or geographic edge conditions | ny )
with limited conflicts j Low padestrian voluma

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-streets.
Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: Express Bus Mobility Hub

P rOJ eCt Area/ LOC&tIOn (S) . The project is located under the southwest quadrant of the United States Highway (US) 101 and State Route (SR) 92 interchange, at the
intersection of 19th Avenue and Fashion Island Boulevard in the City of San Mateo. The project will transform the underutilized Caltrans
Park and Ride lot into the Express Bus Mobility Hub (Mobility Hub) which serves SamTrans' new zero-emission Express Bus (EPX)
. . route and as a potential midpoint transfer station for the SamTrans El Camino Real (ECR) route. Easily accessible to and from both the
AttaCh map |f aval Iable US 101 and SR 92 freeways, the Mobility Hub will be a 5-minute bicycle ride to the Hayward Park Caltrain Station and will be directly
accessible by means of a planned Class IV Separated Bikeway along Fashion Island Boulevard. A map of the Project Location is
provided in Attachment A.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans), along with the San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) as co-sponsor, proposes the funding request for the construction phase only of the Express Bus Mobility
Hub that will transform an underutilized Caltrans-owned Park and Ride lot to support the provision of public transit services. The project aims to provide a viable and convenient alternative to automobile travel for all community
members. The mobility hub will improve multi-modal connectivity and access, particularly for those walking, cycling, or depended on transit, and create transportation choices for individuals looking to move freely throughout the
region with or without a car. The Mobility Hub will consist of bus terminal and shelters for SamTrans’ new zero-emission battery electric Express Bus service routes (EPX) and as a transfer point for existing Route ECR. The site
will also include 20 electric vehicle chargers of which eight (8) are Level-3 chargers and twelve (12) are Level-2 chargers; electronic bike lockers; enhanced pedestrian access safety improvements including pedestrian-scale

lighting; wayfinding and real-time information displays; and provisions to directly connect to the planned Class IV Separated Bikeway along Fashion Island Boulevard.

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Title:

Contact Name &

Lisha Mai, Manager, Grants and Fund Programming

Contact Email:

MaiL@samtrans.com

Contact Phone:

(650)208-5972

Agency:

San Mateo County Transit District

i : : . Required .
Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant ] | [ | Please provide The SamTrans US-101

Pedestrian and
Transit

Plans, or other locally adopted
recommendations?

detail on Plan
recommendations

Express Bus Feasibility
Study, adopted November
2018, evaluates the role
express buses can play in

Planning affeCt_mg PI'OJe_Ct providing mobility options on
Plan examples include: area, if any, with us dlvgalyzng Zfri:rfgmen
° City/County General + Area Plan adoptlon connectivity to employment
Plans date. and housing hubs throughout
. . . .the region. The .
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit o Qfﬂiﬁfgﬁaﬁfﬁ"t,ﬁnﬁﬁb'e‘
Plan If PI'OJ(_E‘Ctt IS'[ ith options, such as the Mobility
H Inconsistent wi Hub, along the US-101 has
e Community-Based the .
potential to help meet the
Tl’anSpOI’tatiOI"l Plan gcljé)agtee%rl:;larése’ region’s future transportation
.. VI demands.
e ADA Transition Plan :
H explanatlon. The 2020 Caltrans
e Station Access Plan Comprehensive Multimodal
e Short-Range Transit Plan Corridor plan identified two
.. . priority limited stop, of which
e Vision Zero/SyStematIC Safety this project location was one,
Pl an to serve Express Bus routes
from the City of San Mateo to
both Downtown and Western
San Francisco.
- . : If yes, describe il i
2. Active _ Does the project area  contain | O hozv oroject e o x ndicamad and
Transportation | segments of the regional Active adheres to the safe point of access and
Network Transportation (AT) Network? See transition for all modes of
p ’ NACTO All Ages transportation. The project
AT Network map on the MTC and Abilities will create protected transit

Complete Streets webpage.

design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

boarding areas, with
pedestrian and bicycle
safety as one of the design
key elements. The project
is located directly on the
Regional AT Network.
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

2. Active

Transportation
Network (Cont.)

3. Safety and
Comfort

A. Is the Project on a known High
Injury Network (HIN) or has a
local traffic safety analysis found a
high incidence of
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved
crashes within the project area?

Please summarize
the traffic safety
conditions and
describe Project’s
traffic safety
measures. The
Bay Area Vision

Zero System may
be a resource.

Although the
project site is not
on a known HIN,
the project serves
SamTrans'
existing and new
transit routes
along the HIN,
such as El
Camino Real and
the US 101
corridor.

B. Does the project seek to improve

bicyclist and/or pedestrian
conditions? If the project includes
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic
Stress (LTS), or similar user
experience analyses conducted?

Describe how
project seeks to
provide low-stress
transportation
facilities or
reduce a facility’s
LTS.

The proposed improvements
include pedestrian-scale lighting
that illuminate the sidewalk and
is positioned lower and spaced
closer together than roadway
lighting to facilitate safe
non-motorized travel at night.
The pedestrian scale lighting will
be located in areas anticipated
to have high pedestrian activity
to improve safety and visibility.
The mobility hub itself will also
provide a safe environment for
all multimodal users by reducing
conflict points between private
autos, buses, and passengers.
In addition, the mobility hub will
include innovative elements
such real-time information
display and electronic bicycle
lockers.

4. Transit
Coordination

A. Are there existing public transit
facilities (stop or station) in the
project area?

List transit
facilities (stop,
station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.

The Mobility Hub will serve as a terminal
and shelters for SamTrans’ new
zero-emission battery electric Express
Bus service routes (EPX) and as a
transfer point for existing Route ECR. A
map of the planned EPX route is provide
in Attachment A. Route EPX would be a
new limited-stop route connecting East
Palo Alto and Redwood City to San
Francisco International Airport. Some
trips will terminate in the northern end at
San Bruno BART Station, with limited
service to downtown San Francisco.
Route ECR accounts for a large part of
SamTrans’ daily ridership. Route ECR
operates along El Camino Real between
Daly City BART and Palo Alto Transit
Center.

B. Have all potentially affected
transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

Please attach
confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

San Mateo County Transit
District is the project
sponsor. Please see
Attachment E for Local and
Transit Agencies
Coordination and Support of
the project.
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

C. Isthere a MTC Mobility Hub
within the project area?

If yes, please
describe outreach
to mobility
providers, and
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.

This is a mobility hub project and
is identified as a preferred MTC
Mobility Hub location. The project
proposes the construction of the
Express Bus Mobility Hub that will
transform an underutilized
Caltrans-owned Park and Ride lot
to support the provision of public
transit services. The project aims
to provide a viable and convenient
alternative to automobile travel for
all community members. The
mobility hub will improve
multi-modal connectivity and
access, particularly for those
walking, cycling, or depended on
transit, and create transportation
choices for individuals looking to
move freely throughout the region
with or without a car.

5. Design

Does the project meet professional
design standards or guidelines
appropriate for bicycle and/or
pedestrian facilities?

Please provide
Class designation
for bikeways. Cite
design standards
used.

The Mobility Hub will also serve a
planned Class IV bikeway along
Fashion Island Boulevard, the project
will incorporate both NATCO and
Caltrans design standards for bicycle
access entering and existing the hub.
The project will also incorporate
Caltrans design standards for
pedestrian sidewalk and ADA access
such as curb ramps. The mobility hub
will use the MTC Mobility Hub
Playbook for on-site recommendations.

6. Equity

Will Project improve active
transportation in an Equity Priority
Community?

Please list EPC(s)
affected.

The Mobility Hub will serve the new
EPX route and has the potential of
serving the existing ECR route. The
project will improve active
transportation for Equity Priority
Communities along the EPX and
ECR corridor, including the US 101
corridor. Utilizing MTC's Bay Area
Vision Zero System, results show
that the EPC affected by the project
includes:

East Palo Alto and Redwood City:
611700, 610400, 610201, 612000
San Mateo:

607701, 606100, 606000,606200
South San Francisco:

602100, 602200, 602300

7. BPAC Review

Has a local (city or county) Bicycle
and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

Please provide
meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

The San Mateo
County Transit
District
(SamTrans) does
not have an
applicable BPAC
to review
documents.

108



https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/mobility-hubs/universe-bay-area-mobility-hubs

Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete

If claimed, the agency

Streets improvements are [ | must include
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Eacilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
i TargetMax. ° All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor | : Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bicvcle Facilit
Vehicle Speed*! M. ‘MI i \:ihr;!':rlr i Lanes i Considerations y Y
: Any of the following: high
! curbside activity, frequent buses,
i il : motor vehicle congestion, or
; i turning conflicts*
= 10 mph Less relevant No centerline Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
 orsingle lane ©
= 20 mph {£1,000-2,000; c;e—mﬁa}r - < 50 motor vehicles per hourin | o, el
i< E500-1500 | i the peak direction at peak hour SEe
Esl.SﬂD— Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
& Single lane I‘“’_"“ i !I:y.r.ln LAy
i £3,000- i each direction, | ; ; Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph {6,000 forsingle lane :Low curbside activity, or low Lane
. one-way : congestion pressure
i Greater than
i 65,000 i i
Multiple lanes
.  per direction  :
Singlelane
; : each direction :
| < 6,000 —: Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht i perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,

: 6,000 A M or Bicycle Path
Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

High-speed limited access : High pedestrian volume
roadways, natural corridors, ¢

or geographic edge conditions | )

with limited conflicts j LoW pedestrian voime

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-streets.
Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: US 101/Peninsula Avenue Interchange Improvements Project

Project Area/Location(s): The US 101/Peninsula Avenue Interchange Improvements project is located in the northern part of

the City of San Mateo along US Route 101, bounded at the city limits with Burlingame to the north
and by Poplar Avenue to the south. The project boundaries are approximately contained between

Attach map if available. Caltrans Postmile 15.0 and 14.2. Please refer to Attachment 1 — Project Location Map for a more
detailed view of the project boundary areas.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The US-101 southbound ramps in the northerly part of San Mateo are currently accessed via E. Poplar Avenue at Amphlett Boulevard. The Project will relocate the US 101 southbound on- and
off-ramps from Poplar Avenue to Peninsula Avenue (Attachment 1) to eliminate a button-hook partial interchange with existing safety issues and create a single, regional-serving, full-access
interchange at Peninsula Avenue and Airport Boulevard. Attachment 3 contains drawings showing the two primary Project alternatives being evaluated. The Project will provide enhanced bicycle

and pedestrian improvements on Peninsula Avenue between Humboldt Street to Bayshore Boulevard. The Project will also reduce congestion and travel times to and from the mainline freeway,
enhance access to a regional park, streamline ingress and egress to a developing technology employment center, reduces street-level congestion, and improve safety in the vicinity of four schools.

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name & Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Title: . :
simmy Vo, senior Engineer | ]VO@ Cityofsanmateo.org |650-522-7319
Agency:
City of San Mateo
Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO FErEe Description
Description
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant X | [ |Please provide Project provides
Pedestrianand | Plans, or other locally adopted detail on Plan improvements in
Transit recommendations? recommendations : L
! - : Equity Priority
Planning affecting Project L
. _ if anv. with | Communities
Plan examples include: area, 1T any, MTC Plan B
e City/County General + Area Plan adoption ( on Bay
| Yy y date. Area 2050 -
Plans _ _ October 2021).
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit o
Plan I Projectis Improvements
e Community-Based inconsistent with alian with the Cit
Transportation Plan adopted Plans, ? Y
- please provide ~ |of San Mateo
° ADA Transition Plan eXpIanation. B|Cycle Master
e Station Access Plan Plan (adopted
e Short-Range Transit Plan April 2020)
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety
Plan Projectis included
in the C/CAG
RTP 2040.
1 . . If eS, deSCI‘Ibe e project is contained within the
2. Active _ Does the project area  contain bl | O hozv oroject rfona Acive Tansporiaten
Transportation | segments of the regional Active adheres to the | 1 Zacctimperent ovle
Network Transportation (AT) Network? See NACTO All Ages | iemin e vACTo Al Ages an
AT Network map on the MTC and Abilities ;Zilgﬁ:;\%:%;‘@id bike fane on
Complete Streets wehpage. design principles. | s s omtor e o
See All Ages and |5 eein e oo ©
Abilities and e monses syt i
Desig n incregses safety a_r¥d comfor_lyfor all
Guide"nes beIOW users per the Design Guidelines.
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

2. Active

Transportation
Network (Cont.)

Further, the proposed protected
intersection aligns with this guidance,
providing an enhanced and protected
pedestrian and bicycle crossing that
serves to improve the user
experience for all ages and abilities,
also aligning with the Design
Guidelines.

3. Safety and
Comfort

A. Is the Project on a known High
Injury Network (HIN) or has a
local traffic safety analysis found a
high incidence of
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved
crashes within the project area?

Please summarize
the traffic safety
conditions and
describe Project’s
traffic safety
measures. The
Bay Area Vision

Zero System may
be a resource.

Peninsula Avenue from N. Humboldt St. to N.
Bayshore Blvd and a portion of the
interchange are identified in the San Mateo
County Safe Routes to School High Injury
Network. The Project proposes
improvements to these areas. Additionally,
Poplar Avenue, N. Humboldt St. and N.
Bayshore Blvd. are identified as corridors in
the High Injury Network; the project provides
improved connectivity and reduce traffic
volumes and speeds to these corridors.

Further, the E. Poplar Avenue and Peninsula
Avenue corridors has historically seen a
greater-than-average number of overall
collisions and greater-than-average number
of vehicle-bicycle and vehicle-pedestrian
collisions. Based on records collected by San
Mateo Police Department, there have been a
total of 9 vehicle-pedestrian collisions on the
Poplar Avenue corridor since 2017. The
project serves to address critical safety
issues due to the current network
configuration by relocating the US 101
southbound on- and off-ramps from Poplar
Avenue to Peninsula Avenue, eliminating a
button-hook partial interchange with existing
safety issues and creating a single,
regional-serving, full i

B. Does the project seek to improve

bicyclist and/or pedestrian
conditions? If the project includes
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic
Stress (LTS), or similar user
experience analyses conducted?

Describe how
project seeks to
provide low-stress
transportation
facilities or
reduce a facility’s
LTS.

The 2020 Bicycle Master Plan
development included an LTS
analysis. Peninsula Avenue
was identified as a high-stress
roadway in the Project area.

The Project proposes to
construct a Class IV bicycle
facility to reduce the LTS
identified for this portion of
Peninsula Avenue.

Further, the protected
intersections proposed as part
of the Project design will
further address the LTS for
both bicyclists and
pedestrians on this critical
corridor.

4. Transit
Coordination

A. Are there existing public transit
facilities (stop or station) in the
project area?

List transit
facilities (stop,
station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.

No stops or stations are present in
the project area. Samtrans
maintains 4 routes that operate in
this vicinity: North Foster City
(NFC), Foster City - San Francisco
(FCX), Redwood City Transit
Center to SF Transbay Terminal
(398), and Burlingame Point (BPT).

It is anticipated, however, that
employer shuttles operated by the
new Meta campus in Burlingame's
Bayfront area will use Peninsula
Avenue to access the Burlingame
Caltrain Station. The Project's
travel time improvements will
benefit these shuttles as well.

B. Have all potentially affected
transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

Please attach
confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

The project is currently in the middle of the
Environmental Studies (PA&ED) and formal
comments have not been received by outside
transit agencies. All stakeholders, including
transit agencies with routes/stations within
the project boundaries, will have their
concerns address during the Design phase of
the project. The project team will incorporate
design considerations, where possible, to
minimize potential impacts or enhance
operations for transit agencies.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. IStheI’e a MTC Mobility Hub I:' |fye5’ please
within the prOJeCt area? describe outreach

to mobility

providers, and

Project’s Hub-

supportive

elements.

5. Design Does the project meet professional Please provide The pojct il upgrade eisting Class
design standards or guidelines @ [] | Class designation | e e on renncus avene
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite | soievard vased on curent Axeo

pprop y y levard ba _
pedestrian facilities? design standards | e oveetnes for oy fates.
Additionally, the project will construct
Used . protected intersections to further
enhance bicycle and pedestrian safety.
Both facilities have been designed
utilizing industry standard design
guidelines

6. Equity Will Proje(;t improve ac_tive o Please list EPC(s)
transportation in an Equity Priority ﬁ [ ] | affected. North Central_
Community? North Shoreview

7. BPAC Review | Has a local (city or county) Bicycle ] X] Please provide

and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete

If claimed, the agency

Streets improvements are [ | must include
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name: Azalea Mitch

Title: _ _
Date: Public Works Director

Signature: ’_(T_ﬂ\.\f L Deryk Daquigan, Engineering Manager,
g f // O for Azalea Mitch. 07/01/2022
(b

7

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Aaes & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicvcle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
i TargetMax. ° All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor | : Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bicvcle Facilit
Vehicle Speed*! M. ‘MI i \:ihr;!':rlr i Lanes i Considerations y Y
: Any of the following: high
! curbside activity, frequent buses,
i il : motor vehicle congestion, or
; i turning conflicts*
= 10 mph Less relevant No centerline Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
 orsingle lane ©
= 20 mph {£1,000-2,000; c;e—mﬁa}r - < 50 motor vehicles per hourin | o, el
i< E500-1500 | i the peak direction at peak hour SEe
Esl.SﬂD— Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
& Single lane I‘“’_"“ i !I:y.r.ln LAy
i £3,000- i each direction, | ; ; Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph {6,000 forsingle lane :Low curbside activity, or low Lane
. one-way : congestion pressure
i Greater than
i 65,000 i i
Multiple lanes
.  per direction  :
Singlelane
; : each direction :
| < 6,000 —: Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht i perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,

: 6,000 A M or Bicycle Path
Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

High-speed limited access : High pedestrian volume
roadways, natural corridors, ¢

or geographic edge conditions | )

with limited conflicts j LoW pedestrian voime

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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@ METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Complete Streets Checklist

Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493,
Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its
CS policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking,
rolling, and taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network.
This policy works to advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift,
safety, equity, and vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as
well as state & local compliance with applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices,
specifically the California Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2
and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the CS resolutions adopted before
January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC'’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional
endorsement or approval through MTC — must submit a Complete Streets Checklist
(Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the
Exceptions section on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the
MTC Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency
staff implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets

This form may be downloaded at https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title:

19t Avenue/Fashion Island Boulevard Complete Street Class IV Bikeway

Project Area/Location(s):

The 19th Avenue/Fashion Island Boulevard Complete Street Class IV Bikeway (Bikeway)
is located along Fashion Island Boulevard and 19th Avenue between the City of San Mateo
and City of Foster City. The proposed mile long new bikeway extends between the
Hayward Park Caltrain Station in City of San Mateo and the Bridgepointe Parkway
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shopping and business center in Foster City, providing residents with alternative modes of
transportation and access under the United States Highway (US) 101 and State Route
(SR) 92 interchange. The project includes pedestrian access improvements at four (4)
intersections along the bikeway corridor. A Project Location map is provided in the
attached Attachment A of this application.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)

The 19" Avenue/Fashion Island Boulevard Complete Street Class IV Bikeway project
scope of work includes the construction phase only for a two-way Class 1V separated bike
facility (or cycle track) along Fashion Island Boulevard and 19th Avenue, as well as
pedestrian access improvements at four (4) intersections along the bikeway corridor,
including the US 101/SR 92 highway ramp intersections which are high stress barriers for
the average person and that have historically only been designed to favor high speed
vehicular movements. The proposed mile-long fully separated bikeway will connect from
the cities of San Mateo and Foster to the Hayward Park Caltrain Station and planned US
101 Express Bus service from SamTrans. This will create new affordable and active travel
options for residents, visitors, and workers in both cities.

The project will implement Complete Streets infrastructure to deliver a transportation
network that is safer and more efficient for all modes of transportation, including: raised or
quick build two-way separated bikeway (varies by location), high-visibly crosswalks to
reinforce yielding of vehicles turning; advance stop bar to reinforce yielding of pedestrians;
four protected bicycle intersections with enhanced pedestrian features like curb extensions
to shorten crossing distances; American Disability Act (ADA) compliant accessible curb
ramps; signal timing enhancements and upgrades; pedestrian-scale lighting to increase
night-time visibility; and stormwater runoff treatments such as bioswales.

May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting
materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name & Title: | Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Patrick Gilster gilsterp@samtrans.com 650-622-7853
Manager, Planning and

Programming

Agency:
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA)

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Required Description
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant | [X] [ ] | Please provide detail on
Pedestrian Plans, or other locally adopted Plan recommendations
and Transit recommendations? affecting Project area, if
Planning Plan examples include: gmy, with Plan adoption
ate.
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Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Required Description
City/County General + The 19"
Area Plans Avenue/Fashion Island
Bicycle, Pedestrian & Blvd Class IV Separated
Transit Plan Bikeway was |o!ent|f|ed
, as a medium-high
Community-Based priority in the City of San
Transportation Plan Mateo’s 2020 Bicycle
ADA Transition Plan Master Plan. The
Station Access Plan City/County Association
: of Government of San
Sh(?rt Range Transit F.’Ian Mateo County (C/CAG)
Vision Zero/Systematic 2021 Comprehensive
Safety Plan Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan identified the
project as a high priority.
The project is also a part
of the MTC Regional
Active Transportation
Network.

2. Active 4 | [ | Ifyes, describe how
Transportati project adheres to the
on Network NACTO All AgeS and

Abilities design
Does the project area contain principles. See
segments of the regional Active Attachment 1.
Transportation (AT) Network? The two-way Class IV
[See AT Network map on the Separated Bikeway is
MTC Complete Streets webpage.] the hlghest_l_evel of
comfort facility for a
roadway consistent with
the NACTO
recommendations.
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known X | [] | Please summarize the

Comfort

High Injury Network (HIN) or
has a local traffic safety
analysis found a high
incidence of bicyclist/
pedestrian-involved crashes
within the project area?

traffic safety conditions
and describe Project’s
traffic safety measures.
The Bay Area Vision Zero
System may be a
resource.

While the City of San
Mateo does not have a
High Injury or completed
Local Road Safety Plan,
the collision history for
Fashion Island
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required Description

Boulevard/19th Avenue
was assessed for a five-
year period from
January 2016 to
December 2020 and
indicates there were a
total of 14 vehicle, 2
pedestrian-involved, and
one bicycle-involved
collisions according to
UC Berkeley
Transportation Injury
Mapping System using
California Statewide
Integrated Traffic
Records System
(SWITRS) data.
Implementing the Class
IV Separated Bikeway
will have collision
reduction benefits for all
users of the local
corridor by implementing
proven safety
countermeasures
including: physical
separation between the
bicycle lanes and vehicle
travel lanes for people
biking, reduced crossing
distances and high
visibility crosswalk
striping for people
walking, and traffic
calming features to slow
vehicular traffic. Where
the highway entrance
and exit connect to local
streets, the project will
implement a separation
of bicycle and vehicles
away from the highway
ramp intersections,
reducing potential
conflicts between the
two modes of
transportation.
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required Description

B. Does the project seek to
improve bicyclist and/or
pedestrian conditions? If the
project includes a bikeway,
was a Level of Traffic Stress
(LTS), or similar user
experience analyses
conducted?

Describe how project
seeks to provide low-
stress transportation
facilities or reduce a
facility’s LTS.

The project is primarily
focused on improving
conditions for people
biking while adding
treatments for
pedestrians as a co-
benefit. The 2020 City of
San Mateo Bike Plan
conducted an LTS
analysis which indicates
existing conditions along
the corridor are high
stress. The Bike Plan
recommended the low
stress Class IV
Separated Bikeway as
the appropriate
treatment to create a
comfortable all ages and
abilities environment.

4. Transit
Coordination

A. Are there existing public
transit facilities (stop or
station) in the project area?

List transit facilities
(stop, station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.

The 19"
Avenue/Fashion Island
Bikeway would connect
directly with the
Hayward Park Caltrain
Station on the western
terminus. The project
would also provide
access to existing
SamTrans bus routes on
connecting roadways for
route 292 on Delaware
St, route 250 on Norfolk
St, and the free Lincoln
Center Hillsdale Caltrain
shuttle on Mariners
Island Blvd.

B. Have all potentially affected
transit agencies had the

Please provide
confirmation email from
transit operator(s).
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required Description

opportunity to review this
project?

Yes, the planning phase
for the bikeway project is
being done jointly with
the planning efforts for
the SamTrans Express
Bus Mobility Hub at the
existing Caltrans US
101/SR 92 Park and
Ride lot. SamTrans is
active partner in both
efforts and reviews all
recommendations.
Caltrain is also an active
reviewer and supporter
of the project. Please
see Attachment E of the
application for Local and
Transit Agencies
Coordination and
Support of the project.

C. Isthere a MTC Mobility Hub
within the project area?

If yes, please describe
outreach to mobility
providers, and Project’s
Hub-supportive
elements.

Yes, the Class IV
Separated Bikeway on
Fashion Island Blvd/19t"
Ave will provide a direct
low-stress separated
bikeway connected to
the planned SamTrans
Express Bus Mobility
Hub at the existing
Caltrans US 101/SR 92
Park and Ride lot which
is identified as a MTC
Mobility Hub. Both the
bikeway and mobility
hub are being planned in
a joint effort by the City
of San Mateo, San
Mateo County
Transportation Authority,
Caltrans, and
SamTrans.
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required Description

5. Design

Does the project meet
professional design standards or
guidelines appropriate for bicycle
and/or pedestrian facilities?

Please provide Class
designation for
bikeways. Cite design
standards used.

Yes, the Class IV
Separated Bikeway
incorporated best
practice design
standards from NACTO
Urban Bikeway Design
Guide, California
MUTCD, and the
Caltrans Design
Information Bulletin 89-
01 Class IV Bikeway
Guidance.

6. Equity

Will Project improve active
transportation in an Equity
Priority Community?

Please list EPC(s)
affected.

While the project is not
located directed in an
MTC Equity Priority
Community, it would
provide increased
connectivity, mobility,
and safety for many
local and regional
communities that have
historically been
underserved especially
by transportation
investments. The
communities
surrounding the US
101/SR 92 interchange
where the proposed
Class IV separated
corridor will pass under
has long been divided by
the two highways and
experience increased
levels of greenhouse
gas emissions and
particulate matter
dispersion. The project
will provide direct access

to the Hayward Park
Caltrain Station and
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required Description

proposed Express Bus
Mobility Hub that will
provide low-cost options
for regional travel to San
Francisco. The project
would also directly serve
the Fiesta Gardens
International Elementary
School, a Spanish-
language immersion
school with a majority
Latinx population,
located in middle of the
proposed Class IV
bikeway corridor.

7. BPAC
Review

Has a local (city or county)
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Commission (BPAC) reviewed
this checklist (or for OBAG 3,
this project)?

Please provide meeting
date(s) and a summary
of comments, if any.

The San Mateo County
Transportation Authority
is not a local entity and
does not have an
applicable Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory
Committee to review.
However, the project has
been reviewed and
supported by the City of
San Mateo and C/CAG
BPAC's as part of the
Bicycle Plans for both
agencies.
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Statement of Compliance YES

The proposed Project complies with California B4
Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections
65040.2 and 65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy
(Reso. 4493), and locally adopted Complete Streets
resolutions (adopted as OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202)
requirement, Resolution 4202).

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

: Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES or Explanation
. The affected roadway is legally prohibited [] If yes, please cite
for use by bicyclists and/or pedestrians. language and agency
citing prohibited use.
. The costs of providing Complete Streets If claimed, the agency
improvements are excessively [ must include
disproportionate to the need or probable proportionate
use (defined as more than 20 percent for alternatives and still
Complete Streets elements of the total provide safe
project cost). accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.
. There is a documented Alternative Plan Describe Alternative
to implement Complete Streets and/or on L] Plan/Project
a nearby parallel route.
. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to be met, L] that prohibit
such as fire and safety specifications, implementation of CS
spatial conflicts on the roadway with policy requirements
transit or environmental concerns,
defined as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with
operations affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station,
or is located along a transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation
(e.g. email) with the affected transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination
and acknowledgement of the project. A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is
available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS

Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or
their designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below:

Full Name:

Title:

Date:

Signature:
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ATTACHMENT 1 — All Ages and Abilities and Guidelines

1. All Ages and Abilities
Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for
“All Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best
practices. A facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the
mobility needs of children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so,
works for everyone else. The all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all
users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity, race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying
national and international best practices related to traffic calming, speed reduction, and
roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This approach also includes
the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor vehicle traffic, both
of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum of the
public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on
the AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The

Proposed Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access
Board should also be referenced during design. (See table on next page for guidelines)

2. Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) — A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of
Bicycle Facilities, Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian
Facilities; Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility
Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) —
Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Target Motor
Vehicle Speed+:

| Target Max.

Motor Vehicle

| Volume (ADT)

Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

oadway Context

Motor Vehicle
Lanes

Key Operational
Considerations

Any of the following: high
curbside activity, frequent buses,

All Ages & Abilities
Bicycle Facility

Al ALK motor vehicle congestion, or
turning conflicts*
<10 mph | Less relevant - Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
or single lane
<20 mph <1,000-2,000 one-v%ay < 50 motor vehicles per hour in Bicvcle Boulevard
<500-1,500 the peak direction at peak hour ¥
<1,500 - Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
3,000 Single lane Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane
< 3,000 - each direction, ) o Buffered or Protected Bicycle
<25mph 6,000 orsingle lane }LOW curbside activity, or low Lane
= congestion pressure
Greater than CRISSEY
6,000
Multiple lanes
Ay per direction
Single lane
each direction
<6000 Low curbside activity, or low
Greater than ' Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mph' per direction
Greater than T i Protected Bicycle Lane,
6,000 y 4 or Bicycle Path
High-speed limited access High pedestrian volume Bike Path wnh_Separate Walkway
roadways, natural corridors, Any or Protected Bicycle Lane

or geographic edge conditions
with limited conflicts

Low pedestrian volume

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

“While posted or 85th percentile motor vehicle speed are commonly used design speed targets, 95th percentile speed captures high-end
speeding, which causes greater stress to bicyclists and more frequent passing events. Setting target speed based on this threshold resultsina

higher level of bicycling comfort for the full range of riders.

T Setting 25 mph as a motor vehicle speed threshold for providing protected bikeways is consistent with many cities' traffic safety and Vision
Zero policies. However, some cities use a 30 mph posted speed as a threshold for protected bikeways, consistent with providing Level of Traffic
Stress level 2 (LTS 2) that can effectively reduce stress and accommodate more types of riders.'®

+Operational factors that lead to bikeway conflicts are reasons to provide protected bike lanes regardless of motor vehicle speed and volume.

Figure 1 Designing for All Ages & Abilities, NACTO https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-

Ages-Abilities.pdf
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-streets.
Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: City of Belmont Pedestrian and Bike Improvements

Project Area/Location(s): city of Belmont
El Camino Real / Hill Street, Middle Road, Old County Road, O'Neill Avenue,

Attach map if available.  and Belmont Canyon Road
(See Attachment A)
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

Project goal includes enhancing transportation safety, increase transportation mode share, and compliment
significant multi-family and affordable housing developments. Project proposes to meet these goals through
expanding city bike lane network and providing HAWK crossing at Hill Street / El Camino Real.

Please indicate project phase (Planning,[PEJENV, ROW,[CON] 0&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Title:

Contact Name &

Matt Hoang, Associate Engineer

Contact Email:

mhoang@belmont.gov

Contact Phone:

(650)637-2998

Agency:

City of Belmont - Public Works

. - - . Required ——
Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant X] | [ |Please provide The Belmont Village
Pedestrian and | Plans, or other locally adopted detail on Plan Specific Plan (BVSP),
Transit recommendations? recommendations |a designated Priority
i affecting Project |Development Area
Planning ) _ if g 1) ith |(PDA), and the
Plan examples include area, It any, wi .
) ) Plan adoption Comprehensive
e City/County General + Area date Pedestrian and
Plans ' Bicyclist Master Plan
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit were both approved
Plan If Project is by ((:jlty Coulncn and
. ; ; ; used in evaluating
e Community-Based ;%%Ongt&n;r:’:'th areas for
Transportation Plan Ieage rovi de: pedestrian/bicyclist
e ADA Transition Plan P R improvements within
Station A Bl explanation. city limits.The
° tation Access ar} proposed project is
e Short-Range Transit Plan aligned with both
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety accepted plans to
Plan promote safer travel
for pedestrians/
bicyclists in the
designated PDA.
: . . If yes, describe
2. '_?_\Ct'Ve - Does the project area contain b | O hozv project Proposed HAWK
ransportation i i i i
Netwoek segments of the regional Active adheres to the Crossing provides

Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

safe pedestrian
street crossing for
all ages and
abilities aligned
with the NACTO
design principles.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
2. Active N/A
Transportation
Network (Cont.)
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known High [] | Please summarize Project located in
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety areas to address
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and fet VS
high incidence of describe Project’s safely analysis
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety concerns from
crashes within the project area? measures. The C/CAG HIN .
Bay Area Vision |Report for City of
Zero System may | Belmont.
be a resource.
. Does the project seek to improve K] | [J | Describe how City of Belmont has a
. . . project seeks to City Council approved
bicyclist and/or pedestrian provide low-stress | Comprehensive
conditions? If the project includes transportation Pedestrian and
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic facilities or Bicycle Master Plan
Stress (LTS), or similar user reduce a facility’s | &t evaluated City
experience analyses conducted? LTS. streets. The project
= proposes
improvements for
pedestrians and
bicyclists with
increased Class Il
bike lanes and HAWK
signal crossing.
4. Transit A. Are there existing public transit K] [] | List transit Transit Facilities:
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop, _ Direct connection
project area? station, or route) |5 caltrain Station
and all affected - El Camino Real
agencies. _US 101
Agencies:
- Caltrain
- Caltrans
. Have all potentially affected [x] | [ | Please attach Belmont Village Specific

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

Plan and
Pedestrian/Bicycle
Master plan has been
shared with both Caltrans
and SamTrans.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. Is thel’e aMTC M0b|||ty HUb |f es |ease
within the prOjeCt area? |:| @ de)S/CfibFé outreach N/A

to mobility

providers, and

Project’s Hub-

supportive

elements.

5. Design Does the project meet professional Please provide City of Belmont has a City
design standards or guidelines [x] | LJ | Class designation |council approved
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite ggg“egﬁgen”z'r‘]’g Biovele
pedestrian facilities? design standards | aster plan. Proposed

used. project follows the Master

Plan recommendations for
Class lll Bike Lanes and
HAWK Crossing.

6. Equit Will Project improve active Please list EPC(s)

auiy transportation in an Equity Priority [] | [x] | affected. N/A
Community?
7. BPAC Review | Has a local (city or county) Bicycle x| O Please provide Comprehensive

and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

Pedestrian and
Bicycle Master
Plan has been
reviewed and
approved by
council in 2016
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete

If claimed, the agency

Streets improvements are [ | must include
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Eacilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
i TargetMax. ° All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor | : Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bicvcle Facilit
Vehicle Speed*! M. ‘MI i \:ihr;!':rlr i Lanes i Considerations y Y
: Any of the following: high
! curbside activity, frequent buses,
i il : motor vehicle congestion, or
; i turning conflicts*
= 10 mph Less relevant No centerline Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
 orsingle lane ©
= 20 mph {£1,000-2,000; c;e—mﬁa}r - < 50 motor vehicles per hourin | o, el
i< E500-1500 | i the peak direction at peak hour SEe
Esl.SﬂD— Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
& Single lane I‘“’_"“ i !I:y.r.ln LAy
i £3,000- i each direction, | ; ; Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph {6,000 forsingle lane :Low curbside activity, or low Lane
. one-way : congestion pressure
i Greater than
i 65,000 i i
Multiple lanes
.  per direction  :
Singlelane
; : each direction :
| < 6,000 —: Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht i perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,

: 6,000 A M or Bicycle Path
Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

High-speed limited access : High pedestrian volume
roadways, natural corridors, ¢

or geographic edge conditions | )

with limited conflicts j LoW pedestrian voime

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

Page 7 of 7 137



@ METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Complete Streets Checklist

Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493,
Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its
CS policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking,
rolling, and taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network.
This policy works to advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift,
safety, equity, and vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as
well as state & local compliance with applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices,
specifically the California Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2
and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the CS resolutions adopted before
January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional
endorsement or approval through MTC — must submit a Complete Streets Checklist
(Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the
Exceptions section on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the
MTC Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency
staff implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets

This form may be downloaded at

Submittal
Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: Safe Routes to School Improvements

Project Area/Location(s): Various locations within 1/2 mile of the following schools:
Audubon Elementary, Brewer Island Elementary, Foster City Elementary, and Bowditch
Middle School.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)
Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)

May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting
materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name & Title: | Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Taniela Mapa, tmapa@fostercity.org 650-286-3277
Assistant Engineer

Agency: City of Foster City

1. Bicycle, Does Projectimplement relevant | [X] [ ] | Safe Routes to School
Pedestrian Plans, or other locally adopted Assessment, completed in
d Transit recommendations? January 2018, proposes
an . : various traffic calming and
Planning Plan examples include: pedestrian visibility
. improvements that will be
e City/County General + implemented in this project.
Area Plans The Foster City General Plan
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & 2?;0%2?5 \r,f,?t:rr? ;ntegrat'ons
Transit Plan neighborhood in a manner

that is attractive and safe.

° Commumty'Based The project seeks to increase

Transportation Plan safety for all commuters
e ADA Transition Plan within the nearby vicinity of
the school and encourage
e Station Access Plan use of non-motorized travel.

e Short-Range Transit Plan

e Vision Zero/Systematic
Safety Plan

2. Active Does the project area contain 1] X
Transportati | segments of the regional Active
on Network | Transportation (AT) Network?

[See AT Network map on the
MTC Complete Streets webpage.]

3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known [X] | [J | San Mateo County of
Comfort High Injury Network (HIN) or Education provided data on
has a local traffic safety 04/2022 of Youth-based High

analvsis found a high Injury Networks (HIN) in San
Y 9 Mateo County. Foster City

incidence of bicyclist/ only accounted for 2% of the
pedestrian-involved crashes total Youth-based HIN. Each

within the project area? school in the project area

contains HIN in the nearby
vicinity.
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Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Required Description
B. Does the project seek to D | O | bicydist conditions by permanenty
improve bicyclist and/or implementing a Class Il bike lane.
pedestrian conditions? If the Y e
project includes a bikeway, Network Assesgsment. Permane)rlltly
was a Level of Traffic Stress installing a Class Il bike lane will, at
. minimum, increase the Level of
(LTS), or similar user Trhaf'fic Stress to LTISC:[; (matchirr:g
I t i tot
ﬁéﬁgﬂgt?a%% analyses \lilvosth\évﬁss%rcet}/(;%u;‘}édgg\?va?er l?sing
! OBAG 2 funds).
4. Transit A. Are there existing public ] | [ | SamTrans: Routes
Coordination transit facilities (stop or 54, 57, 251, 256,
station) in the project area? FCX
B. Have all potentially affected (]| X
transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this
project?
C. Is there a MTC Mobility Hub 01X
within the project area?

5. Design Does the project meet I | L | class Il bikeways,
prqfes_smnal deS|gr_1 standards or California MUTCD,
guidelines approprlat(.e'fpr bicycle Section 9C.04.
and/or pedestrian facilities?

6. Equity Will Project improve active ]
transportation in an Equity B
Priority Community?

7. BPAC Has a local (city or county) [] | X | CICAG's BPAC will be

Review Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory reviewing the

Commission (BPAC) reviewed
this checklist (or for OBAG 3,
this project)?

checklist/project during
the CTA project
evaluation phase and
prior to their project
nominations to the MTC.
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Statement of Compliance YES

The proposed Project complies with California X<
Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections
65040.2 and 65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy
(Reso. 4493), and locally adopted Complete Streets
resolutions (adopted as OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202)
requirement, Resolution 4202).

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

PTOVIOE DOCUMEeNTation
Statement of Exception YES or Explanation
. The affected roadway is legally prohibited [] If yes, please cite
for use by bicyclists and/or pedestrians. language and agency
citing prohibited use.
. The costs of providing Complete Streets If claimed, the agency
improvements are excessively [l must include
disproportionate to the need or probable proportionate
use (defined as more than 20 percent for alternatives and still
Complete Streets elements of the total provide safe
project cost). accommodation of
people biking, walking
and rolling.
. There is a documented Alternative Plan Describe Alternative
to implement Complete Streets and/or on [l Plan/Project
a nearby parallel route.
. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to be met, [l that prohibit
such as fire and safety specifications, implementation of CS
spatial conflicts on the roadway with policy requirements
transit or environmental concerns,
defined as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with
operations affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station,
or is located along a transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation
(e.g. email) with the affected transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination
and acknowledgement of the project. A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is
available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS

Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or
their designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below:

Full Name:

Title:

Date:

Signature:
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ATTACHMENT 1 — All Ages and Abilities and Guidelines

1. All Ages and Abilities
Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for
“All Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best
practices. A facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the
mobility needs of children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so,
works for everyone else. The all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all
users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity, race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying
national and international best practices related to traffic calming, speed reduction, and
roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This approach also includes
the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor vehicle traffic, both
of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum of the
public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on
the AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The

Proposed Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access
Board should also be referenced during design. (See table on next page for guidelines)

2. Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) — A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of
Bicycle Facilities, Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian
Facilities; Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility
Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) —
Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Target Motor

Vehicle Speed"

Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
;Larfet\l;ﬂ;; .le Motor Vehicle i Key Operational
otor c Lanes Considerations
Volume (ADT)

Any of the following: high
curbside activity, frequent buses,

All Ages & Abilities
Bicycle Facility

Ay A motor vehicle congestion, or
turning conflictst
<10 mph Less relevant . Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
No centerline,
or single lane
<20 mph <1000-2,000 one—\.ﬁay < 50 motor vehicles perhourin | o v 1o g e g
<500-1500 the peak direction at peak hour cy
<1500 - Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
3,000 . Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane
Single lane
<3,000 - each direction, ) o Buffered or Protected Bicycle
<25mph 6.000 orsingle lane iLow curbside activity, or low Lane
_ congestion pressure
Greaterthan one-way
6,000
Multiple lanes
Any per direction
Single lane
each direction
< 6.000 Low curbside activity, or low
Greater than ' Multiple lanes : cengestion pressure
26 mph™ per directicn
Greater than an n Protected Bicycle Lane,
6,000 y 4 or Bicycle Path
High-speed limited access High pedestrian volume Bike Path with Separate Walkway
roadways, natural corridors, Any or Protected Bicycle Lane

or geographic edge conditions
with limited conflicts

Low pedestrian volume

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

“While posted or 85th percentile motor vehicle speed are commonly used design speed targets, 95th percentile speed captures high-end
speeding, which causes greater stress to bicyclists and more frequent passing events. Setting target spead based on this threshold resultsina

higher level of bicycling comfort for the full range of riders.

t Setting 25 mph as a motor vehicle speed threshold for providing protected bikeways is consistent with many cities’ traffic safety and Vision
Zero policies. However, some cities use a 30 mph posted speed as a threshold for protected bikeways, consistent with providing Level of Traffic
Stress level 2 (LTS 2) that can effectively reduce stress and accommodate more types of riders.®

tQOperational factors that lead to bikeway conflicts are reasons to provide protected bike lanas regardless of motor vehicle speed and volume.

Figure 1 Designing for All Ages & Abilities, NACTO https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-

Ages-Abilities.pdf
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-streets.
Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: 101/Woodside UPRR Bikeway

Project Area/Location(s): In the City of Redwood City, Class 1 Bikeway between the intersections of
Broadway/Woodside Road, Chestnut Street/Veterans Boulevard, and

Attach map if available.  Blomquist Street/Seaport Boulevard, along the Union Pacific Railroad spur.
(See Map B)

145



http://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
http://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
mailto:completestreets@bayareametro.gov

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

Construct approximately 3,500 linear feet (0.67 miles) of Class | Bikeway. The Project would construct a new Class | Bikeway on the west side of Woodside Road, which would connect
the intersections of Broadway/Woodside, Chestnut/Veterans and Seaport/Blomquist generally along the UPRR tracks that cross under US 101.
This Project provides a separate, safe Class | Bikeway facility crossing US 101, where no designated bicycle or pedestrian facility exists. The Project is part of the larger bicycle and
pedestrian improvements element of the 101/Woodside Interchange Project.
Funding is requested for CON only.

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name & Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Title: .
Saber Sarwary, City Engineer ssarwary@redwoodcity.org 650.780.7370
Agency:
City of Redwood City
. . . . Required —
Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant X] [] | Please provide RWCmoves (2018),
Pedestrian and | Plans, or other locally adopted detail on Plan the citywide
Transit recommendations? recommendations transportation plan,
Planning affecting Project | js identified as a
Plan examples include: area, if any, with | signature project.
e City/County General + Area Plan adoption RWC Walk Bike
Plans date. Thrive (2022), the
Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit Vision Zero Action
: inconsistent with | masterplan,
° Communlty.'BaSEd adopted Plans, identified
Transportatl_o_n Plan please provide Broadway /
 ADA Transition Plan explanation. Woodside as a
e Station Access Plan high-collision
e Short-Range Transit Plan :Er;tersdectlon agd
Vision Zero/Systematic Safet roadway an
* Plan y y Woodside Road as
needing complete
streets
improvements.
2. Active Does the project area  contain ] [] If yes, d?SCVibe Class 1 bikeway that
Transportation ts of th ional Acti how project is designed for all
Network segments o € regiona clive adheres to the ages and abilities and

Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

provides an alternative
to crossing 101 on
Woodside
Road/Seaport Blvd
which is less
comfortable to
inexperienced cyclists.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
2. Active
Transportation
Network (Cont.)
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known High Please summarize iact i
Com¥0rt Injury Network (HIN) or has a k| U the traffic safety zligjr?](;ttil\?eatr;
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and idi
high incidence of describe Project’s riding on
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety Broadway and
crashes within the project area? measures. The Woodside - which
Bay Area Vision were identified
Zero System may | hot spots in RWC
be a resource. Walk Bike Thrive.
. Does the project seek to improve | K] | [ | Describe how Woodside,
Sty i project seeks to Veterans, and
bicyclist and/or pedestrian provide low-stress | Chesnut are LTS 4.
conditions? If the project includes transportation Broadway is LTS 3.
a bikeway, was a !—e\_/el of Traffic facilities or Project will provide
Stress (LTS), or similar user reduce a facility’s |a completely
experience analyses conducted? LTS. separated facility
away from traffic - a
must more
comfortable
experience for
people of all ages
and abilities.
4. Transit A. Are there existing public transit [] | K] | List transit
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop,
project area? station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.
. Have all potentially affected [1 | [] |Please attach N/A

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. IStheI’e a MTC M0b|||ty Hub I:' [‘ |fye5’ please
within the project area? describe outreach
to mobility
providers, and
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.
5. Desian Does the project meet professional Please provide i
J design standards or guidelines @ [] | Class designation CI%SS 1 HDMk
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite |2Nd NACTO Bike
pedestrian facilities? design standards | Design Guide
used.
6. Equity Will Project improve active Please list EPC(S) | The entire project
transportation in an Equity Priority ﬁ [ ] | affected. corridor serves Plan Bay
Community? Area 2050 Equity Priority
Communities with a
class rank of “Higher.”
The GEOID of the area
is 06081610201. The
total population of these
tracts combined is
5,681. The number of
households is 1,777.
7. BPAC Review | Has a local (city or county) Bicycle ] | [J | Please provide Redwood City's

and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

Transportation
Advisory
Committee
approved
submission of the
project for a grant
at their 6/14/22
meeting. The
project has been
reviewed by the
committee many
times over the
project's 10-year
development.
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete

If claimed, the agency

Streets improvements are [ | must include
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Eacilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
i TargetMax. ° All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor | : Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bicvcle Facilit
Vehicle Speed*! M. ‘MI i \:ihr;!':rlr i Lanes i Considerations y Y
: Any of the following: high
! curbside activity, frequent buses,
i il : motor vehicle congestion, or
; i turning conflicts*
= 10 mph Less relevant No centerline Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
 orsingle lane ©
= 20 mph {£1,000-2,000; c;e—mﬁa}r - < 50 motor vehicles per hourin | o, el
i< E500-1500 | i the peak direction at peak hour SEe
Esl.SﬂD— Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
& Single lane I‘“’_"“ i !I:y.r.ln LAy
i £3,000- i each direction, | ; ; Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph {6,000 forsingle lane :Low curbside activity, or low Lane
. one-way : congestion pressure
i Greater than
i 65,000 i i
Multiple lanes
.  per direction  :
Singlelane
; : each direction :
| < 6,000 —: Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht i perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,

: 6,000 A M or Bicycle Path
Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

High-speed limited access : High pedestrian volume
roadways, natural corridors, ¢

or geographic edge conditions | )

with limited conflicts j LoW pedestrian voime

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-streets.
Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

ProjectName/Title: Rollins Road Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Project

Project Area/Location(s): Rollins Road between City of Millbrae and Broadway

Attach map if available.  c'c" 0 Map atiac ed
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varying ages and abilites.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The Rollins Road Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Project locates between Hwy 101 and Caltrain tracks on the north side of Burlingame, a 1.3 mile multi-lane, high-stress segment that has been identified by the Burlingame Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee and
the Traffic Safety & Parking Commission, as well as in the 2020 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan as a high-priority location.

The existing multilane roadway is 64-ft wide curb to curb, with 10-ft ROW on each side, consisting of four vehicle travel lanes shared by bicyclists and motorists through the provision of Class Il sharrows in one direction and Class Il Bike Lane in another direction.

The project will provide a Class IV buffered bicycle facility and pedestrian improvements, reconfigure the roadway with traffic calming elements, improve signage and striping to enhance safety, improve access, better connectivity, and attractiveness of bicycling for people of

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

City of Burlingame

C_ontact Name & Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Ancow Yang ayang@burlingame.org |650-558-7271
Agency:

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO nggﬁ:)rt?gn Description
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant ] | [ | Please provide The project location
Pedestrianand | Plans, or other locally adopted detail on Plan is identified by the
Transit recommendations? recommendations | County as part of the
Planning affecting Project |bicycle and
Plan examples include: grlea, Igan%/_, with ﬁedesttﬂan neltl\(/york-
i an aaopton Is within walking
) C;ty/County General + Area date. distance to Millbrag's
P _ans . ] multimodal transit
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit o center. The project is
Plan If Projectis listed as high priority
e Community-Based ;%%Ongtslr‘;r:’:'th on the recently
Transportation Plan pleapse providé g?: Fétlzda(rigymde
ADA Transition Plan : yee:
y i explanation. Pedestrian Master
e Station Access Plan Plan. The project
e Short-Range Transit Plan will significantly
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety improve safety of the
Plan high stress corridor
and aligns with
regional Vision Zero
strategy.
2. Active ; ; If yes, dgscribe Yes. The project segment
T tati Does the project area contain U how project is identified on the
ransportation | segments of the regional Active adheres to the regional AT Network map
Network Transportation (AT) Network? See NACTO All Ages |23 Planned Bike
AT Network map on the MTC i Facilities. The project
p LLARE 4 and Abilities proposes Class IV bike

Complete Streets webpage.

design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

facility that follows
NACTO all ages and
abilities design principles,
creating dedicated safe
bike and pedestrian
facilities for all users.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
2. Active
Transportation
Network (Cont.)
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known High K] [] | Please summarize |The project
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety | gituates directly on
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and a know High Injury
high incidence of describe Project’s Network. The
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety location :
crashes within the project area? measures. The _gca '.?. d's
Bay Area Vision | entified on San
Zero System may | Mateo County
be a resource. Safe Rou.teS to.
School High Injury
Network Report
with a relative high
collision number.
B. Does the project seek to improve | K] | [ | Describe how The project seek to
. ) ] project seeks to improve bicyclist and
bicyclist and/or pedestrian provide low-stress | pedestrian conditions
conditions? If the project includes transportation by adding Class IV
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic facilities or g:ﬁg%z;g%—;lse and
experience analyses conducted? LTS. conducted in prior
studies and during the
development of
Citywide Bike and Ped
Master Plan. The
project segment is
considered very high of
traffic stress.
4. Transit A. Are there existing public transit K] | [ | Listtransit A Bart station and
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop, two Caltrain
project area? station, or route) .
and all affected stations are near
agencies. the project
location, but will
not be affected by
this project.
B. Have all potentially affected [1 | [] |Please attach N/A. No transit

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

agencies will be
affected by this
project.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. Is thel’e aMTC M0b|||t HUb |f es |ease
within the prOjeCt area? |:| de)S/CfibFé outreach

to mobility

providers, and

Project’s Hub-

supportive

elements.

5. Desian Does the project meet professional Please provide ,

J design standards or guidelines Iﬁ [] | Class designation Clas_ls_lv Bike
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite | Facilities are
pedestrian facilities? design standards | being proposed.

used. Design will follow
MUTCD guideline
and standards.
6. Equity Will Project improve active Please list EPC(S) | project does not have a
transportation in an Equity Priority [] Iﬁ affected. direct impact. However,
Community? over a hundred
affordable housing is
being constructed and
developed in the project
area, will benefit from
this project with better
connectivity and safer
bike and pedestrian
routes.
7. BPAC Review | Has alocal (city or county) Bicycle x| O Please provide Due to time

and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

constrain, this
particular checklist
is not reviewed by
local BPAC.
However, the
project was listed
as one of the
highest priorities
within the BPAC
approved 2020
Bike and Ped
Master Plan.
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete

If claimed, the agency

Streets improvements are [ | must include
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Eacilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
i TargetMax. ° All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor | : Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bicvcle Facilit
Vehicle Speed*! M. ‘MI i \:ihr;!':rlr i Lanes i Considerations y Y
: Any of the following: high
! curbside activity, frequent buses,
i il : motor vehicle congestion, or
; i turning conflicts*
= 10 mph Less relevant No centerline Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
 orsingle lane ©
= 20 mph {£1,000-2,000; c;e—mﬁa}r - < 50 motor vehicles per hourin | o, el
i< E500-1500 | i the peak direction at peak hour SEe
Esl.SﬂD— Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
& Single lane I‘“’_"“ i !I:y.r.ln LAy
i £3,000- i each direction, | ; ; Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph {6,000 forsingle lane :Low curbside activity, or low Lane
. one-way : congestion pressure
i Greater than
i 65,000 i i
Multiple lanes
.  per direction  :
Singlelane
; : each direction :
| < 6,000 —: Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht i perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,

: 6,000 A M or Bicycle Path
Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

High-speed limited access : High pedestrian volume
roadways, natural corridors, ¢

or geographic edge conditions | )

with limited conflicts j LoW pedestrian voime

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement
or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title:
El Camino Real Complete Street Project from Mission Road to City of South San Francisco (Segment

Project Area/Location(s): ~ El Camino Real (SR 82) between Mission Road intersection and the
Town Limit at Arlington Dr. at the City of South San Francisco (See Project Location Map attached)
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

El Camino Real Improvement Project from Mission Road to Arlington Drive at the border of City of South San
Francisco (Segment B) is a component of the larger El Camino Real Improvement Project. El Camino (ECR)
provides access to the two Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) stations, Colma BART station and South San Francisco
BART station, and a number of SamTrans bus stops along the corridor. (ECR) along Segment B lacks sidewalks
and bicycle lanes on both sides of the corridor. Also, a significant safety issue exists with the configuration of
the unsignalized ECR/Mission Road intersection where requires the bicyclists to cross over two southbound
travel lanes to enter Mission Road.

Creating Connections for Residents and Students to Transit Project involves implementation of a number of
safety related improvements for the pedestrians, bicyclists and vehicles along El Camino Real (Segment B)
between Mission Road and Arlington Drive.

The proposed improvements include construction of new accessible sidewalks, bicycle facilities, along with
protective barriers. installation of energy efficient streetlights and safe harbor bus stops, The project will
reconfigure the ECR/Mission Road intersection, a new traffic signal, to allow safe travel for individuals to enter
and exist safely from the Mission Road Residential and commercial District.

These improvements will address the safety concerns expressed by the community and improve the accessibility
of the pedestrian and bicycle facilities in compliance with San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan and the Town of Colma’s Circulation Plan, the Systemic Safety analysis Report (SSAR), Complete
Streets and Green Infrastructure Policies. In addition, with the reconstruction of the intersection at Mission

Road and ECR, enhanced mobility, connectivity and safety will be achieved through this Project. The project
emphasis is safety and at the same time will support individuals who depend on safe micro-mobility
transportation options.

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

The Town of Colma accomplished the Planning and Concept Design phase of El Camino Real Corridor in 2021
(See ECR Concept Design). Currently the Town is preparing to start implementing the Project Study Report-
Project Development Study (PSR-PDS) for the El Camino Real corridor funded by San Mateo Transportation
Authority (Measure W). The Environmental, PS&E and Construction will be completed per the project timeline
attached.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Contact Name & Title: | Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Brad Donohue bdonohue@colma.ca.gov (650)757-8895, 650-222-0448
Director of Public Works Cell

Agency: Director of Public Works, Town of Colma, CA
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Required

Tc(>:p| CS Policy Consideration YES| NO Description Description
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant !J [] | Please provide  |1-San Mateo County
Pedestrian Plans, or other locally adopted detail on Plan Comprehensive
and Transit recommendations? recommendation [Bicycle and
Planning s affecting Pedestrian Plan
Plan examples include: Project area, if
any, withPlan  2-Town of Colma’s

e City/County General +
Area Plans

e Bicycle, Pedestrian &
Transit Plan

e Community-
Based
Transportation
Plan

e ADA Transition Plan

e Station Access Plan

e Short-Range Transit Plan

e Vision Zero/Systematic
Safety Plan

adoption date.

If Project is
inconsistent with
adopted Plans,
please provide
explanation.

Circulation Plan

3-Colma’s
Transportation Safety
Action Plan/Town of
Colma Systemic
Safety analysis report

4. Town of Colma's
IADA Transition Plan

5. Town of Colma'’s
Master Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master

Plan,

(Plan adoption Jan.
2023)

6.PBA 2050 strategies
(T-8 & T-9 strategies)

7- El Camino Real Bus
Speed and Reliability
Study and "AC Transit
Multimodal Corridor
Guidelines”

8-The ECR Grand
Boulevard Complete
Streets Project

9- El Camino Real
Bicycle & Pedestrian
Master Plan

10-NACTO guideline,
Strategies for
"Protected Bicycle
Lanes”

11- FHWA Office of

Safety. (2018). NCHRP
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Report 500 / Volume
5: A Guide for
/Addressing
Unsignalized
Intersection
Collisions.

2. Active
Transportatio
n Network

Does the project
segments of the

area contain
regional

Active Transportation
(AT) Network? See AT Network

map on the MTC

Complete Streets webpage.

If yes, describe
how project
adheres to the
NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design Guidelines
below.

The proposed project
supports the Plan Bay
Area 2050 strategy to
build a Complete
Streets Network and
helps to meet goals
for safety, equity,
health, resilience and
climate change.
Encourage individuals
to walk and bike safe
and accessible streets,
to school, workplaces
and public transit
such as SamTrans bus
and BART station.

See attached is the
map of Proposed AT
Network.

ECR Segment B will
be centering on one
of the five strategies
in the NACTO
Guidelines, "Protected

Bike Lanes”.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
2. Active
Transportation
Network (Cont.)
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known High m | [] | Pleasesummarize |nthe Town's Systemic

Comfort

Injury Network (HIN) or has a
local traffic safety analysis found a
high incidence of
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved
crashes within the project area?

the traffic safety
conditions and
describe Project’s
traffic safety
measures. The
Bay Area Vision

Zero System may
be a resource.

Safety Analysis Report,
the ECR and Mission
Road intersection is
identified as a Priority
High Risk Location.

Current condition: 1)
The intersection of ECR
and Mission Road at an
angle, is not signalized
and difficulty to make
left turn from SB ECR
to Mission Rd. 2) Lack
of accessible sidewalk
facilities on the SB
portion of ECR near the
intersection. 3) The
ECR Segment B
corridor and with
Mission Road
intersection are
missing of any bicycle
and pedestrian access.
4) Mission Road is not
served by Public
Transportation, with
the nearby bus stops
on ECR difficult to
access without a
controlled intersection
that will control the
vehicular traffic and
allow for bicycle and
pedestrian crossing at
the ECR/Mission Road
Intersection.

The improvements:

1) Reconstruction of
the intersection at
Mission Road and ECR
to allow left turn and

improve sight lines,
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reduce turning speed.
Install new signal,
accessible sidewalk and
bike crosswalk

2) In Seg B corridor,
construction of new
sidewalk, ADA
compliant ramps and
bicycle facilities,

3) Installation of
energy efficient street
lights, 4) Bus Stop
relocations

B. Does the project seek to improve

bicyclist and/or pedestrian
conditions? If the project includes
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic
Stress (LTS), or similar user
experience analyses conducted?

Describe how
project seeks to
provide low-stress
transportation
facilities or
reduce a facility’s
LTS.

Currently a LTS study
has not been
conducted, without
bike and pedestrian
paths, protective
barriers, individuals
walking or biking along
side traffic would
create high levels of
stress for both the
individuals who walk
and bike and the
vehicles that have to
navigate around the
individuals who parts
of the roadway.

The project will: 1)
Provide signalization
the ECR and Mission
intersection for all

2) Reduce the vehicle
speed, 3) Improve the
visibility for pedestrian
and cyclist, 4) Add
bicycle and pedestrian
facility, 5) Easy access
to public transit, 6)
Provide street lighting
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4. Transit
Coordination

A. Are there existing public transit
facilities (stop or station) in the
project area?

List transit
facilities (stop,
station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.

Four (NB and SB)
SamTrans bus stops
along the corridor: two
near ECR and Mission
intersection, and two
near ECR and Arlington
intersection.

B. Have all potentially affected
transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

Please attach
confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

The Technical Advisory
Committee for the ECR
Bicycle and Pedestrian
Master Plan was
comprised of members
from SSF, Samtrans
BART and CalTrans
(These agencies are the
effected agencies for
this portion of the
project), Daly City,
SMC, SVBC, and Colma
Police, Local businesses
and residents were also
part of the effort to
review & recommend
policies and design
features in creating a
viable pedestrian and
bicycle facilities
Segment B and other
parts of ECR.

https://www.colma.ca.g

ov/documents/ecr-

improvement-plan/
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. Is there a MTC Mobility Hub m | [ |!fyes, please Important to note; the
within the project area? _J describe outreach [ECR Seg B project
to mobility provides access to the
providers, and two Bay Area Rapid
Project’s Hub- Transit (BART) stations,
supportive Colma BART station
elements. north (1 mile) and
South San Francisco
BART station south
limits of the Town (0.7
mile).
On the MTC_ATM map,
This project is within
the Mobility Hub area.
5. Design Does the project meet professional Please provide Separated Bike lane
design standards or guidelines L) [] | Classdesignation |Class IV and Class Iil.
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite |1) Caltrans Highway
pedestrian facilities? design standards  |pesign Manual
used. 2) MUTCD
30 Caltrans Pedestrian
and Bicycle Facilities in
California and NACTO
Guidelines.
6. Equity Will Project improve active Please list EPC(s) [Three areas

transportation in an Equity Priority
Community?

affected.

neighboring Colma are
designated "EPC" by
the MTC: two in Daly
City and one in South
San Francisco. While
Colma does not itself
within EPC, certain
segments of its
population would be
considered
disadvantaged or
vulnerable based on
characteristics that
align with the factors
considered by MTC.
The proposed
infrastructure
improvements will help
better connect these
disadvantaged
communities to Colma
and the neighboring
cities.
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10% of residents are
below the federal
poverty level, which is
approximately 3%
more than the
percentage for the
overall population of
San Mateo County. The
Town of Colma and a
portion of Daly City
just north of Colma are
identified as low-
income communities
per Assembly Bill (AB)
1550, with income
levels 45 to 80 percent
below the County's
median income. This
population, in
particular, needs high-
quality, affordable and
reliable transportation
options. This project
will increase economic
equity by improving
mobility options
through the corridor
and connect people to
commercial areas and
transit hubs.

7. BPAC Review

Has a local (city or county) Bicycle
and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

Please provide
meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

San Mateo County and
SVBC were advisors in
the ECR Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master Plan
Being part of the
Technical Advisory
Committee. They took
a very active role and
emphasized the need
for continuous and
safe bicycle and
pedestrian paths. Their
contribution is
documented in the
ECR Bike and

Pedestrian Master Plan.
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally ] If yes, please cite
prohibited for use by bicyclists language and agency
and/or pedestrians. citing prohibited use.
2. The costs of providing Complete If claimed, the agency
Streets improvements are [] | mustinclude
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.
3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.
4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES/NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
Please see attached:

Memo from SamTrans-Email

Letter of Endorsement from CalTrans District 4 Director

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below:

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTQO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be

referenced during design. 169



Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Rnadwar Cuntext
Target Max. : All Ages & Abilities
| Target Motor Mutnr Vehicle : Kny Operational Bi L
| Motor Vehicle i cycle Facility
Vehicle Speed*: | vol (aoT) i Lanes Considerations
: : Any of the following: high
| : curbside activity, frequent buses,
T o - motor vehicle congestion, or
; : turning conflicts*
< 10 mph Less relevant No EBRaHIoE Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
| : orsinglelang
= 20 mph i=1000-2,000 mr.l e—uEaz.r i < 50 motor vehicles per hour in Rl Mt
i < 500-1500  the peak direction at peak hour ¥l
s1s00- Conventianal or Buffered Bicycle.
53,0{!13 %Slnglelane unanpmmm
i< 3,000- i each direction, m:mm
< 25 mph i 6,000 forsinglelane :Low curbside activity, or low " 7
———— he- : pongestion pressure
 Greaterthan {OMTVE
: 6,000 _ _
{ Multiple lanes
ATy i perdirection
' Single lane H
; : each direction :
<6000 T Lowcurbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : CONgestion pressure
26 mph! : perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,
6,000 A e or Bicycle Path
H|Eh-SﬂEEd limited access : High oedestrian valume Bike Path with Separate Walkway
roadways, natural corridors, | A SR : or Protected Bicycle Lane
| or geographic edge conditions i 5 Shared-Use Path or
with limited conflicts i ‘ Low pEdEStI'IaI'I volume Protacted Biwcln Lana

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-streets.
Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: Brogdway Bicycle and Pedestrian Vision Zero Project

Project Area/Location(s): Broadway between Walnut and Woodside Road, Redwood City,

Attach map if available. CA.
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crossings.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The project is identified in the newly adopted Redwood City Walk Bike Thrive Plan, the combined bicycle, pedestrian, and Vision Zero Plan as one of the corridors with high number of
collisions and therefore recommended for complete streets improvements. Th project scope includes evaluation of the roadway for lane reconfiguration, road diet, and based on that
installation of class 4 or enhanced class 2 bikeway. The project scope also includes intersection safety improvements at five intersections along the corridor and if needed at mid-blocks

The OBAG 3 funding request is for planning, design (PS&E), and construction phases. There are some conceptual plans already developed for the project.

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Title:

Contact Name &

Malahat Owrang- Senior Transportation Planner

Contact Email:

mowrang@redwoodcity.org

Contact Phone:

650-780-7245

Agency:

City of Redwood City

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO nggﬁ:)rt?gn Description
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant K] ] Please provide Yes. The project
Pedestrianand | Plans, or othe_r locally adopted detail on Plan_ is identified in the
Transit recommendations? recommendations newlv adopted
Planning affecting Project Red y q E:'t
Plan examples include: area, if any, with We |¥V gpk Tlhy-
e City/County General + Area Plan adoption ax Blke Ve
y y date. Plan (adopted
Plans _ _ June 27, 2022)
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit o for traffic safety
Plan If Projectis | nd complete
e Community-Based inconsistent with atreets
Transportation Plan adopted Plans, i
ADA T o Pl p|ease pro\“de ImprovementS.
. A Transition Plan explanation.
e Station Access Plan
e Short-Range Transit Plan
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety
Plan
2. '_?_\CtiVe i Does the project area contain 14 Lfo}x?;rg?es(c:tr ibe | The project
ransportation | segments of the regional Active segment Is
Network 2 J adheres to the | jqentified and

Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

included in MTC's
Dumbarton Forward
as one of the key
bicycle connections
to downtown
Redwood City.
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

2. Active

Transportation
Network (Cont.)

The design documents that are being developed for
Broadway are more focused on short-term
improvements such as adding sharrow signs to the
corridor. However, this OBAG 3 application is for
feasibility study, design, and construction of lane
reconfiguration, road diet, and class 4/enhanced class
2 bikeway and pedestrian crossing improvements at
intersections. The final design will be based on
NACTO and ASSHTO and will be focused on active
transportation of all modes since a high percentage of
users are high school students and also the project is
adjacent to Kaiser offices.

3. Safety and
Comfort

A. Is the Project on a known High
Injury Network (HIN) or has a
local traffic safety analysis found a
high incidence of
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved
crashes within the project area?

Please summarize
the traffic safety
conditions and
describe Project’s
traffic safety
measures. The
Bay Area Vision

Zero System may
be a resource.

Yes. The project is identified
as one of the top priority
Vision Zero/safety corridors
in the Redwood City Walk
Bike Thrive Plan. Also,
based on the HIN analysis
done by C/CAG and the
County Office of Education,
the project segment is within
the 95th to 99th percentile of
combined safety priority
index. The project will
change the lane
configuration to be able to fit
a high quality bicycle
infrastructure along with
pedestrian safety and traffic
calming improvements at
intersections.

B. Does the project seek to improve

bicyclist and/or pedestrian
conditions? If the project includes
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic
Stress (LTS), or similar user
experience analyses conducted?

Describe how
project seeks to
provide low-stress
transportation
facilities or
reduce a facility’s
LTS.

Yes. LTS has been
developed for the
Redwood City Walk
Bike Thrive Plan and
the project area has an
LTS level of 3 or 4
based on the segment
of the corridor. The
project will reduce the
number of travel lanes
to be able to fit
high-quality bicycle
facility on Broadway
between Walnut Street
and Woodside Road.

4. Transit
Coordination

A. Are there existing public transit
facilities (stop or station) in the
project area?

List transit
facilities (stop,
station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.

There is one bus stop on
Broadway between Chestnut
Street and Woodside Road
which will be included in the
design but not in the
construction phase. The
project design will be for the
segment between Walnut
Street and Woodside Road but
the construction will be on
Walnut Street and Chestnut
Street. The last segment of the
project corridor will be
implemented as part of the
101/84 interchange project.

B. Have all potentially affected
transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

Please attach
confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

N/A.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. Istherea MTC Maobility Hub I:‘ E If yes, p|ease
within the project area? describe outreach
to mobility
providers, and
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.
5. Design Does the project meet professional Please provide
: design standards or guidelines 1 | L | Class designation 5%723@2322 City
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite | ands to evaluate
pedestrian facilities? design standards | e feasibility of
used. class 4 bikeways
along the project
segment.
6. Equit Will Project improve active Please list EPC(S) ,
auiy transportation in an Equity Priority )E [ ] | affected. TheoprOJ_er?_t S
Community? 100% within |
MTC's identified
Equity Priority
Area.
7. BPAC Review | Hasalocal (city or county) Bicycle | ¢ | [] | Pleaseprovide |y o ¢ regwood

and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

City Transportation
Advisory Committee
reviewed the project
scope at their June
14, 2022 meeting,
suggested extending
the project segment
to Walnut Street
(one more block
added to the original
scope). A support
letter from TAC is
attached to the
OBAG 3 application.
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete

If claimed, the agency

Streets improvements are [ | must include
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Eacilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
i TargetMax. ° All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor | : Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bicvcle Facilit
Vehicle Speed*! M. ‘MI i \:ihr;!':rlr i Lanes i Considerations y Y
: Any of the following: high
! curbside activity, frequent buses,
i il : motor vehicle congestion, or
; i turning conflicts*
= 10 mph Less relevant No centerline Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
 orsingle lane ©
= 20 mph {£1,000-2,000; c;e—mﬁa}r - < 50 motor vehicles per hourin | o, el
i< E500-1500 | i the peak direction at peak hour SEe
Esl.SﬂD— Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
& Single lane I‘“’_"“ i !I:y.r.ln LAy
i £3,000- i each direction, | ; ; Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph {6,000 forsingle lane :Low curbside activity, or low Lane
. one-way : congestion pressure
i Greater than
i 65,000 i i
Multiple lanes
.  per direction  :
Singlelane
; : each direction :
| < 6,000 —: Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht i perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,

: 6,000 A M or Bicycle Path
Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

High-speed limited access : High pedestrian volume
roadways, natural corridors, ¢

or geographic edge conditions | )

with limited conflicts j LoW pedestrian voime

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Complete Streets Checklist
Tmplementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT TNFORMATTON

Project Name/Title: Bayshore and Woodrow Wilson Safe Routes to School Project

PrOJect Area/Locatlon(S): The project includes The Bayshore School, located in the Bayshore Heights neighborhood, and Woodrow Wilson
Elementary School, located in the Original Daly City neighborhood in Daly City. Improvements are proposed at nine (9)
intersections surrounding The Bayshore School along Geneva Avenue, Martin Street, Rio Verde Street, Accacia Street,

H H Oriente Street, Ottilia Street, Partridge Avenue and Schwerin Street. In addition, improvements are included at six (6)

AttaCh map If aval Iable' intersections surrounding Woodrow Wilson Elementary School along Vista Grande Avenue, Miriam Street, Santa

Barbara Avenue, Theta Avenue, Knowles Avenue and Hillcrest Drive.
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PROJECT DESCRTPTTON: (300-word limit)

In March 2019, walk audits were conducted at The Bayshore School and Woodrow Wilson Elementary School in Daly City which identified several
critical intersections where curb extensions could be installed to establish a safer route to these schools. The Bayshore and Woodrow Wilson Safe
Routes to School Project proposes to install a combination of curb extensions, high visibility crosswalks, and/or bioretention planters at nine (9)
intersections surrounding Bayshore Elementary School and six (6) intersections surrounding Woodrow Wilson Elementary School.

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT TNFORMATTON
Contact Name & Contact Email: Contact Phone:
Title: : :
Roland Yip, Senior Civil Engineer ryl p @ d aIyCIty' Org (650)99 1-8 155
Agency:
City of Daly City
. . . . Required L
Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
1. Bicycle, Does Project implement relevant X] ] Plea_se provide The Project is
Pedestrianand | Plans, or other locally adopted detail on Plan consistent with goals
Transit recommendations? recommendations | of the City's Vision
Planning affecting Project | Z€ro Action Plan,
Plan examples include: area, if any, with E,‘;";,‘igev?d?,?g‘””’zozo'
e City/County General + Area Plan adoption improvements both on
Plans date. and near the City's
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit ¢ Profect i xﬁw%m:;work
Plan IT Projectis Geneva Ave and John
e Community-Based inconsistent with | payy Bivd.
Transportation Plan adopted Plans, The Project is also
o please provide consistent with the
° AD'_A‘ Transition Plan explanation_ recommendations of
e Station Access Plan the Bayshore
e Short-Range Transit Plan Eazmvigféyoacc\zgon
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety Elementary School
Plan Safe Routes to School
walk and bike audits
that were conducted in
3/2019.
2. Active _ Does the project area contain | O Lfosvf\?s,rggggtr e | The Project will
Transportation | segments of the regional Active prol incorporate ADA
Network adheres to the

Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

compliant curb
ramp designs.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
2. Active
Transportation
Network (Cont.)
3. Safety and . Is the Project on a known High K] | [] | Please summarize |The Projectis proposing
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety | oroyetorss P oo
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and network which includes
high incidence of describe Project’s | SenevaAve and John baly
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety Between January 1, 2013
crashes within the project area? measures. The @{‘C‘)’/g:‘;rgbefe’l' 2017,15
Bay Area Vision pedestrian-related collisions
d withi
ZLOSM may gﬁcatrjtréf-m\il\llle rli-?diaus of the
be a resource. Bayshore Elementary
School. During this same
time period, there were 24
pedestrian -related collisions
within a quarter-mile radius
of Woodrow Wilson
Elementary School.
. Does the project seek to improve | K1 | [ | Describe how The Project
S . project seeks to improves
bicyclist and/or pedestrian provide low-stress .
" . pedestrian
conditions? If the project includes transportation conditions b
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic facilities or sy
e . shortening crossing
xperience anal nducted? > :
experience analyses conducted LTS. precluding vehicles
from parking too
close to crossings,
slowing vehicles,
and increasing
pedestrian visibility.
4. Transit A. Are there existing public transit [] | K] | Listtransit There are no
Coordination facilities (stop or station) in the facilities (stop, existing public
project area’ station, O 10UES) |42 it facilities in
agencies the Project area.
. Have all potentially affected [] | [x] | Please attach Not applicable

transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

because the Project
will not affect other
transit agencies.
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
s ™| O @ [y e wrc wobiy
' tgsrggbiel ict);treac Hub is not within
providers, and the Project area.
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.
5. Design Does the project meet professional Please provide The curb ramps for the
design standards or guidelines @ [] | Class designation | Projectshall be designed
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite | per Cda't(fjanls 2018 g
pedestrian facilities? design standards | Sandard Speafieations
used. and Americans with
Disabilities Act
Accessibility Guidelines.
6. Equit Will Project improve active Please list EPC(s) —
auiy transportation in an Equity Priority [] ﬁ affected. ThE.ProjeCt IS not
Community? within an EPC.
7. BPAC Review | Has a local (city or county) Bicycle (1| X Please provide The Complete

and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

Streets checklist for
this project is
scheduled to be
presented for review
to the City's BPAC
on July 6, 2022.
The Project was
previously reviewed
and supported by
the City's BPAC on
July 8, 2020 and
October 7, 2020 for
the ATP Cycle 5
Application.

181




Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete

If claimed, the agency

Streets improvements are [ | must include
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements
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STGNATURES / NOTTFTCATTONS

TRANSTT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DTRECTOR-LEVEL STGNATURE FOR EXCEPTTONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for "All
Ages and Abilities," contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves "all ages and abilities" is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Rnadwajr Cuntext
Target Max. All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor Mutnr Vehicle : Kny Operational Bi L
| i Motor Vehicle cycle Facility
Vehicle Spmd ol (apT) i Lanes ECnnsIdmatiuns
: : Any of the following: high
: curbside activity, frequent buses,
[ Any i i motor vehicle congestion, or
; : turning conflicts?
< 10 mph 5 Less relevant N R Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
' * orsingle lane
= 20 mph =1000-2,000! c; e—\an : < 50 motor vehicles per hour in Al Mol
i <500-1,500 ! i the peak direction at peak hour ycin
1<1500- | onventional or Buffered Bicycle
53'000—: Singlelane  : Mﬂm Bicycle Lane
i <3,000- : each direction, ; Buffered or Protected lh:yuh
< 25mph 6,000 orsingle lane | Lo curbside activity, or low Lane
,—:- i :congestion pressure
 Greaterthan {0V
i 6,000 i i
i Multnple lanes
Any per direction
Stngle lane :
: pach direction :
<6000 .-—- Low curbside activity, or low
| Greater than  Multiple lanes : CONgestion pressure
26 mpht : perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,
: 6,000 A Amr or Bicycle Path
. High-speed limited access i e ks Bike Path with Separate Walkway
| roadways, natural corridors, | A man : or Protected BicycleLane
or geographic edge conditions | ™ . Shared-Use Path or
with limited conflicts :_ E Low pedestrian valume Protected Bicycle Lane

3

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-streets.
Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

PFOJ ect Name/Title: icro-Mobility Hub Phase 2 and Electric Shuttle Program (Transit/Job and Services/Affordable Housing)

PrOjeCt Al’ea/Location(s): Mobility Hub Location: Public Parking Lot Converted for mobility hub use. (Broadway between Hillcrest Blvd. and Taylor
Bivd)

EV Bus Shuttle: Various Stop Locations from
H H Millbrae Avenue to Adrian Road/ Rollins Road
AttaCh map if ava”able- El Camino Real from Millbrae Avenue to Meadow Glen
Broadway From Meadow Glen Avenue to Millbrae Avenue
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

This proposed Downtown Hub project will transform a city-owned parking lot into a micro-mobility hub centrally located in the Downtown/Business District. The goal of the Downtown Hub is to provide electric bicycle/scooter share stations, bike fix-it station, bike racks, electric
vehicle (EV) charging stations, car-share feature, wayfinding signs, site amenities (shaded seating area and plantings, ADA accessibility improvements (as-needed) and real time transit schedule signage. The City's goal is to promote micro-mobility use and provide options
for the firstlast mile. This Hub builds upon the Millbrae Transit Center Mobility Hub Pilot Project to build out a second hub location in the Downtown/Business district, will offer transit users access to various transportation options for the businesses/jobs/services to our
multi-modal station which will connect to the regional transit services. This project will also include a Class 3 bike trail on Hillcrest Avenue, which will provide a bike network link to the Transit Center Mobility Hub with the proposed Downtown Hub.

The EV Shuttle Program will include capital funds to purchase or fund partnership opportunity for an EV shuttle or autonomous EV shuttle and install shuttle stations/stops. The City's goal is to promote transit ridership and to provide connectivity to transit network, vital
services/employees, upcoming lfe sciences buildings, downtown businesses, veteran/affording housing, and propose developments in the PDA, to reduce vehicle miles traveled within the City. The City will be seeking publi

EV autonomous shuttle system and to transform the City of Millbrae into a technology base transportation hub. This element will complement the Downtown Hub element by providing another mode of lower emission transportation with accessibility and equity in mind,

Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

with the goal to

CONTACT INFORMATION

Title:

Contact Name &

Jane Kao, Senior Civil Engineer

Contact Email:

jkao@ci.millbrae.ca.us

Contact Phone:

650-259-2545

Agency:
City of Millbrae

Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

1. Bicycle,
Pedestrian and
Transit
Planning

Does Project implement relevant
Plans, or other locally adopted
recommendations?

Plan examples include:

City/County General + Area
Plans

Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit
Plan

Community-Based
Transportation Plan

ADA Transition Plan

Station Access Plan
Short-Range Transit Plan
Vision Zero/Systematic Safety
Plan

Please provide
detail on Plan
recommendations
affecting Project
area, if any, with
Plan adoption
date.

If Project is
inconsistent with
adopted Plans,
please provide
explanation.

The Millbrae Station Area Specific
Plan in 2016 and amended the
Plan in 2019 and 2021 details
Millbrae’s transit center as a
seamless hub blending local transit
services including Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART), Caltrain,
SamTrans, Corporate shuttles, and
a proposed station for the
High-Speed Rail project to connect
riders to San Francisco, Silicon
Valley, the entire Bay Area and
beyond. The City is also currently
completing the Millbrae Priority
Area Specific Plan. This Project will
enhance and transform the City’'s
first/last mile transportation system
by offering multi-modal options that
will reduce vehicle miles traveled
and green house gas emissions
between core businesses and the
Transit Station, including the TODs.
The Project supports Plan Bay
Area 2050's strategies T3 - Enable
a Seamless Mobility Experience,
T7 - Advance Other Regional
Programs and Local Priorities, T8 -
Build a Complete Streets Network,
T9 - Advance Regional Vision Zero
Policy Through Street Design and
Reduced Speeds, T-10 - Enhance
Local Transit Frequency, Capacity
and Reliability.

2. Active
Transportation
Network

Does the project
segments of the

area contain
regional Active

Transportation (AT) Network? See
AT Network map on the MTC
Complete Streets webpage.

If yes, describe
how project
adheres to the
NACTO All Ages
and Abilities
design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

The project plans to implement a local EV
shuttle bus program that will provide vehicles
equipped to service all age ranges and
individuals with disabilities access to and
from the Downtown/Business district to our
commercial and multi-modal station which
connects
BART/SFO/SAMTRANS/CALTRAIN/FUTUR
E HIGH SPEED RAIL along Millbrae Avenue.
This project will also implement
bicycle/scooter sharing where anyone with a
smart device can rent and utilize this
transportation option to travel along the
existing class 2 and 3 bike trails throughout
the city. A new Class 3 bike lane element on
Hillcrest Avenue is proposed, which is a
missing section in our bike network that will
assist in connecting the Transit Center
Mobility Hub with the proposed Downtown
Hub.
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

2. Active

Transportation
Network (Cont.)

3. Safety and
Comfort

. Is the Project on a known High

Injury Network (HIN) or has a
local traffic safety analysis found a
high incidence of
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved
crashes within the project area?

Please summarize
the traffic safety
conditions and
describe Project’s
traffic safety
measures. The
Bay Area Vision

Zero System may
be a resource.

The Project Mobility Hub and EV
Shuttle Bus is located within a half
mile area of a noted HIN. The
incidents occur mainly on Caltrans
operated El Camino Real at two
locations showing higher than
average collisions. These locations
along El Camino Real (Meadow Glen
and Victoria Avenue have a high
number of vehicle to car incident
rate. The program proposed would
provide a local bus service that
would shuttle transit users to high
traffic areas safely and reduce
interaction between vehicle and
pedestrians. Wayfinding signage will
direct users to clearly defined
bicycle/scooter routes that were
previously implemented as well as a
new Class 3 connection to bridge the
gap for riders to connect to the
Millbrae Transit center utilizing
Hillcrest Blvd.

Does the project seek to improve

bicyclist and/or pedestrian
conditions? If the project includes
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic
Stress (LTS), or similar user
experience analyses conducted?

Describe how
project seeks to
provide low-stress
transportation
facilities or
reduce a facility’s
LTS.

The project proposes to
provide a Class 3 bike
route connection point
along Hillcrest Blvd. to
which bicyclists will route
residential streets for a
less stressful lower
vehicle volume travelway.
The project also will
interface with the city’s
upcoming virtual bike
detection program to
advance activate at
signalized intersection
crossings in order to
reduce queue times for
cyclists and pedestrians.

4. Transit
Coordination

A. Are there existing public transit

facilities (stop or station) in the
project area?

List transit
facilities (stop,
station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.

Millbrae Transit Center
(BART/SFO/SAMTRANS
/CALTRAIN/FUTURE
HIGH SPEED RAIL) all
have stops at the transit
center.

SAMTRANS Stops along
El Camino Real:

Linden, Victoria Ave,
Hillcrest Blvd. Silva Ave,
Meadow Glen

Have all potentially affected

transit agencies had the

opportunity to review this project?

Please attach
confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

The project does not directly
affect service for these areas. A
majority of these improvements
would look more to enhance and
increase ridership for the regional
transit agencies, through the
improvements to accessibility
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Topic

CS Policy Consideration

YES

NO

Required
Description

Description

C. Isthere a MTC Mobility Hub
within the project area?

If yes, please
describe outreach
to mobility
providers, and
Project’s Hub-
supportive
elements.

The city is currently in
development and
implementation of a
new pilot Mobility Hub
location on a City
Owned Parking Lot.
This will be first hub
built with micromobility
in mind. The city will
likely interface both
projects with similar
providers in order to
maintain a more
seamless connection at
these hub locations.

5. Design

Does the project meet professional
design standards or guidelines
appropriate for bicycle and/or
pedestrian facilities?

Please provide
Class designation
for bikeways. Cite
design standards
used.

The city will ensure that
the designer will utilize
Updated Caltrans
standards and
recommended design
parameters set by the
designer to ensure they
meet professional design
standards

6. Equity

Will Project improve active
transportation in an Equity Priority
Community?

Please list EPC(s)
affected.

Though not located within an EPC, the City's
northeast region has similar demographics to
the adjacent EPC in San Bruno bordering
Millbrae’s city limit. The proposed Project is
within 1 mile of this region, which provides
connectivity to the Project via new bike routes
to be installed by other planned projects,
such as the Park Blvd and San Anselmo
Improvement Projects and the Affordable
Housing and Sustainable Communities Grant
Project. Also, the City has plans to expand
beyond the current locations, closer the San
Bruno’s EPC limits to better serve the
northern neighborhoods in future phases.
Another underserved community are
neighborhoods east of ECR. This project,
especially the shuttle, will provide low
emission transportation option to
downtown/jobs, transit center, and mobility
hubs

7. BPAC Review

Has a local (city or county) Bicycle
and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

Please provide
meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.

The city has not
had the
opportunity to
bring this project
BPAC. This will
be brought for
their comments at
the next monthly
meeting.
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete

If claimed, the agency

Streets improvements are [ | must include
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative
Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project
Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.

4. Conditions exist in which policy Describe condition(s)
requirements may not be able to [] | that prohibit

be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name:
Title:
Date:
Signature:

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Eacilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
i TargetMax. ° All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor | : Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bicvcle Facilit
Vehicle Speed*! M. ‘MI i \:ihr;!':rlr i Lanes i Considerations y Y
: Any of the following: high
! curbside activity, frequent buses,
i il : motor vehicle congestion, or
; i turning conflicts*
= 10 mph Less relevant No centerline Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
 orsingle lane ©
= 20 mph {£1,000-2,000; c;e—mﬁa}r - < 50 motor vehicles per hourin | o, el
i< E500-1500 | i the peak direction at peak hour SEe
Esl.SﬂD— Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
& Single lane I‘“’_"“ i !I:y.r.ln LAy
i £3,000- i each direction, | ; ; Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph {6,000 forsingle lane :Low curbside activity, or low Lane
. one-way : congestion pressure
i Greater than
i 65,000 i i
Multiple lanes
.  per direction  :
Singlelane
; : each direction :
| < 6,000 —: Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan |  Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht i perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,

: 6,000 A M or Bicycle Path
Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

High-speed limited access : High pedestrian volume
roadways, natural corridors, ¢

or geographic edge conditions | )

with limited conflicts j LoW pedestrian voime

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Complete Streets Checklist
Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, Adopted 3/25/22

Background

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its CS
policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, rolling, and
taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. This policy works to
advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, safety, equity, and vehicle
miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as well as state & local compliance with
applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, specifically the California Complete Street
Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the
CS resolutions adopted before January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.)

Requirements
MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more)
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding — or requesting regional endorsement

or approval through MTC - must submit a Complete Streets Checklist (Checklist) to MTC.

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the Exceptions section
on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature.

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the MTC
Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency staff

implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-
streets.

This form may be downloaded at mtc.ca.gov/plannina/transportation/complete-streets.

Submittal

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name/Title: | jilishorough Street Resurfacing Project

Project Area/Location(s): chateau Drive, Ralston Avenue, Sharon Avenue and Forest View

) ] Avenue
Attach map if available.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit)

The purpose of this project is to support improvements to all mobility options, with emphasis on achieving an integrated, efficient and reliable public transit network and improve and maintain local streets and
roads of all uses, with emphasis on safety and community support. The project will consist of resurfacing major stretches of roadway through the Town of Hillsborough. The segments include Chateau Drive and
Ralston Avenue (from Provident Drive to Pepper Avenue) and Sharon Avenue and Forest View Avenue (from Floribunda to Geri Lane and Newhall Road. Based on the projected PCI of these streets,
maintenance will be needed at the proposed project construction start date to avoid full roadway reconstruction. Treatment types may include localized digout repairs, HMA mill and fill and overlay, rubberize
HMA overlay, or other resurfacing types. Currently some striping and signage is installed, but additional will be installed/updated on the newly treated roadways for pedestrian and bicyclist safety, encouraging
pedestrian and bicyclist transit.

E, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M)
ross sections, plan view, or other supporting materials.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Title:

Contact Name &

Irfan Aziz, Assitant Engineer

Contact Email:
laziz@hillsborough.net

Contact Phone:

650-375-7509

Agency:

Town of Hillsborough

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO DFégglyigt?gn Description
; Does Project implement relevant i . re,
1. Bicycle, J P k1 | [ |Pleaseprovide 7 Reeiole oporwe ane

Pedestrian and
Transit

Plans, or other locally adopted
recommendations?

detail on Plan
recommendations

T3. Enable a seamless
mobility experience.
T7. Advance other regional

Planning affeCt_ing Proje_ct programs and local priorities
Plan examples include: area, if any, with | 18. Builda Complete Streets
e City/County General + Area Plan adoption ENO9. Expand transportation
date. demand management
Plans initiatives. ‘
e Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit . ;g;;tg;glgc;;vﬂg;sv;i;;;‘;d
I Project is Hillsborough used combined
Plan . inconsistent Wlth average daily commuters of
° Communlty-Based adopted Plans over 10,000 vehicles,
H ) including 723 students and
Transportatl_o_n Plan p|ease provide their families. Improving
. bicycle sharrows and
* ADA Transition Plan EXp|anatI0n. crosswalks on designated
e Station Access Plan share the road streets will
. i | bilit;
e Short-Range Transit Plan and support and maintain
e H Complete Streets. These
e Vision Zero/Systematic Safety imorovements wil alse
Plan encourage walking and
biking, discouraging solo
driving
. i ] i This project will rest d
2. Active _ Does the project area contain )D I:' l!]foyxsp’rg?esg{lbe mai'ﬁtzﬁﬁ;ﬁwroﬁvgfsi?ﬂ
- - Hillsborough used combined
Lg?‘vr\]/f)e'okrtatlon SegmentS of the reglonal Active adheres to the average dgily commuters of
1 10,000 vehicles, includi
Transportation (AT) Network? See NACTO All Ages 723 students and ther families
Tyl ing bicycle sh d
AT Network map on the MTC and Abilities Crosswalks on designated ahare

Complete Streets webpage.

design principles.
See All Ages and
Abilities and
Design
Guidelines below.

the road streets will improve
seamless mobility and support
and maintain Complete Streets.
These improvements will also
encourage walking and biking,
discouraging solo driving
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Required

Topi Poli nsideration YES | N " Description
opic CS Policy Consideratio S @) Description escriptio
2. Active
Transportation
Network (Cont.)
3. Safety and A. Is the Project on a known High x | Please summarize
Comfort Injury Network (HIN) or has a the traffic safety
local traffic safety analysis found a conditions and
high incidence of describe Project’s
bicyclist/pedestrian-involved traffic safety
crashes within the project area? measures. The
Bay Area Vision
Zero System may
be a resource.
. . This project will restore
B. Does the project seek to improve X Describe how and maintain main
bi list and/ destri prOJe_Ct seeks to roadways in Hillsborough
ICyC. I.S ana/or pe eS. I’Ial'] provide low-stress | used combined average
conditions? If the project includes transportation daily commuters of over
a bikeway, was a Level of Traffic faciliti 10,000 vehicles, including
) acllities or 723 students and their
Stress_ (LTS), or similar user reduce a faci|ity’s families. Improving bicycle
experience analyses conducted? LTS sharrows and crosswalks
. nn dacinnatad chara tha
road streets will improve
seamless mobility and
support and maintain
Complete Streets. These
improvements will also
encourage walking and
biking, discouraging solo
driving
4. Transit A. Are there existing public transit X List transit

Coordination

facilities (stop or station) in the
project area?

facilities (stop,
station, or route)
and all affected
agencies.

Have all potentially attected
transit agencies had the
opportunity to review this project?

Please attach
confirmation
email from transit
operator(s) to
email.

n/a
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Required

Topic CS Policy Consideration YES | NO Description Description
C. Isthere a MTC Mobility Hub I:I I:I |fyes’ p|ease
within the prOjeCt area? describe outreach

to mobility

providers, and

Project’s Hub-

supportive

elements.

5. Desian Does the project meet professional Please provide : :

J design standards or guidelines [] Class designation E gzji%tt dsfz:rl'?end
appropriate for bicycle and/or for bikeways. Cite but it will
pedestrian facilities? design standards | PUt It Wil upon

used. final design
completion.
6. Equity Will Project improve active Please list EPC(s)
transportation in an Equity Priority [] f(:l affected.
Community?
7. BPAC Review | Has alocal (city or county) Bicycle ]| K7 Please provide

and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
(BPAC) reviewed this checklist (or
for OBAG 3, this project)?

meeting date(s)
and a summary of
comments, if any.
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Statement of Compliance

YES

The proposed Project complies with California Complete
Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 and
65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy (Reso. 4493), and
locally adopted Complete Streets resolutions (adopted as
OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) requirement, Resolution 4202.)

If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature.

Provide Documentation
Statement of Exception YES | Documentation or Explanation
Explanation
1. The affected roadway is legally [] | Ifyes, please cite

prohibited for use by bicyclists
and/or pedestrians.

language and agency
citing prohibited use.

2. The costs of providing Complete

If claimed, the agency

Streets improvements are [ | mustinclude
excessively disproportionate to the proportionate
need or probable use (defined as alternatives and still
more than 20 percent for provide safe
Complete Streets elements of the accommodation of
total project cost). people biking, walking
and rolling.

3. There is a documented Alternative Describe Alternative

Plan to implement Complete [] Plan/Project

Streets and/or on a nearby parallel
route.
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4. Conditions exist in which policy
requirements may not be able to
be met, such as fire and safety
specifications, spatial conflicts on
the roadway with transit or
environmental concerns, defined
as abutting conservation land or
severe topological constraints.

Describe condition(s)
that prohibit
implementation of CS
policy requirements
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS

TRANSIT

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with operations
affected by the proposed project. If a project includes a transit stop/station, or is located along a
transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation (e.g. email) with the affected
transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.
A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is available for reference.

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS
Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or their
designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below :

Full Name: Natalie Gribben

Title: . o _
Date: Senior Civil Engineer

Signature:  nstalie Gribben

All Ages and Abilities and Design Guidelines

All Ages and Abilities

Designing for All Ages & Abilities. Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities. National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for “All
Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best practices. A
facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the mobility needs of
children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, works for everyone else. The
all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity,
race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying national and international best practices related to
traffic calming, speed reduction, and roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This
approach also includes the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor
vehicle traffic, both of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum
of the public.

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on the
AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The Proposed Public
Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access Board should also be
referenced during design.
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Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
i TargetMax. All Ages & Abilities
Target Motor : Motor Vehicle : Key Operational Bi L
.| Motor Vehicle : : cycle Facility
Vehicle Speed Vol (ADT) Lanes Considerations
- : Any of the following: high
: curbside activity, frequent buses,
s Ay : motor vehicle congestion, or
i i turning conflicts*
< 10 mph Less relevant NG cartaning Pedestrians share the roadway | Shared Street
 orsingle lane
< 20 mph :=1000-2,000; Clrl'lel—\ﬁay' . < 50 motor vehicles perhourin [ o P
i< 500-1.500 | i the peak direction at peak hour Eacly
1<1500- Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
13000 isinglelane LANG, oY Fretertad Bcyclatang
i<3,000- : each direction, Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25 mph 6,000 {orsinglelane : Low curbside activity, or low Lane
e Trarn e ih one-way :congestion pressure
| Greater than | H
| 6,000 i
{ Multiple lanes
L  perdirection !
Singlelane
; : each direction :
| < 6.000 — Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan | : Multiple lanes : congestion pressure
26 mpht : perdirection
Greater than Protected Bicycle Lane,
6,000 ik LAy or Bicycle Path
H|gh_5peed limited access . é High padestrian volurme Bike Path with sﬂpﬂrﬂtﬂ‘ Wﬂlllwnv
roadways, natural corridors, | A LR ' or Protected Bicycle Lane
or geographic edge conditions | o : Shared-Use Path or
with limited conflicts ELDW padestrian volurne Protected Bicycle Lane

Design Guidance

Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) - A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities; Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) - Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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	Project NameTitle: Adelante Selby Spanish Immersion School Safe Route to School Project
	Project AreaLocations Attach map if available: El Camino Real (ECR) and Selby Lane to Adelante Selby Spanish Immersion School (Selby School)
Exhibit A
	Contact Name  Title: Robert Ovadia, Director of Public Works
	Contact Email: rovadia@ci.atherton.ca.us
	Contact Phone: 650-752-0541
	Agency: Town of Atherton
	Yes:  x
	No: 
	Description: The project is identified in the Town of Atherton's 2014 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (adopted 5/20/2015), and Atherton General Plan Update (adopted 1/15/2020).  In addition, the project is consistent with Atherton Neighborhood Traffic Management Action Plan (2021), Atherton's Complete Streets Resolution #12-13 (adopted 11/28/2012) as well as MTC Regional Safety/Vision Zero Initiative (adopted 6/12/2020); specifically Policy Goal #3 which states,  "Promote equity in regional safety policies by considering and analyzing impacts on communities of concern and protecting vulnerable roadway users, such as pedestrians and bicyclists."
	Yes 1: 
  x


	No 1: 
	Description 1: ECR is a six lane north/south arterial with a posted speed limit of 35 mph, ad is part of the Regional AT network.  The proposed improvements at the Selby/ECR intersection are consistent with NACTO principles as they will enhance the level of safety for students and other non-motorized users crossing the intersection by reducing vehicular conflicts and providing protection via the installation of a HAWK beacon that will be timed for all ages and abilities.  The proposed Class II bike lanes along Selby Lane is shown in the Regional AT map, but not on the regional network. The design of the bike lanes will be per applicable standards.
	Project Description: The proposed project would provide safe routes to school improvements along Selby Lane, from El Camino Real to Selby Lane, west of Selby Adelane School. The project consists of improvements at the Selby and ECR to reduce vehicular conflicts with pedestrians by extending and reconfiguring the median islands to eliminate left hand turning movements from Selby onto ECR.  The extension of the median islands would also provide a pedestrian refugee for students and other non-motorized users needing to cross ECR at Selby.  Additionally, the installation of a High intensity Activated cross WalK (HAWK) system would provide a protected street crossing for non-motorized traffic. The project also includes the installation of Class II bike lanes along Selby Lane from Selby and ECR to Selby Lane, west of Selby Adelante School.
	Description 22: 
	Description 2: 
	Yes 2:  x
	No 2: 
	Description 3: The intersection of Selby Lane and ECR is identified in High Injury Network contained in the Bay Area Vision Zero Plan and is located adjacent to two Equity Priority Communities.  In November 2017, Town staff updated the 10-year accident history of the Selby Lane/ECR intersection.  During this period, there were 69 reported accidents including one vehicle related fatality.  There were 63 vehicle and six bicycle accidents and no pedestrian accidents.  A summary of the vehicular accidents include: 

• 45% rear end collisions
• 33% broadside collisions
• 30% resulted in injuries
• One fatality

	Yes 3:  x
	No 3: 
	Description 4: The intersection of Shelby Lane and ECR (El Camino Real)  is contained in the Active Transportation Network and would be classified as LTS 4 based on the referenced Low Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity Study,  Conversely, Selby Lane would be categorized as a LTS1 given that it is a residential collector with posted speed limits of 25 mph.  It is also important to note that the majority of current users would be classified as “C” or children, especially during peak commute periods when students are traveling to/from Selby Elementary School.  The addition of the HAWK system on combination with the extension of two median islands that will result in fewer turning movements and provide an island/ pedestrian refugee, will reduce the level of stress associated with crossing El Camino Real to access the proposed bike lane along Selby Lane.
	Yes 4:  x
	No 4: 
	Description 5: Selby Lane Elementary School is served by SamTrans Route 72 - Marlborough/Dumbarton Selby Lane School and is a limited east bound school oriented service.
	Yes 5:   x
	No 5: 
	Description 6: 
	Yes 6: 
	No 6:   x
	Description 7: 
	Yes 7: 
	No 7: 
	Description 8: Pedestrian and bike lane improvements will be designed and installed in accordance with applicable NACTO guidelines and Caltrans Standards
	Yes 8:   x
	No 8: 
	Description 9: The project is adjacent to and would benefit the residents of EPC #06081610601/Census tract #610601 and EPC#06081610500/Census Tract #610500
	Yes 9: 
	No 9: 
	Description 10: The project and requested improvements were previously developed in consultation with CalTrans, San Mateo County, and local residents well as being included numerous local and regional plans and studies. The Town is now seeking further review and support from the C/CAG Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee given the delays caused by a lack of funding and the impacts of the global pandemic.
	Yes 10: 
	Yes 11: 
	Documentation/Explanation 1: 
	Yes 12: 
	Documentation/Explanation 2: The project provides complete street improvements including pedestrian crossing improvements at the Selby Lane/El Camino Real intersection and widening of the existing roadway to provide class II bike lanes along Selby Lane from El Camino Real to Selby Lane, west of Selby Adelante School. The installation of pedestrian walkways along the length of Selby Lane would substantially increase (greater than 20%) the cost of the project. 
	Yes 13: 
	Documentation/Explanation 3: 
	Yes 14: 
	Documentation/Explanation 4: 
	Signature1_es_:signer:signature: 
	Full Name: 
	Title & Date: 


