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STUDY LOCATION
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STUDY AREA MAP
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CORRIDOR HISTORY 5554

2020

San Mateo

County ATP
Menlo Park

2016
Menlo Park Safe
Routes to School

MAHS Maps
TDM Plan

Unincorporated
San Mateo County

Active Transportation Plan

2007

ssssssss

Menlo Park Laurel School
Safe Routes to School Study

2003

TRANSPORTATION
MASTER PLAN

------ January 2021

S NOVEMBER

San Mateo County Coleman Avenue
Improvement Options Evaluation

@g@ﬁﬁmm



STUDY NEEDS AND CHALLENGES

WHY WAS THE STUDY
N= ==Y CHALLENGES

« Stakeholders have * Variety of users with
expressed concern for: differing wants/needs
« Speeding « Multiple Agencies
« Safety « Substantially different
» Lack of facilities for County/ City segments

bikes/peds » Extensive history

 Cut-through traffic  Private encroachments

» Multiple schools within public ROW

» Expand on and * Avoiding impacts to
reconcile ATP and TMP trees

K@-Trans



COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT VIEWED AS
KEY TO SUCCESS .

Administrators
Teachers
Students
Parents

School
Stakeholders

» City & County Stall s SN - On-street residents
* Fire Department Advisory

Committee Members * Nearby neighborhoods
e SamTrans

. : Community County and « San Mateo BPAC
Residents Advisory City Advisory

. HOA Reps Committee Bodies « Menlo Park Complete
Streets Commission

Community
* Serving disadvantaged o 225
communities rganizations

» Equity considerations

@-Trans



PHASE 1 - ENGAGEMENT

INPUT ON EXISTING CONDITIONS, NEEDS, AND VALUES

Activities Priority
« CAC Meeting #1 R b FRERENE o

5 Pop-up Events
2 Pop-in Events
2 Walking Tours
Community Survey #1

Values

( N

— Children’s safety

\. J

Dedicated space
to comfortably
and safely
walk/bike

\. J

( N

Preservation of
neighborhood
character (trees,
greenery, etc.)

\\ J
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PHASE 2 - ENGAGEMENT

FEEDBACK ON INITIAL DRAFT ALTERNATIVES Key
Takeaways

Activities
 CAC Meetings #2 and #3

 Interactive Community
Workshop

« Community Survey #2

7

N

Strong support
for dedicated
bike lanes

S

 Initial support

for one-way
street

decreased

4 )

Traffic calming

_ - IS a common
Preference for bike lanes in wider theme

community, but concerns being . J
expressed by on-street residents.
(W—Trans
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PHASE 3 — ENGAGEMENT Key

FEEDBACK ON PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES Takeaways

a Y

Activities
« CAC Meeting #4
« Demonstration Event
« Community Open House

Concern with tree
— removal and
pavement widening

. 7

Support for
ped/bike

— improvements, but

NO consensus on

type

.

Traffic calming
— support remained
strong

. .

~ a

Growing interest in
— reducing traffic
volumes

«W-Trans




STUDY DECISION POINT

PHASE 2 PHASE 3

1. Alt 2 - Bicycle Boulevard with Wider Pathway

2. Alt1- Separate Bike Lanes with Narrower Pathway

N
Io I
~
=
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-

4. Only Traffic Calming Measures (No Enhanced Bike or Pedestrian Facilities)

Alt. 1 Bike Lanes

5. Existing Condition

Corridor residents have different
preferences from rest of community.

Alt. 2 Bike Boulevard
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STUDY PROCESS

2022 2023 2024
Winter Spring Summer Fall Winter Spring Summer Fall Winter

PHASE 1 PHASE 2

Existing Conditions, Street Design
Needs, and Evaluation Criteria Alternatives Development

PHASE 3

Street Design Alternatives
Evaluation and Refinement

o_0 %]
.&. = Community & Technical Advisory Committees (QFQ& = Public Participation & Engagement = Presentations to Advisory Bodies
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PHASE 4 - ENGAGEMENT

FEEDBACK ON PILOT OPTIONS Key
- Takeaways
Activities

« Community Webinar - \

« Community Survey #3 Preferred Pilot

is Road Closure
None of the S g

above
8% - N
Slight

Preference for
Pilot over Long-
term Design Alt.
. J

é )

One of the pilot Preferences are

programs

47% Heavily Based
on Residence

.

No through traffic on
Coleman (Road
closure)

45%

"
Preferred Pilot Option Pilot vs. Design Alternative @-Trans




CURRENT STATUS / NEXT STEPS

* The draft Study report was released for public review In
early 2024

* County and City Staff are working with policy makers to
Implement a pilot project

* Presentations to County Board and City Councill
summer/fall 2024




LEARNING LESSONS

Tradeoffs are key considerations in Complete
Street retrofits

Hi tech vs. Hi touch engagement — there Is
value in both

On-street engagement can be powerful
Complete Street projects are not always linear
Pilot projects can help move the needle

\(W—Tra ns



QUESTIONS?
THANK YOU
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PHASE 1 - TECHNICAL

EXISTING CONDITIONS ASSESMENT , v e

85th Average | Daily | Pedestrian | Bicycle 5-Year 10-Year
Percentile| Speed |[Vehicles| Facilities | Facilities Total Ped/ Bike
Speed Collisions | Collisions
Coleman Ave 24 3,500 None None
(County)
Coleman Ave 25 30 25 3,200 Sidewalk None
(City) Both Sides

100+ Peak Hour
Cyclists & Peds!




PHASE 2 — TECHNICAL

RIGHT-OF-WAY RIGHT-OF-WAY
! (LOOKING EAST TOWARDS WILLOW RD) |
o EXISTING EDGE EXISTING EDGE 8 ’
OF STREET OF STREET ~ X 1A%

WIDENING RAISED SEPARATION DEVICE
(OR VEGETATED BUFFER)

¥ . '.':t : % [ ﬁg .
j 8 B 0/
INITIAL DRAFT ALTERNATIVES : . i | T{gﬁ o t

‘PATHWAY’I
| BIKE __|

‘L l—————WIDENING
1.Retain Existing Conditions | VEGETATED = LANE — TRAVEL. LANE—~-—TRAVEL. LANE—~—{} —~—gfioy) e

SHOULDER

2.Bike Boulevard with Shared-use Pathway
3.Shared-use Pathway

4.Bike Lanes with Pedestrian Pathway
5.0ne-way Street

- -
e — S—— e — s——
—~ . =

© Traffic circle enhancments
Bl Speed tables (locations thd)
Crosswalk improvements

- Side path
> Bike lanes

+emnn City-County

Ringwood Avenue
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PHASE 3 — TECHNICAL

10% CONCEPT PLAN DEVELOPMENT FOR PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

!
INSTALL STAMPED PAVEMENT =
OR DECORATIVE STRIPING : “

INSTALL
HIGH-VISIBILITY |\

)
INSTALL STAM?ED PAVEMENT
OR DECORATIVE STRIPING

Alt. 1 Bike Lanes

@-Trans



PHASE 4 — TECHNICAL

DEVELOPMENT OF PILOT OPTIONS

Turn Restrictions

No Through Traffic (Road
Closure)

One-Way in County
Traffic Calming Only

T

. E:E‘ :;,‘7.’ B ﬂ‘: ,,”:-,,,;;}v;‘_..‘

P i BE = i
e g Mg
Soi e ANTY RISEFCNTY I E \

Pilot Option #2
Road Closure

| Road Closure at the City of Menlo Park and County of

San Mateo Boundary using barricades that would

allow transit, bicycles, pedestrians, and emergency 2
vehicles through. Advanced signage, barricades,and |
restriping would facilitate the closure.

LS| S Y
Full Street Closure | ’
(T aitia
> .

LEGEND

[ THRU

9 LEFT

\

D TRAFFIC
TURN

/




DEVELOPMENT OF
DESIGN ALTERNATIVES

lterative Design Process

Phase |
engagement o
activities and 4-5 initial : _
existing draft Refinement Interactive
conditions alternatives based on Community

Identification
of top 2

alternatives Survey #2

per focus
area and
refinement

analysis developed TAC and CAC Workshop
per focus feedback (May 2023)
(May — area
October
2022)

/s 77 v U v v

Further

and

Community refinement

(May — June identification
2023) of preferred
alternatives



Community

Engagement

EVALUATION CRITERIA
Evaluation CiteiaDescrptin

Evaluation Criteria Description

Technical
Evaluation

Evaluation
Criteria

CAC and
TAC
Feedback

Criterion

Metric

Collision Reduction

Federal Highway Administration Collision Reduction Factors

Speed Reduction

Institute of Transportation Engineers anticipated effectiveness of various traffic
calming measures

Bicycle Comfort

Mineta Transportation Institute Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress methodology

Pedestrian Comfort

Pedestrian Level of Service (PLOS) methodology

Continuity for Pedestrians

Would the alternative result in a consistent defined path of travel for pedestrians
to walk from one end of the corridor to the other?

Continuity for Bicyclists

Would the alternative result in a consistent defined path of travel for bicyclists to
ride from one end of the corridor to the other?

Tree Preservation

The total number of trees that would need to be removed

Parking Retention (City only)

The number of existing on-street parking spaces that would need to be removed

«W—Trans



COLEMAN AVENUE (COUNTY)
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

RIGHT-OF-WAY

EXISTING EDGE

(LOOKING EAST TOWARDS WILLOW RD)

EXISTING EDGE #

RIGHT-OF-WAY

OF STREET OF STREET e
‘h:- ‘*ﬂ?k .
IDENING—={ /~ RAISED SEPARATION DEVICE i 1
/" (OR VEGETATED BUFFER) e TR ey ) o
. - ¥Rt
. o ‘@ Sy
G = -||1[|*.'|. |
/ |¥ I °
i =i| @ AL |
*f;'THH’:H*L R e —wiDENING
BIKE " A BIKE VEGETATED
VEGETATED LanE T TRAVEL LANE TRAVEL LANE LANE SHOULDER ™
SHOULDER °
Alt 1 - Bike Lanes with Narrower Asphalt Pathway
RIGHT-OF-WAY

RIGHT-OF-WAY
I

EXISTING EDGE
OF STREET

-

(LOOKING EAST TOWARDS WILLOW RD)

RAISED SEPARATION DEVICE
(OR VEGETATED BUFFER)

EXISTING EDGE g4
OF STREET

ASPHALT

e

PATHWAY

VEGETATED
SHOULDER

Alt 2 - Bicycle Boulevard with Wider Asphalt Pathway

SHOULDER

SHOULDER
—SHARED LAME SHARED LANE—

" VEGETATED SHOULDER

Key Differences

Dedicated bike lanes

Narrower asphalt pathway

3 trees estimated to be impacted
with 10 potential impacts (130 total
existing trees on the corridor)
Parking removal on both sides

Key Differences

Shared bike/travel lanes

Wider asphalt pathway

19 trees estimated to be impacted
with 18 potential impacts

Parking removal on pathway side only

«W—Trans



COLEMAN AVENUE (COUNTY)

EVALUATION CRITERIA

LEGEND

. = Alternative fully meets criterion

O = Alternative mostly meets criterion
C. = Alternative partially meets criterion

O = Alternative minimally meets criterion

O = Alternative does not meet criterion

Design Alternative

Speed Reduction

Bicycle Comfort
(On -Street)

)
T
5
UU’)
O
25
55
o

Continuity for
Pedestrians
Continuity for
Bicyclists
Tree Preservation

Retain Existing Conditions

Alternative 1

Bike Lanes with Narrower Asphalt Pathway

Alternative 2
Bike Boulevard with Wider
Pathway

Asphalt

G . O Collision Reduction

© o O
@ 606
® 60

Q G O Pedestrian Comfort
® O

® O
> €6 e

£
5



COLEMAN AVENUE (CITY)
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

(LOOKING EAST TOWARDS WILLOW RD)

RIGHT-OF-WAY RIGHT-OF-WAY
| EXISTING EDGE Excl)s;ng EEé)TGE |
OF STREET | .
| ' Key Differences
e A & a5, |+ Parking removal on south side
! 1 i ‘ [ v 4 .
' Wf 3%‘%‘;& 5"2}? .+ Shared use raised concrete pathway
R ‘ = on north (apartments) side
—— T E— LPMKNQ————T‘»%A‘-JEL LA‘\:E'LTHA'-JEL LA\EJ SIDEWALK
VEGETATED
BUFFER

Alt 1 - Bicycle Boulevard with Concrete Pathway and Parking on One Side

(LOOKING EAST TOWARDS WILLOW RD)

RIGHT-OF-WAY RIGHT-OF-WAY
| EXISTING EDGE EXISTING EDGE |
| OF STREET OF STREET ! )
| ' Key Differences
: ﬁ% S~ & A Pgrklng retalneq on bqth sides
et — i | e+ Sidewalks remain, as is
A/ = B3
L ‘ LI

= SIOEWALK -—I:#‘«HI\INGJ‘SH_&HEU LANE SHARED LmEme\lNu——— \——zlaE»‘.‘ﬁLk «w_.rra“s

Alt 2 - Bicycle Boulevard with Parking on Both Sides



COLEMAN AVENUE (CITY)
EVALUATION CRITERIA

Evaluation Criteria Summary for Coleman Avenue (City)

LEGEND Design Alternative

. = Alternative fully meets criterion

(On -Street)

(Off-Street)

Pedestrians
Bicyclists

O = Alternative mostly meets criterion

Bicycle Comfort
Bicycle Comfort
Continuity for
Continuity for
Tree Preservation
Parking Retention

Speed Reduction

C. = Alternative partially meets criterion

Retain Existing Conditions

O = Alternative minimally meets criterion

Alternative 1
O — Alternative does not meet criterion  Bike Boulevard with Raised Concrete
Pathway (Parking on one Side)

© @ () ClisionReduction
® 00
@ @06
O @0
G ‘ G Pedestrian Comfort
o 00
® 00
o 00
O &0

Alternative 2
Bike Boulevard (Parking on both Sides)

«W-Trans




Ringwood Avenue

INITIAL DRAFT ALTERNATIVES

1.Retain EXxisting
Conditions

2.Shared Use
Pathway

3.Shared Use
Pathway with

Loading Zone

4.Bike Lanes with
Pedestrian
Pathways

1.Retain Existing
Conditions

2.Bike Boulevard
with Pedestrian
Pathway

3.Shared Use

Pathway

4.Bike Lanes with
Pedestrian
Pathway

5.0ne-way Street

Coleman Avenue (County)

Coleman Avenue (City)

1.Retain Existing
Conditions

2.Bike Boulevard
3.Shared Use
Pathway with

Parking on One
Side

4 .Narrow Bike Lanes
with Parking on
One Side

5.Buffered bike lanes
with No Parking




COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT GOALS

Main Goal

* Facilitate engagement with a
diverse range of people who
live, work, study, and/or travel
along the two corridors

Specific Goals
 |dentify and gather feedback

* Better understand |
transportation issues, barriers,
and opportunities

« Build compromise
and consensus

— * Build momentum and support




ENGAGEMENT AND OUTREACH ACTIVITY

i - .' ’

XYY l 38
88’ AX Y
- K Y\

* |In-Person Events (15)

« Community Surveys (2)

* Ongoing Collaboration
with Community Based
Organizations

* Online Engagement

-~ e
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PHASE | ENGAGEMENT FINDINGS BY
STAKEHOLDER GROUP

» School parents have safety concerns during
school pick-up and drop-off

» Strong bike culture of students and commuter
cyclists expressing desire to retain bike lanes on
Ringwood and install new bike lanes on Coleman

» Residents concerned about preserving

neighborhood character (e.g. trees, greenery,
circulation patterns)



STUDY ORGANIZATION

» Stakeholder safety and access concerns expressed
for Coleman and Ringwood Avenues

* Identified as a Priority Project in the County’'s ATP

» Expand on/reconcile past planning efforts
(ATP, TMP)

* Multiple schools located on the corridors

Develop a community-driven preferred plan to
iImprove mobility for active modes of transportation
and safety for all roadway users




POTENTIAL TREE IMPACTS

COMPARISON

Coleman Avenue West of Menlo Oaks Drive (Looking East)
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POTENTIAL TREE IMPACTS
COMPARISON

Coleman Avenue West of Berkeley Avenue (Looking East)
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