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Introduction
Redwood City is committed to prioritizing safety on City streets, especially for the most vulnerable users.
Redwood City Walk Bike Thrive presents a vision and strategy for enhanced safety, walking, and bicycling
in Redwood City by bringing together the Vision Zero Plan, Pedestrian Master Plan, and Bicycle Master Plan,
all identified as critical next steps in Redwood City Moves (RWCmoves).

Background
Over the past decade, Redwood City has undergone rapid change. New development and population
growth have challenged an already strained transportation network. Traffic congestion has worsened, while
Caltrain ridership and bicycle ridership have grown, reaching all-time highs in early 2020.
In 2018, the City adopted its first-ever citywide transportation plan. The plan, called RWCmoves, identifies
and prioritizes nearly 150 proposed projects and actions to address existing transportation deficiencies. It
orients the City towards a more balanced transportation system that serves a broad range of road users
and forms of transportation. Two of the highest-priority actions in RWCmoves call for the City to develop a
Pedestrian Master Plan and a Bicycle Master Plan to identify specific projects to improve walking and
bicycling conditions throughout Redwood City. RWCmoves also recommends the City develop a Vision Zero
Plan to establish and work towards the goal of eliminating traffic fatalities and serious injuries for all road
users.
In January 2020, City Council adopted its latest Strategic Plan with a vision to “Create and maintain a
multimodal, safe and accessible transportation network.” Specific goals include developing an action plan
to implement the Vision Zero approach and creating policies and infrastructure to support zero-emissions
trips. In October 2020, City Council amended the Strategic Plan to emphasize social equity and integration
of diversity, equity, and inclusion, adding a foundational guiding principle that “Redwood City will put equity
first, urging a collective restart so that policies serve the entire community.”

Vision & Goals
RWC Walk Bike Thrive encompasses the Vision Zero Plan, Pedestrian Master Plan, and Bicycle Master Plan
identified in RWCmoves, and it helps advance the principles laid out by City Council in the Strategic Plan.
The guiding vision for RWC Walk Bike Thrive is to: Promote the best travel experience possible for
everyone in Redwood City by creating and maintaining a safe, multimodal, and accessible
transportation network. The Redwood City General Plan envisions a City with a balanced, multimodal
transportation network that accommodates all users. RWCmoves goes beyond the General Plan in
recognition of the importance of improving transportation options in the City. RWC Walk Bike Thrive aims
to make walking and bicycling in Redwood City safer, easier and more popular than ever, while improving
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traffic safety throughout the City for not only pedestrians and bicyclists but also transit users, drivers and
other users of the transportation system. It does this by identifying and prioritizing the projects and
programs that most enhance transportation safety, mobility, equity, and access for everyone traveling in
Redwood City.
The goals of RWC Walk Bike Thrive set a concise framework for the City’s investments in infrastructure and
programs to support its vision for safety and active transportation. These are consistent with the goals
established in the citywide transportation plan RWCmoves.
Goal 1: Eliminate traffic fatalities and severe injuries for all modes by 2030.
Goal 2: Create a walking and bicycling-friendly community that provides a safe, balanced, and convenient
transportation system.
Goal 3: Provide seamless connections and improved street access to all areas within the City, but especially
along mixed-use corridors designated in the General Plan and Citywide Transportation Plan.
Goal 4: Embrace innovation in all forms of emerging technologies, especially in ways to creatively manage
congestion and the transportation system.
Goal 5: Reach over 50% of all trips being by non-driving modes by 2040; remaining automobile trips should
be shared rides and/ or zero emission trips.
Goal 6: Invest in projects that support a resilient, equitable and sustainable transportation system.
To support the guiding vision and goals, the following objectives directed the RWC Walk Bike Thrive
planning process:

•
•

Evaluate existing conditions related to walking, bicycling and traffic safety.

•

Identify potential projects—both infrastructure and non-infrastructure—to
community’s key needs and concerns.

•

Evaluate and prioritize identified projects to elevate those with the most potential to advance the
plan’s goals while ensuring that the project benefits reach sometimes-overlooked areas and
populations of the City.

•

Formulate an implementation strategy to support the City in realizing the recommendations of
RWC Walk Bike Thrive.

Engage the community to assess relevant needs and concerns and solicit the public’s ideas and
suggestions for improving conditions especially within equity priority areas.
address the

Related Plans and Policies
RWC Walk Bike Thrive builds on existing plans and policies adopted or underway in Redwood City and the
region already working towards multimodal safety and access.
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Local
2010 Redwood City General Plan – Transportation Policies
The General Plan outlines the city’s vision for the year 2030 with the primary transportation goal to “establish
and maintain a balanced, multi-modal transportation network” that achieves mobility and accessibility while
minimizing environment and neighborhood impacts. The plan incorporates policies guiding the vehicular
network, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, transit, transportation demand management practices, and freight
and goods movement.

2018 Redwood City Citywide Transportation Plan (RWCmoves)
Redwood City’s first Citywide Transportation Plan, known as RWCmoves (July 2018), was conceived to
address adverse transportation impacts caused by increased development activity in and around the City.
The Plan established a framework to prioritize projects and programs to meet the city’s six mobility goals
that support RWCmoves’ vision of promoting the best travel experience for everyone. Goal 1 in RWCmoves
is the Vision Zero goal for the city which strives to eliminate traffic fatalities and severe injuries for all modes
by 2030. Other mobility goals include creating a more walking and bicycling-friendly community, improving
connectivity, incorporating emerging technology to manage the transportation system, reducing nondriving travel mode to 50% by 2040, and investing in projects that support a more resilient, equitable, and
sustainable transportation system. Additionally, RWCmoves includes a proposed bicycle backbone network
for the city, which established priority bicycle network of low-stress facilities that cyclists of all ages and
abilities will be comfortable riding.

Downtown Transit Center Study
An evaluation of existing conditions at the Redwood City Downtown Transit Center found that there were
significant ridership rates compared to other Caltrain stations and a need for improved pedestrian
circulation at the station and for vehicle circulation on the roadways nearest to the station. A 2016 survey
was also implemented to gather public input. Key findings included that the most common modes to access
the station are walking and driving and that many people have concerns regarding the trip to the transit
station due to safety and congestion issues.

El Camino Real Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Improvement Study
This 2019 study incorporated historical crash data analysis, identifying the communities’ concerns, and
involving Redwood City’s vision to better understand and address the disproportionately high bicycle and
pedestrian collision rates on El Camino Real. The study produced concept designs with a significant shift in
focus towards providing safe facilities for bicycles and pedestrians including the addition of protected bike
lanes throughout the corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections.

El Camino Real Corridor Plan
Developed in 2017, the plan addresses residents’ and the city’s concerns regarding the increasingly autocentric corridor that has been lagging in economic success. The plan provides concepts to revamp the
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corridor to improve safety, promote bicycle and pedestrian travel, and redesign the streetscape to “improve
the experience for all users, and encourage investment along the Corridor”.

Redwood City 2020 Transportation Monitoring Report
The 2020 Report is a biannual evaluation of Redwood City’s progress towards the mobility goals outlined
in the Redwood City Moves transportation plan to inform project prioritization and the Capital Improvement
Program. Progress towards the Vision Zero goal was measured by collision reports and bicycle and
pedestrian related collisions at major intersections. Other metrics included traffic volumes, commute modes,
transit ridership, and bicycle and pedestrian volumes at major intersections.

Redwood City Precise Plans
The General Plan is supplemented by approximately ten precise plans which provide guidance to specific
regions within the city to address local challenges. Transportation concerns addressed include traffic
calming, connectivity improvements, safety improvements, complete streets, parking management, and
increasing in active transportation facilities.

Redwood City Transit District Plan
The Redwood City Transit District Plan, in planning phases in 2021, lays out the framework to transform the
Redwood City Transit Center and adjacent areas. The main areas of proposed changes include adding six
grade-separated vehicle crossings with the existing railroad, construction of a transit-oriented residential
and shopping center, improving the station design, improving the SamTrans bus service, and development
of a new railway corridor.

Regional
Caltrain Bike Parking Management Plan
This 2017 plan utilizes insight from findings on the current bike parking use to prepare goals and
recommendations for future bike parking facilities and management practices. Improvements include
delegating bike parking management to third party vendors and expansion of bike parking at stations with
a focus on improving the parking security.

Caltrans District 4 Bike Plan
This plan is implemented as a specific segment of the California State Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the
San Francisco Bay Area. Needs for improvement were identified through a variety of methods of community
outreach, historical crash data analysis, and observation of existing conditions. The plan includes project
identification, project prioritization, and conceptual design solutions.

San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update
This 2021 plan serves as an update to the 2011 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan with the purpose of promoting
walking and bicycling for intra- and inter-jurisdictional travel through the application of best design
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practices to reduce vehicle congestion. Community engagement and an existing conditions analysis were
used to identify areas of policy and infrastructure improvements.

Unincorporated San Mateo County Active Transportation Plan
This 2020 plan is guided by the five main goals of access, safety, equity, mode share, and flexibility to
improve walking and bicycling in unincorporated San Mateo County. The plan includes identifying hundreds
of new active transportation projects, completing existing projects, supporting Safe Routes to School
improvements, and incorporating trail planning efforts.

Existing Efforts
In recent years, Redwood City’s efforts to improve safety and accessibility have been visible through a range
of plans and programs at the local and regional scale.

Local
Farm Hill Road Diet
To address concerns regarding speed related crashes and direct attention towards the City’s Vision Zero
goal of 2030, a pilot road diet was completed in 2016 which reduced the number of travel lanes from two
in each direction to one in each direction with a two-way left-turn lane. This was completed on the section
of Farm Hill Drive between Alameda de las Pulgas and Woodhill Road. The full road diet has not yet been
implemented.

Hopkins Traffic Calming Project
To address community concerns regarding high traffic volumes and speeds and to address needed changes
to achieve the City’s 2030 Vision Zero goal, pilot traffic calming measures have been implemented at
Hopkins Avenue. As of 2022, community input was collected and the pilot project is transitioning to
permanent improvements.

Redwood City Slow Streets Pilot Program
This 2020 program was implemented as a response to the Covid-19 pandemic as a method of increasing
usable space for physical activity while maintaining local vehicle access. A total of 5.5 miles of roads were
partially barricaded as a method to deter but not prevent vehicle traffic which provided the additional space
for recreation. City published a community survey and based the responses made next step
recommendation for each Slow Street. Some of the Slow Streets already been eliminated and the rest are
being considered for semi-permanent traffic calming improvements.

Roosevelt Avenue Traffic Calming Project
Roosevelt Avenue between Alameda de las Pulgas and El Camino Real has high rates of collisions and
speeding. As a step towards the City’s 2030 Vision Zero goal, Roosevelt Avenue is being designed to reduce
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vehicle speeds and allow for a safe corridor for all users. Proposed changes include intersection
reconfigurations, construction of bulb-outs, elevated and enhanced pedestrian crossings, enhanced
sharrow markings, and min-roundabout ant Roosevelt Avenue/McGarvey Street intersection.

Middlefield Streetscape Project
City recently completed first phase of the Middlefield Streetscape Improvement project where enhanced
pedestrian crossings and a class IV bikeway are installed between Cassia Street and Woodside Road.

Jefferson Avenue/Cleveland Street and Jefferson Clinton Intersection Improvements
In 2021, City completed pedestrian safety improvements at two school intersections along Jefferson Street.
The improvements at Jefferson Avenue and Cleveland Street include installation of a full traffic signal, bulbouts at all four corners, enhanced high-visibility crosswalks, diverters to restrict left turn movements from
Cleveland Street into Jefferson Avenue (both north and south side of the intersection), bike pocket at both
legs of Cleveland Street with sharrow signs going through the intersection. Improvements at Jefferson
Avenue and Clinton Street intersection includes replacing the existing hybrid beacon with a HAWK (HighIntensity Activated Crosswalk) signal.

Vera Avenue Bicycle Boulevard Project
In 2022, City implemented the Vera Avenue Quick-build Bike Boulevard Project. The project intends to
create a more convenient bike route for people who commute from west parts of Redwood City to
downtown and east of El Camino Real. The quick-build improvements include installation of traffic circles
at five intersections, bulb-outs, speed cushions, way-finding signage, pavement markings and RRFB
(rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon) units at Vera Avenue and Hudson Street intersection.

US 101 Pedestrian and Bicycle Undercrossing
The U.S. Highway 101 Pedestrian Undercrossing connects the bike path along Bair Island Road with the bike
lanes on Main Street via a new undercrossing beneath the freeway and adjacent to Redwood Creek. The
project is completed.

Regional
Peninsula Bikeway
The Peninsula Bikeway is an in-progress project to provide a regional bike corridor through the San
Francisco Peninsula. The interim route, connecting cities between Sunnyvale and Redwood City, was
completed in 2018 as a connected network of class II and class III bike facilities. The long-term goal is to
develop a more direct and well-established route providing improved mobility.
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US 101/Woodside Road Interchange Redesign Project
The interchange redesign project is proposed as a method of reducing vehicle congestion while improving
safety and bicycle and pedestrian accessibility. At a 95 percent design concept as of 2021, the project will
transform the existing interchange to increase capacity at the intersection of US 101 and Woodside Road
as well as adjacent streets in Redwood City where significant congestion has been observed. Bicycle and
pedestrian connections along Woodside Road over US 101 and between Chestnut Street and Seaport
Boulevard will be constructed.

Dumbarton Forward
Dumbarton Forward is a set of near-term strategies to improve efficiency and reduce delays on and near
the Dumbarton Bridge which aim to limit traffic congestion during peak periods in the State Route 84Dumbarton Bridge-Bayfront Expressway corridor and to encourage commuters to use transit instead of
driving in personal vehicles, which improves commute times for all.
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Existing Conditions
The City of Redwood City, located in San Mateo County, is home to just under 86,000 people.1 Redwood
City has ideal conditions for walking and biking, including level terrain, temperate weather, and numerous
destinations within walking and biking distance. However, Redwood City has a commute mode share of
only 4% by walking and 3% by biking, and 3 people killed or are severely injured while walking or bicycling
in Redwood City every year. A commitment to building its streets to better support active transportation
could encourage more people to walk and bicycle, and it could save lives.

Safety Trends
Just over 1,400 injury collisions occurred on Redwood City streets from 2015 through 2019, or 280 per year.
Someone killed or was severely injured in 62 of these collisions. A collision that resulted in a fatality or
severe injury is called a Killed or Severe Injury (KSI) collision.
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Pedestrians and bicyclists are particularly vulnerable roadway users at the greatest risk of being injured or
killed in a collision. People walking and bicycling are involved in one quarter of injury collisions in Redwood
City and make up nearly half of all traffic fatalities. In comparison, less than ten percent of commute trips in
Redwood City are made by foot or on bicycle.

1

American Community Survey 2019
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Five intersections and five corridors in Redwood City stand out with the highest concentrations of injuries,
severe injuries, and fatalities due to traffic collisions.
Intersections

•
•
•
•
•

HWY 84 and Broadway (30 collisions)
HWY 84 and Middlefield Road (21 collisions)
Middlefield Road and Willow Street (21 collisions)
HWY 82 and Jefferson Avenue (19 collisions)
Broadway and Main Street (14 collisions)

Segments

•
•
•
•
•

HWY 84 between Hess Road and Kentfield Avenue – (71 collisions)
HWY 82 between Center Street and James Avenue – (148 collisions)
Middlefield Road between Charter Street and Cassia Street – (83 collisions)
Broadway Street between Charter St and Winslow Street – (102 collisions)
Whipple Avenue between 82 and Veterans Boulevard – (47 collisions)

Even when collected and analyzed with the best of intentions, collision data may contain biases that must
be considered when acting based on the findings. Collisions may be less likely to be reported when they
involve:

•

People walking, bicycling, or riding a motorcycle
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•
•

Young victims
Victims who are non-white, low-income, undocumented, or non-native English speakers

See Appendix A for additional detail on collision trends in Redwood City.

Barriers to Walking and Bicycling
One key impediment to walking and bicycling in Redwood City are the physical barriers that limit street
network connectivity and impact safety for people traveling outside of a vehicle. These barriers include
freeways, major arterials, railroad tracks, and waterways, and crossing them is a significant challenge on foot
or by bicycle. Connectivity is highest near the Downtown area, while barriers increasingly impede walking
and bicycling as one travels away from Downtown.
US-101

•
•
•

Interstate freeway with no pedestrian or bicycle access
Intersected by six streets with underpass or overpass crossings
Lacks sidewalks at the on/off ramps

Woodside Road

•
•

Major arterial with 4-5 travel lanes and posted speed limit of 35 mph

•

Lacks sidewalks between Cypress Street and US-101

Intersected by 44 streets with at-grade crossings, including eight Class III Bicycle Routes and one
Class II Bicycle Lane

El Camino Real

•
•

Major arterial with 4 travel lanes and posted speed limit of 35 mph
Intersected by 23 streets with at-grade crossings, including two Class III Bicycle Routes and one
Class II Bicycle Lane

Caltrain and United Pacific Railroad Tracks

•
•

Railroad tracks with no pedestrian or bicycle access
Intersected by five Class II Bicycle Lanes and one Class III Bicycle Route with at-grade crossings

Waterways

•

Limited bridge crossings with insufficient space for bicycle facilities or adequate sidewalks, including
Bridge Parkway in Redwood Shores and Warwick on the San Carlos border
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Traffic Stress
Another impediment to bicycling in Redwood City is stressful riding conditions. Level of Traffic Stress (LTS)
is a measure of comfort for someone bicycling on a given roadway, from most comfortable (LTS 1) to least
comfortable (LTS 4). It is estimated based on several factors, including roadway design, traffic volumes, and
motor vehicle speeds. A roadway with a lower level of traffic stress score allows for the greatest level of
comfort for all types of bicyclists.
Countywide Level of Traffic Stress analysis conducted for the countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan shows
in Redwood City some roadways as LTS 4 are Woodside Road, El Camino Real, US 101, Jefferson Avenue,
Alameda de las Pulgas, Farm Hill Boulevard, Whipple Avenue and Redwood Shores Parkway. Some of the
most comfortable streets to ride (LTS 1) are the residential streets, such as Vera Avenue.

Example of LTS Map

Equity Populations
According to the 2019 Census, Redwood City is 44% White, 35% Hispanic or Latino, 14% Asian, 5% Two or
More Races, and 2% Black. Median household income in Redwood City is $123,290, and seven percent of
residents live in poverty.
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Certain populations and neighborhoods of Redwood City may have unique walking, bicycling, and
transportation safety needs based on specific demographic and public health factors. Twelve primary factors
were examined for RWC Walk Bike Thrive to help prioritize active transportation and safety investments
among key equity populations. These populations are concentrated in the east and southeast sections of
Redwood City, including in Friendly Acres, Redwood Village, Stambaugh-Heller, Downtown, Centennial,
Central and the eastern part of Palm Park.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Percentage of the population consisting of school-age children (ages 5–17)2
Percentage of the population consisting of seniors (ages 65 and older)2
Percentage of the population broken down by race/ethnicity 2
Median household income 2
Percentage of employees who commute by transit, walking or biking 2
Percentage of employees with no motor vehicle available 2
Percentage of the civilian non-institutionalized population reporting a disability 2
Exposure and sensitivity to various forms of pollution3
Exposure to negative impacts from motor-vehicle traffic3
Emergency-department visits for asthma 3
Percentage of the adult population consisting of individuals with obesity4
Designation as “community of concern” (or historically underserved community)5

See Appendix B for additional detail on the twelve primary demographic and public health factors in
Redwood City.

Source: 2019 U.S. Census Bureau and 2019 Five-Year American Community Survey (ACS)
Source: CalEnviroScreen 4.0
4 Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, PLACES data portal
5 Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). RWC Walk Bike Thrive uses the MTC Communities of
Concern and not Equity Priority Communities. The initial analysis was completed before MTC released Equity Priority
Communities. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) identifies eight Equity Priority Communities
(EPC) in Redwood City. These locations are concentrated in downtown Redwood City. These communities are based
on eight census tract level variables which are people of color, low-income, level of English proficiency, seniors 75
years and older, zero-vehicle households, single parent households, people with a disability, and rent-burdened
households.
2
3
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Community Engagement
The Redwood City community is informed, involved and passionate about preserving and improving the
City’s quality of life. RWC Walk Bike Thrive engaged the Redwood City community throughout the planning
process, with a particular focus on two key stages: (i) needs assessment and (ii) potential improvement
projects.
1.

Needs assessment: Identify the community’s top needs and concerns related to walking, bicycling
and traffic safety in Redwood City. Solicit ideas and suggestions for improving conditions.

2.

Potential projects: Solicit community members’ opinions on potential improvement projects
developed based on needs assessment input, including pedestrian enhancements at intersections
and along key corridors, a citywide bikeways network, and Vision Zero projects to improve traffic
safety.

Community engagement for RWC Walk Bike Thrive utilized a variety of tools and activities including both
online and in-person tactics to solicit feedback. Restrictions necessitated by the Covid-19 pandemic affected
the in-person outreach to some extent.

Needs Assessment
In summer 2021 from mid-June to mid-August, RWC Walk Bike Thrive solicited input from community
members on their needs and concerns related to walking, biking, and traffic safety in Redwood City.
An online survey was available in English and Spanish. It received over 300 responses with over 700 distinct
comments. Small gift cards were raffled and distributed to ten respondents as a thank-you for their
participation. The survey is no longer open for comment, but it may still be viewed at bit.ly/RWC-survey.
An online pinnable map provided the opportunity to post location-specific comments. Nearly 400
comments were submitted through the map. Small gift cards were raffled and distributed as a thank you
for map participation as well. The map is no longer open for comment, but the map and posted comments
may still be viewed at bit.ly/RWCmap1.
RWC Walk Bike Thrive distributed comment cards in English and Spanish at the Redwood City public
libraries, vaccine-information booth, local bicycle shops and public events such as the schools’ Maze Day
and the Siena Youth Center Carnival. Fifty cards were filled out and collected.
RWC Walk Bike Thrive hosted two virtual community workshops on the evening of Tuesday, July 27, 2021,
and the morning of Saturday, August 7, 2021. Both workshops included a presentation about the program,
followed by a series of group discussions among the workshop participants. Each workshop was attended
by approximately a dozen people.
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RWC Walk Bike Thrive met individually with numerous stakeholder and community groups, including City
Council Transportation and Mobility sub-committee, Transportation Advisory Committee, Youth and Teen
Advisory Boards, Redwood City PAL (Police Activities League), neighborhood associations, and Redwood
City Together’s Safe Routes to School Task Force.
The project website (RWCwalkbikethrive.org) provided updates at key stages of the planning process and
linked to relevant documents. The website also included a form through which people could sign up for
announcements and submit questions and comments. Sixteen comments were received through the project
website, and the contact list included nearly 380 email addresses.
Outreach results from several related plans and studies conducted in recent years were compiled to
supplement what was heard.
•

RWCMoves (Redwood City’s citywide transportation plan), approved in 2018.

•

Redwood City ADA Transition Plan (input solicited in 2019).

•

Redwood City Slow Streets pilot program (input solicited in 2020).

•

Unincorporated San Mateo County Active Transportation Plan, approved in 2021.

•

C/CAG San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, approved in 2021.

What We Heard
•

The streets of greatest concern for walking, bicycling, and traffic safety included Redwood City’s
main thoroughfares: El Camino Real, Jefferson Avenue, Whipple Avenue and Woodside Road.

•

Other streets of concern included Alameda de las Pulgas and Middlefield Road, as well as the
Highway 101 ramps and overcrossings.

•

The top pedestrian-related concern was speeding. Other key pedestrian issues identified included
intersections that are challenging to cross, drivers not yielding, lack of marked crosswalks, and
broken, obstructed or missing sidewalks.

•

The top bicycling-related concerns were lack of protected bikeways and discontinuous or
disconnected bikeways.

•

The top safety-related concerns were speeding and the need for traffic calming. Other key safety
issues identified included careless or distracted driving, cut-through traffic, traffic safety for school
children, and parked cars impairing visibility at intersections.

Potential Projects
From mid-December 2021 to mid-January 2022, RWC Walk Bike Thrive solicited input from community
members on a wide set of potential projects to improve walking, bicycling, and traffic safety throughout the
City.
RWC Walk Bike Thrive hosted another virtual community workshop on the evening of Thursday, January 20,
2022, and again met with stakeholder and community groups including the Transportation/Mobility Sub-
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Committee of the City Council. Public feedback was gathered via an online pinnable map where community
members posted nearly 800 “Like,” “Dislike,” “Comment,” and “Idea or Suggestion” feedback, up-voted or
down-voted other people’s feedback, and provided additional feedback through nearly 100 survey
responses. The map and survey are no longer open for comment, but they may still be viewed at
bit.ly/RWCmap2.

What We Heard
Popular map comments included:
•

Going south on Broadway across Woodside Road, the bike lane disappears and bicyclists have to
merge with car traffic in the middle of the intersection. Instead, the bike lane should continue. (21
up-votes)

•

The underpass east of Convention Way is awesome. It opens up a new gateway to the east side of
Highway 101. (20 up-votes)

•

There needs to be a crossing at Myrtle Street and Jefferson Avenue. This would be the easiest way
for kids to go to school and would connect the Mt. Carmel neighborhood to Red Morton Park. (18
up-votes)

•

Close all of Broadway permanently to car traffic and make it a European-style walking street. (16
up-votes)

•

To connect the Centennial neighborhood to the rest of the city, Arguello Street should be a trafficcalmed bike boulevard. (16 up-votes)

Popular corridors and school zones for traffic safety, streetscape, and Safe Routes to School improvements
included:
•

Jefferson Avenue (37 comments).

•

Woodside Road (22 comments).

•

Broadway (21 comments).

•

Roy Cloud Elementary/Middle School (15 comments).

•

Farm Hill Boulevard (13 comments).

•

Roosevelt Elementary School (11 comments).

The following criteria, or considerations, were viewed by survey respondents as “very important” for
prioritizing potential projects:
•

Improves safety: 74 responses.

•

Improves walk and bike access to transit: 48 responses.

•

Benefits school children: 48 responses.

•

Benefits under-served communities (seniors, the disabled, low-income, etc.): 30 responses

•

Beautifies or improves a street's aesthetics: 26 responses.

•

Is low-cost and can be built quickly: 15 responses.
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Among those who chose to share their race/ethnicity, survey respondents were:
•

White non-Hispanic or non-Latino: 66% (45 responses).

•

Hispanic or Latino: 12% (8 responses).

•

Asian or Pacific Islander: 9% (6 responses).

•

Other / two or more races: 13% (9 responses).

See Appendix C for additional detail on input received through the community engagement process.
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Vision Zero Action Plan
Every year on Redwood City’s roads, on average, 1 person loses their life and 11 more people are severely
injured. These traffic collisions lead to tragic personal loss and deep community impact. Their effects include
emotional trauma and economic loss at the personal and communitywide level. Redwood City sets a goal
to eliminate traffic fatalities and severe injuries on its streets by 2030.
Through the collective action of all roadway system stakeholders—from system operators and vehicle
manufacturers to law enforcement and everyday users—Redwood City can implement changes to move
towards its goal of safer streets for all road users.

What is Vision Zero and the Safe System Approach?
Vision Zero began in Sweden in 1997, setting an ambitious goal to eliminate traffic fatalities and serious
injuries. As of April 2022, 52 cities in the United States had adopted Vision Zero.
What sets Vision Zero apart from the traditional approach to traffic safety is:
1.
2.
3.

Vision Zero takes a “safety first” approach, prioritizing traffic safety over other transportation
considerations.
Vision Zero acknowledges that traffic deaths and serious injuries are preventable.
Vision Zero is a multidisciplinary approach that brings together a diverse set of stakeholders to
address the complex problem of traffic safety.

The US Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) recommends a Safe System approach to transportation
safety planning, design, and implementation as a strategy for advancing the Vision Zero goal. The Safe
System approach is founded on the principle that people make mistakes, and that the road system should
be adapted to anticipate and accommodate human mistakes and our physiological and psychological
limitations.6 It emphasizes the separation of road users in space and time, the reduction of kinetic energy
transfer in crashes, and the creation of redundancy in the system.
A Safe System approach is based on five key elements of a safe transportation system: safe road users, safe
vehicles, safe speeds, safe roads, and post-crash care.

6

Belin, M.-Å., Tillgren, P., & Vedung, E. (2012). Vision Zero - a road safety policy innovation. International Journal of
Injury Control and Safety Promotion, 19, 171-179.
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Image Source: Fehr & Peers for FHWA

Similar to Vision Zero, the Safe System approach deviates from traditional road safety practices. Most
importantly, it shifts a major share of the responsibility for road safety from the individual road users to
those who design and operate the road system.

Image Source: FHWA
The Safe System approach also places significant focus on addressing unsafe speeds. Human bodies are
vulnerable, and the faster a driver is traveling, the more likely a collision will occur and the more likely a
person killed or severely injured.
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Key Collision Patterns
Historic collision records, contextual roadway characteristics, and community input are evaluated to define
ten collision profiles or typologies that describe the most common and severe collision patterns in Redwood
City. Collision profiles help guide safety interventions both responsively at specific locations based on
historic collision frequencies, as well as proactively across the citywide roadway network based on high-risk
roadway characteristics.
Collision Profile

Description

Number of Collisions

Driving Under the Influence (DUI)

Driving under the influence of
alcohol or drugs

107 Injury (7%), 16 KSI (26%)

Speed-Related Conflicts

Drivers involved in collisions where
speed was identified as a
contributing factor

331 Injury (23%), 5 KSI (8%)

60+ Years Old Pedestrians at
Intersections

Left-Turn Bicyclists and Pedestrians

Collisions occurring at intersections
involving people were aged 60 or
older
Pedestrian and bicyclist-involved
collisions occurring where people
driving were making left turns
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26 Injury (2%), 11 KSI (18%)

89 Injury (6%), 6 KSI (10%)

Pedestrians Crossing in Crosswalk at
Intersections

Unmarked Pedestrian Crossings

Pedestrians Crossing in Locations
without Sidewalks

Bicyclists Riding on Streets without
Bicycle Facilities

Drivers involved in collisions where
pedestrians were crossing in
crosswalk at intersection

90 Injury (6%), 11 KSI (18%)

Driver involved in collision where
pedestrian was crossing in
intersection or mid-block, but
location was not marked

59 Injury (4%), 6 KSI (10%)

Pedestrians walking on streets
without sidewalks
Bicyclists who were involved in
collisions with vehicles away from a
bicycle facility

14 Injury (1%), 4 KSI (6%)

91 Injury (6%), 3 KSI (5%)

Drivers Not Yielding at Stop Signs

Drivers at stop signs who were
involved in collisions

102 Injury (7%), 3 KSI (5%)

Bicyclists at Intersections

Bicyclists at intersections who are
involved in collisions with vehicles

105 Injury (7%), 3 KSI (5%)

Note: Because an individual collision may be categorized under multiple profiles, the values in the table do not sum to 100%.
Cells without a percentage KSI represent profiles where zero KSI collisions occurred for a given mode.
Note: Source 2015-2019 Data

Safety Countermeasures
Redwood City has at its disposal a toolbox of safety infrastructure countermeasures effective at reducing
the City’s most common and severe types of collisions. Many of the countermeasures are included in the
Caltrans-approved California Local Road Safety Manual and have a known effectiveness measured through
before and after research.
Geometric Modifications

•
•
•

Advance Stop Bar
Turn Radius Reduction
Turn Restrictions

Signal Modifications

•

Signal Timing and Phasing Improvements

Lighting

•

Roadway Safety Lighting

Control
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•
•
•
•

Traffic Circle

•
•
•

Lane Reduction or Narrowing

Roundabout
Vertical Deflection
Daylight Intersections --- Sight Distance Improvements (Parking Restrictions, Vegetation
Management)
Signing and Striping Improvements
Protected Intersection

Operation/Warning

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Sidewalks
Raised Crosswalk
Curb Extensions
Vehicle Speed Feedback Signs
Speed Humps
Speed Tables
Raised Crosswalks
Restripe Crosswalk

Pedestrian and Bicycle

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Curb Extensions
Raised Pedestrian Crossing
Pedestrian Refuge Islands/Medians
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB)
Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)
Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI)
Pedestrian Countdown Heads
Pedestrian Median Barrier
Pedestrian-Scale Lighting
High-Visibility Crosswalks
Green Bike Lane Conflict Zone Markings
Protected Bikeway
Bike Lane
Left-Turn Bike Box
Buffered Bike Lane
Two-Stage Turn Queue Bike Box
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•
•
•

Extended Pedestrian Crossing Time
Extended Green Time for Bikes
Bicycle Signal/Exclusive Bike Phase

Specific countermeasures are applied to address the most common and severe collision patterns identified
in the ten collision profiles. Educational and enforcement countermeasures also play an important role in
addressing these collisions.
Number of
Collisions

Collision Profile Description

Factors

Driving Under
the Influence
(DUI)

Vehicle is involved
party, at least one
107 Injury
party was under
(7%), 16 KSI
influence of drugs or (26%)
alcohol

Education
Enforcement
Vehicle Speed Feedback Signs
Traffic Calming (Speed Humps, Speed
Tables, or Raised Crosswalks)

Drivers involved in
collisions where
speed was identified
as a contributing
factor

Vehicle is involved
party, unsafe speed
identified

Vehicle Speed Feedback Signs
Traffic Calming (Speed Humps, Speed
Tables, or Raised Crosswalks)
Protected Bikeways
Lane Reduction or Narrowing
Turn Radius Reduction
Education
Enforcement

Collisions occurring
at intersections
involving people
were aged 60 or
older

Pedestrians and/or
vehicles involved
parties, involved
party age 60+

Speed-Related
Conflicts

60+ Years Old
Pedestrians at
Intersections

Left-Turn
Bicyclists and
Pedestrians

Driving under the
influence of alcohol
or drugs

Pedestrian and
bicyclist-involved
collisions occurring
where people driving
were making left
turns

Drivers, pedestrians,
bicyclists-involved
parties, coded as
vehicles making left
turns
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331 Injury
(23%), 5 KSI
(8%)

Potential Countermeasures

Curb Extensions
Extended Pedestrian Crossing Time
26 Injury (2%), Raised Crosswalks
11 KSI (18%)
Pedestrian Refuge Island/Medians
Signing and Striping Improvements
Sidewalks

89 Injury
(6%), 6 KSI
(10%)

Advance Stop Bar
High-Visibility Crosswalks
Pedestrian Countdown Head
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon
(RRFB)
Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)
Pedestrian Refuge Islands/Medians
Raised Pedestrian Crossing
Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI)
Curb Extensions
Signal Timing and Phasing
Improvements
Turn Restrictions
Left-Turn Bike Box

Collision Profile Description

Pedestrians
Crossing in
Crosswalk at
Intersections

Unmarked
Pedestrian
Crossings

Pedestrians
Crossing in
Locations
without
Sidewalks

Bicyclists Riding
on Streets
without Bicycle
Facilities

Drivers involved in
collisions where
pedestrians were
crossing in crosswalk
at intersection

Driver involved in
collision where
pedestrian was
crossing in
intersection or midblock, but location
was not marked

Pedestrians walking
on streets without
sidewalks

Bicyclists who
were involved in
collisions with
vehicles away from a
bicycle facility

Factors

Number of
Collisions

Pedestrians and
vehicles both
involved
parties, location is
intersection

High-Visibility Crosswalks
Raised Crosswalk
Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon
(RRFB)
90 Injury (6%),
Pedestrian Countdown Heads
11 KSI (18%)
Pedestrian Refuge Islands/Medians
Curb Extensions
Restripe Crosswalk
Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI)
Signal Timing and Phasing
Improvements

Pedestrians and
vehicles both
involved
parties, location has
unmarked crosswalk

Potential Countermeasures

High-Visibility Crosswalks
Raised Crosswalk
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon
59 Injury (4%),
(RRFB)
6 KSI (10%)
Pedestrian Refuge Islands/Medians
Curb Extensions
Restripe Crosswalk

Pedestrians and
vehicles both
involved parties,
location has no
sidewalk

Sidewalks
High-Visibility Crosswalks
Raised Crosswalk
Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon
(RRFB)
Pedestrian Countdown Heads
14 Injury (1%),
Pedestrian Median Barrier
4 KSI (6%)
Pedestrian Refuge Island
Curb Extensions
Restripe Crosswalk
Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI)
Signal Timing and Phase
Improvements
Pedestrian-Scale Lighting

Bicyclists and
vehicles involved
parties, location is
not bicycle facility

Bike Lanes
Buffered Bike Lanes
Protected Bikeways
91 Injury (6%), Roadway Safety Lighting
3 KSI (5%)
Traffic Calming (Speed Humps, Speed
Tables, or Raised Crosswalks)
Green Bike Lane Conflict Zone
Markings
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Collision Profile Description

Drivers Not
Yielding at Stop
Signs

Bicyclists at
Intersections

Number of
Collisions

Factors

Potential Countermeasures

Vehicles involved
Drivers at stop signs party, location is
102 Injury
who were involved in unsignalized
(7%), 3 KSI
collisions
intersection with stop (5%)
control

Traffic Calming (Traffic Circle,
Roundabout, Vertical Deflection)
Curb Extensions
Sight Distance Improvements (Parking
Restrictions, Vegetation Management)
Signing and Striping Improvements
Advance Stop Bar
High-Visibility Crosswalks
Education
Enforcement

Bicyclists and
Bicyclists at
vehicles both
intersections who are
involved parties,
involved in collisions
location is
with vehicles
intersection

Protected Intersection
Sight Distance Improvements (Parking
Restrictions, Vegetation Management)
Green Bike Lane Conflict Zone
Markings
Protected Bikeway
Bike Lane
Buffered Bike Lane
Two-Stage Turn Queue Bike Box
Extend Green Time for Bikes
Bicycle Signal/Exclusive Bike Phase

105 Injury
(7%), 3 KSI
(5%)

Note: Because an individual collision may be categorized under multiple profiles, the values in the table do not sum to 100%.
Cells without a percentage KSI represent profiles where zero KSI collisions occurred for a given mode.

Vision Zero Priority Projects
Ten priority project locations were identified as the initial focus of Redwood City’s Vision Zero investments.
These locations represent the areas of Redwood City with the greatest safety need based on six prioritization
metrics:
•

High concentration of fatal, severe injury, and injury collisions

•

Significant barriers for walking and bicycling

•

High Level of Traffic Stress

•

High concentration of trip generators such as schools, community centers, and parks

•

High concentration of equity populations

•

Frequent mention during community engagement
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Priority Project
Location

1

2

El Camino Real and
Jefferson Avenue

Broadway and Main
Street

Location Type

Collisions

Intersection

- Upgrade to high-visibility crosswalks
- Adjust median noses to provide pedestrian refuge
- Straighten crosswalks
- Install leading pedestrian interval
- Install retroreflective backplates
18 Injury, 1 KSI - Consider installing protected intersection treatments
pending Class IV bikeways on El Camino Real
- Install ADA compliant curb ramps on all four corners
- Install speed feedback signs along Jefferson Avenue
corridor
- Install advance limit lines

Intersection

14 Injury

Project Elements

- Install high-visibility crosswalks on all four legs
- Install ADA compliant curb ramps on all four corners
- Upgrade signal heads to overhead with 12" indications
and retroreflective backplates
- Install pedestrian countdown heads and push buttons
- Consider installing pedestrian scramble phase or raised
intersection
- Install protected left-turn phasing on Main Street

3

Broadway and Woodside
Intersection
Road

- Upgrade to high-visibility crosswalks
- Install ADA compliant curb ramps on all four corners
- Tighten curb radii (would require further study to
determine feasibility)
- Refresh cat tracking through intersection
28 Injury, 2 KSI
- Adjust median noses, straighten crosswalk, and modify
traffic signal to provide pedestrian refuge on Woodside
Road
- Install green bike conflict striping through intersection
- Install advance limit lines

4

Broadway and 5th
Avenue

2 injury

Intersection

- Upgrade to high-visibility crosswalks
-Add crosswalk to 5th Avenue
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Priority Project
Location

5

6

7

Location Type

Collisions

Segment

- Install traffic calming measures, such as speed feedback
signs and narrow lane widths where possible
- Install lane striping in lieu of botts dots
- Install advance limit lines and high-visibility crosswalks,
particularly at signals
- Install accessible pedestrian signals (APS) with
countdown timers
- Bicycle detection improvements
41 Injury, 1 KSI - Consider installing a mid-block crossing across Whipple
Avenue between Industrial Way and Arguello Street
- Install buffered Class II bike lanes between Bay Trail and
the bicycle boulevard on Elwood Street
- Conduct a Complete Streets Corridor Study of Whipple
Avenue to evaluate potential enhancements to all modes
that increase safety and reduce travel time through the
corridor
- Install retroreflective backplate at signalized intersections

Segment

- Install roadway striping in lieu of botts dots
- Consider extending pedestrian crossing times at
signalized intersections throughout corridor
- Install accessible pedestrian signals (APS) and pedestrian
countdown timers
- Install leading pedestrian interval at all signalized
36 Injury, 3 KSI intersections
- Implement streetscape improvements identified in the
Broadway Streetscape Project between El Camino Real and
Main Street
- Install advance limit lines and high-visibility crosswalks,
particularly at signals
- Install retroreflective backplate at signalized intersections

Middlefield Road
between Woodside
Segment
Road and Charter Street

- Install traffic calming measures such as speed feedback
signs and consider narrowing lane widths if possible
- Install roadway lane striping in lieu of botts dots
- Install advance limit lines and high-visibility crosswalks,
particularly at signals
- Install retroreflective backplate at signalized intersections
50 Injury, 3 KSI - Include Class II bicycle facilities throughout segment and
evaluate upgrading to Class IV bikeway on Middlefield
Road in future
- Install green bike conflict markings at all intersections
where possible as a quick-build interim measure
- Implement protected-only left-turn phasing at Willow
Street

Whipple Avenue
between Veterans
Boulevard and El
Camino Real

Broadway between
Cassia Street and
Winslow Street
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Project Elements

Priority Project
Location

8

9

Location Type

Collisions

Project Elements

El Camino Real between
Center Street and
Segment
Roosevelt Avenue

- Install traffic calming measures such as speed feedback
signs and lane width reductions if feasible
- Install advance limit lines and high-visibility crosswalks,
particularly at signals
- Install retroreflective backplate at signalized intersections
- Potential long-term goals for sidewalk widening on both
sides, but especially the east side of El Camino Real
64 Injury, 7 KSI
- Work with Caltrans to pursue Class IV bikeway per El
Camino Real Corridor Study
- Install accessible pedestrian signal (APS) and countdown
timers
- Adjust median noses to provide pedestrian refuges
where feasible
- Enhance lighting under the Woodside Road bridge

Woodside Road
between Hess Road and Segment
Kentfield Avenue

- Install traffic calming measures such as speed feedback
signs and reduced lane widths if possible
- Install advance limit lines and high-visibility crosswalks,
particularly at signals
- Install retroreflective backplate at signalized intersections
- Pursue consolidation of driveways along the corridor for
access management and increased pedestrian safety
- Install accessible pedestrian signals (APS) with
countdown timers
71 Injury, 4 KSI - Consider installing bulb-outs into Woodside Road at
unsignalized side streets to daylight pedestrian crossings
- Work with Caltrans to evaluate feasibility of Class IIB or IV
bike facilities through lane width reductions or parking
removals
- Conduct a Complete Streets Corridor Study of Woodside
Road to evaluate potential enhancements to all modes
that increase safety and reduce travel time through the
corridor
- Targeted DUI enforcement

Redwood Shores
Parkway between Twin
10
Dolphin Drive and
Shoreline Drive

Segment

- Install wayfinding signage to EA Bikepath trail
- Install advance limit lines and high-visibility crosswalks,
particularly at signals
- Evaluate installation of crosswalks on missing legs at
signalized intersections
- Consider installing speed feedback signs along corridor
10 Injury, 1 KSI - Tighten curb radii by installing curb extensions
- Install leading pedestrian interval
- Adjust median noses to provide pedestrian refuge where
feasible
- Install accessible pedestrian signals (APS) with
countdown heads
- Install green bike conflict markings
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Vision Zero Priority Project Concepts
Based on consultation with City staff, three Vision Zero priority projects were selected to advance to concept
design as an initial step towards implementation. The selection of these areas takes into account recent or
planned implementation of safety improvements at some of the locations, including improvements being
considered as part of other projects on Broadway north of Maple Street in the downtown area. As a result,
the limits of some project areas have been adjusted to build upon those other efforts.
The three Vision Zero priority projects advanced to concept design are:
•

Broadway between Maple Street and Chestnut Street

•

Middlefield Road between Woodside Road and Charter Street

•

Redwood Shores Parkway between Twin Dolphin Drive and Shoreline Drive
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan
RWC Walk Bike Thrive aims to make walking and bicycling in Redwood City safer, easier, and more popular
than ever. Essential to meeting this goal is creating a citywide system of well-designed, interconnected
walking and bicycling routes that are convenient and comfortable for people of all ages and abilities.
The City has identified an extensive set of physical, location-specific projects to build out Redwood City’s
walking and biking system. These include pedestrian enhancements along key corridors and at specific
intersections and a dense citywide network of bikeways.

Citywide Pedestrian Projects
Pedestrian projects are concentrated in areas of Redwood City where the need for pedestrian improvements
are the greatest and where improvements could have the biggest impact, as well as where project benefits
would accrue most towards sometimes-overlooked populations of the City.
Thirty “pedestrian focus areas” are identified as geographic areas for targeted improvements due to the
presence of one or more of the following characteristics:

•
•
•

Relatively high pedestrian volumes

•
•
•

Relatively high transit ridership

•
•
•

Situated along a busy thoroughfare

Pedestrian collision hotspots
Land uses that are especially supportive of pedestrian activity (for example, mixed-use, transitoriented, or high density residential)
Surrounding a school or along a key route to school
“Community of Concern” (or historically underserved community), as defined by the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission
Significant sidewalk gaps
Pedestrian barrier crossing (for example, across a freeway or railroad tracks)

The focus areas vary in scale, from a single intersection to a multi-block corridor to an area of several
contiguous blocks. Each focus area contains a specific project identified to improve pedestrian safety,
comfort, or connectivity. Project elements pull from earlier planning efforts such as RWCmoves, existing
projects already under consideration, and community feedback.
Corridor-Level Improvements
Corridor-level improvements are proposed for fifteen street segments (see Table below). These include
traffic-calming measures, streetscaping and landscaping enhancements, and complete-streets treatments.
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Improvements are defined here based on high level elements, while project specifics will be decided
through a location-specific planning and design process involving the community. All corridor-level
pedestrian improvement would improve conditions for bicyclists as well by reducing traffic speeds and
creating a more inviting built environment.

Corridor-Level Improvements
Street

From

To

1

Arguello St.

Whipple Ave.

Broadway

2

Bay Rd.

Fifth Ave.

Florence St.

3

Broadway

El Camino Real

Charter St.

4

Charter St.

Spring St.

Middlefield Rd.

5

Chestnut St.

Spring St.

Heller St.

6

Farm Hill Blvd.

Jefferson Ave.

Woodhill Dr.

7

Hoover St.

Fifth Ave.

Eighth Ave.

8

James Ave.

RWC Transit Center El Camino Real

9

Jefferson Ave.

El Camino Real

Farm Hill Blvd.

10

Middlefield Rd.

Woodside Rd.

Douglas Ave.

11

Rolison Rd.

Second Ave.

US 101 off-ramp to Marsh Rd.

12

Second Ave.

Rolison Rd.

City limit below Spring St.

13

Stambaugh St.

Woodside Rd.

Charter St.

14

Winslow St.

Broadway

Hamilton St.

15

Woodside Rd.

U.S. 101

Alameda de las Pulgas
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Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Area Improvements
Safe Routes to School area improvements are proposed for nine school areas (see Table below). These
include infrastructure improvements to improve safety and convenience for younger students to walk or
bicycle to school. Specific Safe Routes to School recommendations (both infrastructure and noninfrastructure) have already been developed for eight of the nine identified school areas through earlier
planning efforts.

Safe Routes to School Area Improvements
School area
Harper School (at the former home of Adelante School; see 2013 Redwood City Safe Routes to School Report)
Hawes Elementary School (see 2013 Redwood City Safe Routes to School Report)
Hoover Elementary School (see 2018 Walk/Bike Audit and Field Review)
John Gill Elementary School/Orion Alternative and Mandarin Immersion Elementary School (see 2013 Redwood
City Safe Routes to School Report)
Kennedy Middle School/Henry Ford Elementary School
McKinley Institute of Technology/North Star Academy (see 2014 Walking and Bicycling Audit)
Roosevelt Elementary School (see 2013 Redwood City Safe Routes to School Report)
Roy Cloud Elementary and Middle School (see 2013 Redwood City Safe Routes to School Report)
Taft Elementary School (see 2018 Walk/Bike Audit and Field Review)
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Street Crossing Enhancements
Street crossing enhancements are proposed for 25 locations. These are improvements to make crossings
safer and less intimidating for pedestrians, particularly for seniors, children, and disabled individuals, and at
busier or more complex intersections. Street crossing enhancements may include:
• sidewalk bulbouts or extensions to reduce the curb radius and encourage drivers to make slower
turns
• striped high-visibility crosswalks
• pedestrian refuges or islands in the center of the street
• colored and textured pavement
• raised crosswalks and speed tables
• advanced yield or stop lines to encourage drivers to stop further back from the crossing and
visibility of people crossing
• flashing crossing signs
• flashing radar speed signs on the approaches
• signal-timing and other operational changes
Many street crossing enhancements are recommended along Redwood City’s main thoroughfares,
including Alameda de las Pulgas, Jefferson Ave., and Woodside Rd. As with the corridor-level improvements,
specific project elements will be decided individually for each location with input from residents. In addition
to the 23 locations referenced here, additional crossing enhancements are proposed as part of the Vision
Zero projects.
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Street Crossing Enhancements
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Citywide Bikeway Network
Redwood City’s existing bicycle network consists of designated bikeways and recently installed
improvements along many street segments throughout the City (see Figure below).

•
•

Bike paths (Class I) are paved off-street routes, physically separated from motor vehicles.

•

Bike lanes (Class II) are on-street routes marked by parallel white stripes several feet apart, stenciled
bike symbols within the lane, and signage.

•

Bike routes (Class III) share space with cars. They are marked with “Bike route” plaques and,
sometimes, “sharrows” (stenciled bike symbols placed in the travel lane; they suggest to bicyclists
where in the lane to ride, reinforce the idea that a bicyclist may use the full lane, and encourage
drivers to share the road). Bike routes are typically suggested for streets with narrow travel lanes,
on which there is no room for bike lanes. Sharrows are recommended particularly for streets where
the speed differential between cars and bicyclists is not significant—for example, on slower-speed
streets or on downhills.

•

Bike boulevard shared space with cars but along with traffic calming improvements that gives
priority to bicyclists. Currently, the only bike boulevard in Redwood City is on Vera Avenue.

•

Cycle track also known as separated bike lanes. Currently, the only cycle track in Redwood City is
on Middlefield Road between Cassia and Woodside Road.

Unpaved trails are found primarily in Redwood Shores and on Bair Island, especially along the water,
as part of the alignment for the San Francisco Bay Trail.
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Existing Bikeway Network
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While many designated bikeways exist in Redwood City, the existing network often is not interconnected,
and some bikeways are discontinuous. In addition, the network does not incorporate lower-traffic-stress
types of bikeways that are preferred by less experienced bicyclists.
RWC Walk Bike Thrive proposes a denser, more interconnected citywide bikeway network that incorporates
bicycle boulevards and cycle tracks (see Figure below).

•

Bicycle boulevards (Class III) are “quiet” or “slow” streets, with low motor-vehicle volumes and
speeds, designed to prioritize bike travel by discouraging through trips by cars.

•

Cycle tracks (Class IV), also known as separated bike lanes, are located within or next to the roadway
but are separated physically from general-travel lanes by a vertical barrier such as plastic posts or
concrete.

The proposed bikeway network refines the City’s existing network based on bikeways proposed in other
recent plans (such as RWCmoves and C/CAG’s San Mateo County Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan);
an analysis using Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition’s “Bicycle Network Priority Tool” (which prioritizes bikeways
based on demand, traffic volumes and speeds, and connectivity to key destinations, among other factors);
and public input.
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Future Bikeway Network
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When planning to implement a particular bikeway, City staff should look for opportunities to provide
additional on-street physical space for bicyclists. Below are three ways in which additional space could be
provided:

•

Road diets: These involve removing the number of travel lanes, usually from four (two in each
direction) to two (one in each direction), and reallocating the freed-up space to create a center turn
lane, bike lanes or wider sidewalks. Road diets have several significant benefits: besides creating
room for bike lanes, they make it safer and easier for pedestrians to cross the street and make
intersections simpler for drivers to navigate, particularly with left-hand turns. There might be
opportunities to provide road diets on segments of Broadway, Farm Hill Blvd. and Jefferson Ave.,
among other streets.

•

Buffered bike lanes: These are conventional bike lanes separated from general-travel lanes by a
painted buffer. Opportunities to provide buffered bike lanes might exist on such streets as Alameda
de las Pulgas, Veterans Boulevard, and Edgewood Rd.

•

Narrowing inside travel lanes to widen the outside, or curb, lane, which is where bicyclists typically
ride.

Similar to how pedestrian improvements often improve conditions for bicycling, new paths provided as part
of the citywide bikeway network should, if feasible, be designed to accommodate not only bicyclists but
also pedestrians.

Additional Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects
In addition to the citywide pedestrian projects and citywide bikeway network, RWC Walk Bike Thrive
proposes 16 additional pedestrian and bicycle projects at the location-specific and citywide scale (see Table
below).

Additional Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects

Bicycle and pedestrian overcrossing of U.S. 101 at Whipple Ave.
Bicycle and pedestrian overcrossing of U.S. 101 at Haven Ave.
Seaport Blvd. path improvements (to meet current best practices for trail design)
Bicycle and pedestrian undercrossing between James St. and Winslow St. under the railroad tracks at
Redwood City Station
Bike station/long-term bike parking at RWC Transit Center
Pedestrian street on Hamilton St. between Marshall St. and Broadway
Pedestrian/bike bridge from Harrison Ave./Cleveland St. to McKinley Institute of Technology/North Star
Academy
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Pedestrian/bike bridge from the end of Harrison St. near Grand St. across the creek to McKinley Institute of
Technology/North Star Academy
Pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements at the El Camino Real/Woodside Rd. overpass
Sidewalk improvements along Alameda de las Pulgas from Maxwell Ln. to Edgewood Rd.
East-west bike path (Class I) through Stulsaft Park from Silver Hill Rd./Farm Hill Blvd. toward Alameda de las
Pulgas
Wayfinding signage program (citywide project)
Regular maintenance, upkeep and repair of bikeways (citywide project)
Additional bike-parking racks in the public right-of-way (citywide project)
Retrofitting of traffic signals at key locations to provide bike-detection technology (citywide project)
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Project Scoring and Prioritization
Because funds and staff resources are limited, Redwood City will need to implement RWC Walk Bike Thrive
projects gradually, over many years. The top 40 pedestrian and bicycle projects were identified, scored, and
prioritized based on six criteria.

A. Cost
Projects were assigned planning-level estimated costs on a low/medium/high scale.

•
•
•

Low-cost projects are expected to cost under $250,000; they received 2 points.
Medium-cost projects are expected to cost between $250,000 and $500,000; they received 1 point.
High-cost projects are expected to cost over $500,000; they did not receive any points.

B. Access to school
Projects were assessed for their proximity to one or more of the City’s K–12 schools, as a strong indicator
of the project’s potential to improve students’ walking and biking access to school. Projects very near a
school received 2 points; those somewhat near received 1 point; and those not near received 0 points.

C. Communities of Concern
Projects were evaluated for their potential to benefit underserved or underprivileged neighborhoods and
communities.

•

Projects within one or more census tracts designated as “Communities of Concern” (CoC’s) by the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and whose benefits could be expected to accrue
primarily to such communities, received 3 points.

•

Projects within CoC’s but whose benefits would be more diffuse (including to non-CoC’s) received
2 points.

•

Projects with an even more tenuous relationship to the CoC’s, meaning that they are located within
CoC’s but near the edge, and their benefits would accrue as much to non CoC’s as to CoC’s, received
1 point.

•

Projects outside of the CoC’s and with little or no reasonable expectation of benefitting such
communities did not receive any points.

D. Access to transit
Projects were assessed for their proximity to Redwood City’s Caltrain station and El Camino Real (the City’s
main bus corridor) as an indication of the project’s potential to improve walking and biking access to transit
and enhance multimodal connectivity. Projects very near transit facilities received 2 points; those somewhat
near received 1 point; and those not near received 0 points.
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E. Safety
Projects were assessed for their potential to improve street safety for pedestrians and bicyclist. Most
proposed projects were selected largely for their potential to improve traffic safety, and with this
expectation as the baseline, these projects received 0 points. The few projects without a clear safety
component or rationale received -1 point.

F. Aesthetics
Projects were assessed for their potential to make streets more attractive and inviting. Projects with a clear
potential to do so received 1 point. Projects with some potential to improve street aesthetics received 0.5
point. Projects with little or no such potential received 0 points.
The projects were ranked and prioritized based on their total scores under the six evaluation criteria (see
Table below). Projects with a score of 6.0 or higher—16 projects, or a little over a third of the list—are
considered top priority for RWC Walk Bike Thrive. The remaining projects remain a priority but a lower one.
The project ranking and prioritization should not be considered static. It is not expected that projects will
be implemented in strict ranking order. Instead, the City should implement projects opportunistically to
take advantage of available funding sources or coordination with development projects as appropriate. The
City should periodically reassess the projects on the list to ensure that they remain a priority to the City and
feasible. This process may result in the re-ranking of projects, removal of projects from the list, or the
addition of new ones.

Project Scores and Prioritization
A: Cost | B: Access to school | C: Communities of Concern | D: Access to transit | E: Safety | F:
Aesthetics
Planninglevel
est. cost 2

A

B

C

D

E

F

Total
score

Corridor improvements: Charter St. (Spring St. to Middlefield
High
Rd.)

1

2

3

1

0

1

8.0

13

Corridor improvements: Stambaugh St. (Woodside Rd. to
Charter St.)*

High

1

2

3

1

0

1

8.0

02

Corridor improvements: Bay Rd. (Fifth Ave. to Florence St.)* High

1

2

3

0

0

1

7.0

05

Corridor improvements: Chestnut St. (Spring St. to Heller
St.)

High

1

1

3

1

0

1

7.0

07

Corridor improvements: Hoover St. (Fifth Ave. to Eighth
Ave.)*

Medium

2

1

3

0

0

1

7.0

10

Corridor improvements: Middlefield Rd. (Woodside Rd. to
Douglas Ave.)*

Very high

0

2

3

1

0

1

7.0

19

CBN, cycle track: Chestnut St. (Broadway to Bay Rd.)

Medium

2

0

3

1

0

0.5

6.5

#

Project title 1,3
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#

Project title 1,3

Planninglevel
est. cost 2

A

B

C

D

E

F

Total
score

20

CBN, cycle track: El Camino Real (entire length through the
City)*

Very high

0

1

3

2

0

0.5

6.5

22

CBN, cycle track: James Ave. (RWC Transit Center to Elwood
High
St.)*

1

2

1

2

0

0.5

6.5

24

CBN, cycle track: Maple St. (Main St. to El Camino Real)*

Medium

2

0

3

1

0

0.5

6.5

25

CBN, cycle track: Middlefield Rd. (Winslow St. to MacArthur
Ave.)*

Very high

0

1

3

2

0

0.5

6.5

03

Corridor improvements: Broadway (El Camino Real to
Charter St.)*

Very high

0

0

3

2

0

1

6.0

08

Corridor improvements: James Ave. (RWC Transit Center to
El Camino Real)

Medium

2

0

1

2

0

1

6.0

09

Corridor improvements: Jefferson Ave. (El Camino Real to
Farm Hill Blvd.)*

Very high

0

2

2

1

0

1

6.0

11

Corridor improvements: Rolison Rd. (Second Ave. to US 101
off-ramp to Marsh Rd.)*

High

1

1

3

0

0

1

6.0

12

Corridor improvements: Second Ave. (Rolison Rd. to City
limit below Spring St.)*

High

1

1

3

0

0

1

6.0

17

CBN, cycle track: Bay Rd. (Woodside Rd. to Florence St.)*

Very high

0

2

3

0

0

0.5

5.5

23

CBN, cycle track: Main St. (Convention Way to El Camino
Real)*

Very high

0

0

3

2

0

0.5

5.5

27

CBN, cycle track: Winslow St. (Whipple Ave. to Middlefield
Rd.)*

Very high

0

0

3

2

0

0.5

5.5

01

Corridor improvements: Arguello St. (Whipple Ave. to
Broadway)

High

1

0

1

2

0

1

5.0

14

Corridor improvements: Winslow St. (Broadway to Hamilton
High
St.)*

1

0

1

2

0

1

5.0

15

Corridor improvements: Woodside Rd. (U.S. 101 to Alameda
de las Pulgas)*

Very high

0

0

3

1

0

1

5.0

18

CBN, cycle track: Brewster Ave. (Main St. to King St.)*

Very high

0

1

1

2

0

0.5

4.5

26

CBN, cycle track: Stafford St. (City limit near Redwood High
School to F St.)

Medium

2

2

0

0

0

0.5

4.5

36

Misc.: Bridge from Harrison Ave./Cleveland St. to McKinley
Institute of Technology

High

1

2

1

1

-1

0

4.0

37

Misc.: Bridge from Harrison St. near Grand St. to McKinley
Institute of Technology

High

1

2

1

1

-1

0

4.0

34

Misc.: “Theatre Way” pedestrian street (Middlefield Rd. from
Broadway to Winslow St.)*

High

1

0

1

2

-1

1

4.0

35

Misc.: Pedestrian street on Hamilton St. between Marshall
St. and Broadway

High

1

0

1

2

-1

1

4.0

16

CBN, cycle track: Arguello St. (Whipple Ave. to Brewster
Ave.)

High

1

0

1

1

0

0.5

3.5
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#

Project title 1,3

Planninglevel
est. cost 2

A

B

C

D

E

F

Total
score

21

CBN, cycle track: Industrial Way (City limit near G St. to
Whipple Ave.)*

High

1

1

1

0

0

0.5

3.5

33

Misc.: Bike station/long-term bike parking at RWC Transit
Center*

High

1

0

1

2

-1

0

3.0

38

Misc.: Pedestrian/bicycle safety improvements at El Camino
High
Real/Woodside Rd. overpass*

1

0

2

0

0

0.5

3.0

32

Misc.: Bicycle/pedestrian undercrossing between James St.
and RWC Station*

Very high

0

0

1

2

-1

0

2.0

39

Misc.: Sidewalk improvements on Alameda de las Pulgas
(Maxwell Ln. to Edgewood Rd.)

Medium

2

0

0

0

0

0

2.0

40

Misc.: East-west bike path through Stulsaft Park*

Medium

2

1

0

0

-1

0

2.0

06

Corridor improvements: Farm Hill Blvd. (Jefferson Ave. to
Woodhill Dr.)

Very high

0

1

0

0

0

1

2.0

29

Misc.: Bicycle and pedestrian overcrossing of U.S. 101 at
Whipple Ave.*

Very high

0

0

1

0

0

0

1.0

30

Misc.: Bicycle and pedestrian overcrossing of U.S. 101 at
Haven Ave.

Very high

0

0

1

0

0

0

1.0

31

Misc.: Seaport Blvd. path improvements*

High

1

0

0

0

-1

0.5

0.5

28

CBN, path: Along Seaport Blvd./Woodside Rd. (Blomquist St.
Very high
to Broadway)

0

0

0

0

-1

0.5

-0.5

CBN: Citywide bicycle network
Low: Under $250K | Medium: $250K–500K | High: Over $500K
3
Corridor improvements proposed in RWCmoves are identified with an asterisk (*)
1

2
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Programmatic Initiatives
An important complement to RWC Walk Bike Thrive infrastructure projects are non-engineering safety and
pedestrian/bicycle programs. These programmatic initiatives cover multiple topics and require involvement
from a range of City stakeholders. They are selected to help address the City’s top ten collision profiles and
critical walking and bicycling needs.
More detail on the programmatic initiatives can be found in Appendix F.

Equitable & Culturally Relevant Community Engagement
Culturally relevant engagement strategies invite all community members into the conversations and can
help programs reach a larger audience and be more impactful. They should be considered with the
implementation of all RWC Walk Bike Thrive projects and initiatives.
•

Disseminate materials and present information in multiple languages

•

Host safety-related engagement events at local parks or businesses

•

Create of a Street Safety Ambassador Program

Policies & Data
Set citywide policies and strategies that formalize and are consistent with the City’s Vision Zero and
bicycle/pedestrian goals. This includes development of a comprehensive data collection and consolidation
process to help the City understand current conditions and measure progress.

•
•
•
•

Set a Vision Zero goal of “zero” fatal or severe injury collisions within a set timeframe

•

Maintain an up-to-date inventory of contextual roadway data to enable systemic safety analysis
and countermeasure application

•

Apply crash reporting best practices, including comprehensive data collection and documentation,
as well as sharing of data across agencies for a more holistic understanding and collaboration

Set a Vision Zero policy that outlines tradeoff decision making and prioritizes vulnerable users
Establish a construction accessibility policy to maintain accessibility
Collect data on crash risk indicators or surrogate safety measures that capture near-miss incidents,
hard breaking data, speeding data, and hazards data

Safe Road Users
Traffic safety education and enforcement play an important role in shaping and shifting behavior. They can
take on many forms, target specific collision types, and require collaboration among various stakeholders.
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•
•

Education & public awareness campaigns targeted at specific behaviors known to lead to collisions

•

Education of businesses on hot spot corridors about specific safety concerns and how to promote
safe travel among their patrons and staff

•

Education of transit service providers on hot spot corridors through driver training about specific
safety concerns on their routes

•

Education on new engineering countermeasures to teach people how to use new and unfamiliar
safety infrastructure

•

Education on new roadway design changes through temporary demonstrations like pop-up style
installations to physically showcase proposed safety infrastructure

•

Safe Ride Home program offers promotional codes for free or discounted rides home from
establishments or events to reduce the potential for DUI, drowsy driving, or distracted driving

•

Driving Under the Influence (DUI) intervention through alcohol problem assessment and treatment
programs

•

Education campaign for youth covering various traffic safety topics like alcohol and drug
impairment, speeding, and distraction

•
•

High visibility seat belt law enforcement, in coordination with public awareness campaigns

•

Integrated enforcement involving education and encouragement efforts in advance of major
enforcement efforts

•

Automated enforcement, including lobbying state legislature to allow for its use in California and
a community education campaign on how it works and its benefits

•

Enforcement priorities mandate utilizes collision history and collision trends to identify where to
concentrate enforcement efforts

•

Distracted driving patrols place extra patrols to monitor for distracted drivers in areas with the
highest number of distracted driving violations and where there may be the greatest opportunity
for safety benefits

•
•

Driver re-education course for drivers that have received violations or senior drivers

Key partnerships with local organizations, employers, and developers to promote a ‘safety first’
culture and execute traffic safety campaigns

High visibility enforcement for DUIs to raise the actual and perceived risk of detection of driving
under the influence

Other community-based traffic safety campaigns including posters and bumper stickers with traffic
safety messages, safe-driving pledges, and safe-driving apps

Post-Crash Care
Actions taken after a collision occurs can increase the chance of survival for victims, support healing, and
prevent future incidents.
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•

Rapid response safety communication protocol and multi-disciplinary team to respond to fatal and
severe injury collisions and investigate the behavioral and engineering factors involved

•
•
•
•

Emergency Medical Services (EMS) response time reduction strategies
Traffic incident management to restore traffic flow quickly and safely
Medical rehabilitation to support victim recovery
Emotional support for victims and their families, including through organizations like Families for
Safe Streets and events like World Day of Remembrance for Road Traffic Victims

Safe Speeds
Pairing speed-modifying infrastructure with programs aimed at reducing speeds can help reduce the
frequency of collisions and reduce their severity.

•
•

Utilization of California Assembly Bill (AB) 43 to lower speed limits on key corridors
Safe speeds education campaign targeting safe speeds

Safe Vehicles
With the growing technology capabilities of vehicles comes the opportunity to proactively plan for their
safe operations and collect new safety data.

•
•

Incidence data from connected vehicles capture real-time driver behavior and near-miss events
Autonomous Vehicle (AV) readiness planning, including public education on current and future
safety features and limitations, development of signing and striping standards, and reviews of
equity implications

Safe Roads
Non-infrastructure programs aimed at helping people feel more connected to their streets can be a strong
complement to road safety infrastructure projects.

•

Placemaking in traffic safety initiatives can activate streetscapes and encourage lower speeds and
better awareness of non-vehicle users

•

Street closures provide an opportunity for community members to connect and engage with one
another and their environment in a safe, car-free space

Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs
Bicycle and pedestrian support programs can help motivate people to use active modes by making walking
and bicycling more accessible and fun.
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Celebration of Bike to Work Day

•

Support to community-based organizations that offer bicycle repair and maintenance workshops,
bike commuting workshops, giveaways of bike helmets/bells/lights and reflectors, etc.

•

Expansion of the Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program in partnership with school districts or
individual schools for students walking or biking to school

•

Online “fix-it” request form to report small-scale pedestrian and bike hazards and request spot
improvements

•
•

Cops-on-bikes program for downtown or other targeted neighborhoods

Wayfinding signage for people walking and bicycling
Walking groups for seniors
Walking tours of the downtown
Bicycle parking racks in the public right-of-way
Financial incentives for City and/or County employees who walk or bike to work, as well as lockers
and showers

Maps of walking and biking routes at the Caltrain stations
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Implementation
Implementation of RWC Walk Bike Thrive will require resources, coordination, and commitment.

Funding
Numerous local, state, and federal funding sources are available to support transportation safety,
pedestrian, and bicycle projects. In additional to securing funding for the RWC Walk Bike Thrive projects
and programs themselves, it will be critical for Redwood City to identify resources for additional staff
capacity for execution.

City and Local Funding Sources
Developer Fees
California law allows local governments to establish and charge a fee on residential and non-residential
development to fund public facilities and to service population growth. Local agencies should update their
transportation analysis guidelines to reflect safety improvements for all modes of travel. Public facility fees
can be charged to new development based on density and traffic impacts, and can go to a variety of public
facilities, including local roadways.
COVID-19 American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) Funds
The American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) was signed into law on March 11, 2021, in response to the COVID-19
pandemic to provide direct relief to cities, towns, and villages in the United States. Among the variety of
eligible expenses, ARPA funds are available to support public services to replace lost public sector revenue.
Repaving Funds
As the city undergoes routine maintenance to repave local streets, there is an opportunity to integrate RWC
Walk Bike Thrive priorities as a low-cost way to implement projects. Redwood City funds street resurfacing
through various sources, such as countywide sales tax programs, Gas Tax, General Fund allocations, and
various grants.

County Funding Sources
Lifeline Transportation Program
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) created the Lifeline Transportation Program to
evaluate state and federal funds to provide grants for mobility and accessibility needs in low-income
communities across the Bay Area. New guidelines are established for each cycle, and the projects must
address transportation gaps or barriers identified in community-based transportation plans or other local
planning efforts in low-income neighborhoods.
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San Mateo County Measure A and Measure W
The San Mateo County Transportation Authority issues call for projects under Measure A and W programs
for transportation improvement projects in various categories include bicycle and pedestrian improvements.

State Funding Sources
Active Transportation Program (ATP) Funding
The Active Transportation Program (ATP) was created by Senate Bill 99 to encourage increased use of active
modes of transportation such as walking and biking. The goals of the ATP include, but are not limited to,
increasing the proportion of trips accomplished by walking and biking, increasing the safety and mobility
of non-motorized users, advancing efforts of regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas reduction goals,
enhancing public health, and providing a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of users,
including disadvantaged communities. SB 1 directs $100 million annually to the ATP, with more than 400 of
the funded projects being Safe Routes to School projects and programs that encourage a healthy and active
lifestyle throughout students’ lives.
California Office of Transportation Safety (OTS) Grant Programs
OTS administers traffic safety grants in the following areas: alcohol impaired driving, distracted driving,
drug-impaired driving, emergency medical services, motorcycle safety, occupant protection, pedestrian and
bicycle safety, police traffic services, public relations, advertising, and roadway safety and traffic records.
Caltrans Sustainable Transportation Planning Grants
The Sustainable Transportation Planning Grants include two parts: Sustainable Communities Grants and
Strategic Partnerships Grants. The Sustainable Communities Grants sets aside to encourage local and
regional planning goals and best practices cited in the Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines. The
Strategic Partnerships Grants sets aside funding to identify and address statewide, interregional, or regional
transportation deficiencies on the state highway system in partnership with Caltrans.
Local Partnership Program (LPP)
The Local Partnership Program’s purpose is to provide local and regional transportation agencies that have
passed sales tax measures, developer fees, or other imposed transportation fees, with a funding of $200
million annually from the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account to fund aging infrastructure, road
conditions, active transportation, and health and safety benefits projects. LPP funds are distributed through
a 50% statewide competitive component and a 50% formulaic component. Both programs are eligible to
jurisdictions with voter approved taxes, tolls, and fees dedicated solely to transportation and the
competitive program.
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Local Streets and Roads Program
California SB 1 has dedicated approximately $1.5 billion per year appointed by the State Controller
(Controller) to cities and counties for basic road maintenance, rehabilitation, and critical safety projects on
the local streets and roads system. Cities and counties must submit a proposed projects list adopted at a
regular meeting by their board or council that is then submitted to the California Transportation
Commission (Commission). Once reviewed and adopted by the Commission, eligible cities and counties
receive funding from the Controller and an Annual Project Expenditure Report is sent to the Commission to
be transparent with program funding received and expended.
Senate Bill (SB) 1 Funding
The U.S. Department of Transportation’s Senate Bill 1 (SB 1), also known as the Road Repair and
Accountability Act of 2017, is a landmark transportation investment to rebuild California by fixing
neighborhood streets, freeways, and bridges in communities across California and targeting funding toward
transit and congested trade and commute corridor improvements.
The largest portion of SB 1 funding goes to California’s state-maintained transportation infrastructure. With
this funding, Caltrans has a goal of repairing or replacing 17,000 miles of pavement in 10 years, spending
$250 million annually for congestion solutions, over $700 million for better transit commutes, and
supporting freight improvements. The other portion of SB 1 funding will go to local roads, transit agencies,
and expanding the state’s pedestrian and cycle routes. SB 1 funds various grant programs.
Transformative Climate Communities (TCC) Program
The TCC Program funds community-led development and infrastructure projects that strive to make major
advances in environmental, health, and economic benefits in California’s most disadvantaged communities.
Eligible improvements for this funding source include active transportation and public transit projects,
transit ridership programs and passes for low-income riders, and encouraging education and planning
activities to promote increased use of active modes of transportation.
Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3
The goal of this act is to improve existing public transportation services and encourage regional
transportation coordination. TDA established two funding sources; the Local Transportation Fund (LTF), and
the State Transit Assistance (STA) fund. Providing certain conditions are met, counties with a population
under 500,000 (according to the 1970 federal census) may also use the LTF for local streets and roads,
construction and maintenance. The STA funding can only be used for transportation planning and mass
transportation purposes.

Federal Funding Sources
Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC)
The AHSC Program, administered by the Strategic Growth Council and implemented by the Department of
Housing and Community Development (HCD), funds land use, housing, transportation, and land
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preservation projects to support infill and compact development that reduces greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions. This program will assist project areas by providing grants and/or loans, or any combination
thereof, that will achieve GHG emission reductions and benefit disadvantaged communities and low-income
households though increased accessibility of affordable housing, employment centers, and key destinations
via low-carbon transportation. This results in fewer vehicle miles traveled through shortened or reduced trip
lengths or mode shifts from single occupancy vehicles to use of transit, bicycling, or walking. The project
areas this funding is geared toward are transit-oriented development (TOD) project areas, integrated
connectivity project (ICP) project areas, or rural innovation project areas (RIPA).
Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity (RAISE) Grant
The U.S. Department of Transportation is committed to creating high-quality jobs, improving safety,
protecting our environment, and generating equitable economic opportunity for all Americans with their
RAISE grant. Projects will be evaluated based on merit criteria that includes safety, environmental
sustainability, quality of life, economic competitiveness, state of good repair, innovation, and partnership. It
is one of the few DOT discretionary programs for which regional and local governments can directly
compete for multimodal transportation funding.
Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Funding
Safe Routes to School (SRTS) is a program promoting walking and bicycling to school through infrastructure
improvements, tools, safety education, and incentives to encourage these modes of travel. Nationally, 10%
to 14% of car trips during the morning rush hour are for school travel. SRTS can be implemented at the
state, community, or local school district level. Competitive federal funding is available through the Fixing
America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST Act). Depending on the existing infrastructure, SRTS may require
that education, transportation, public safety, and city planning agencies coordinate their effort.
Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A)
The Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) establishes the new Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) discretionary
program that will provide $5-6 billion in grants over the next five years to support regional, local, and Tribal
initiatives to prevent roadway deaths and serious injuries. Eligible efforts include development of or updates
to a comprehensive safety action plan; planning, design, and development activities in support of an Action
Plan; carrying out projects and strategies identified in an Action Plan.

Strategies
Coordination among decision makers and sustained partnerships with stakeholders are critical for
implementation.

Oversight and Accountability
Establishing a committee or Task Force such as Vision Zero Task Force consisting of key officials and
stakeholders inside and outside of the City that meet regularly is recommended to facilitate effective
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delivery of RWC Walk Bike Thrive projects and programs. Appointed leadership is a crucial part of
maintaining buy-in and support from not only officials, but the community as well. Leadership could
additionally include members from identified partners. Holding the City’s Community Development,
Engineering, and Public Safety Departments accountable is crucial for effective implementation, along with
holding County departments accountable. Some duties could include conducting briefings and
presentations at board and agency meetings, collecting and sharing information on a regular basis, and
updating a public-facing database (or scorecard) on progress towards the City’s safety, walking, and
bicycling goals.

Communication
Having continued communication and transparency with stakeholders and community members can allow
for greater trust and support of the RWC Walk Bike Thrive goals. Some strategies include communication
across diverse channels (e.g. updated webpage, news, and social media), actively addressing community
concerns, publishing updated factsheets on plan progress, and regular public meetings using effective
community engagement techniques. An oversight committee or Task Force (see above) could aid with
leading efforts on communication and trust-building.

Developer Contributions
Redwood City could coordinate with new development projects that overlap with priority RWC Walk Bike
Thrive focus areas to ensure that site plans consider installation or in-lieu payment of safety, pedestrian,
and bicycle project elements. Developer contributions can help implement parts of the program while the
City develops a strategy for full implementation.

Quick Build
Quick build construction strategies, such the use of “paint and plastic”, can be a useful way to install
temporary versions of improvements as part of a pilot program or a phased approach to construction and
put projects in the ground sooner. Quick build projects have the added benefit of allowing the Redwood
City to test portions of the design prior to full implementation. Candidate quick build treatments include
those with minimal construction barriers such as crosswalk enhancements or stretches of the separated
bikeways where parking is already prohibited.

Public Private Partnerships
Throughout the lifetime of RWC Walk Bike Thrive, coordination and partnership among diverse stakeholders
will be essential for effective delivery. Some strategies include regularly informing leaders and stakeholders
on progress and key milestones, consulting partner agencies early on in the implementation process to
gather suggestions and feedback, and finding opportunities for partnership via project bundling (for
example, integrating RWC Walk Bike Thrive projects with pavement resurfacing and maintenance).
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Performance Metrics and Evaluation
As RWC Walk Bike Thrive is implemented incrementally over the coming years, its effects will begin to
materialize. Measuring performance and evaluating projects will allow the city to track the impacts of
improvements and, as needed, reallocate investments and refocus priorities.

Multimodal Counts
Bicycle and pedestrian counts help measure demand, quantify costs and benefits, and explain the behaviors
of bicyclists and pedestrians. Redwood City should explore counting pedestrians and bicyclists before and
after major projects are constructed. The City could pursue funding for a regular schedule of conducting
counts across the city to evaluate progress in shifting travel modes to active transportation. Technology for
automated bicycle and pedestrian counters is increasing in presence and accuracy. Manual counts can also
be performed.

Collisions
Continuing to track collisions by mode is important for advancing Redwood City’s understanding of safety
trends, collision hotspots, and future needs for safety improvement projects.

Near Misses, Hazards, and Comfort Level
Redwood City should regularly survey the community on pedestrian and bicycle comfort levels to assess
how improvements are changing perceptions of comfort. The city also could create an internal tracking
mechanism for public requests to address hazards or near misses to gain a greater understanding of areas
of the city that may benefit from additional improvements.
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Appendix A: Collision Trends
Collision data for the five-year period spanning January 1, 2015 through December 30, 2019 – the five most
recent years of data available at the time the project was undertaken – was collected from TIMS, created by
the Safe Transportation Research and Education Center (SafeTREC). TIMS provides geocoded access to
California crash data using the SWITRS data for injury and fatal collisions. SWITRS is collected and
maintained by the California Highway Patrol (CHP) and contains all crashes that were reported to CHP from
local and governmental agencies, including collision and citation reports collected by public safety officers
in the City. The California LRSM recommends the use of TIMS data for collision analysis, and the Safe System
Approach focuses on specifically analyzing and eliminating collisions where involved parties are killed or
seriously injured (known as KSI collisions).
Bicycle data, roadway characteristic data (centerlines, medians), sidewalk data, crosswalk data, and
intersection control data were collected for the project through analysis of aerial imagery and verification
of field conditions.
The collected data was spatially referenced and mapped in ArcGIS. Each collision was assigned to the nearest
intersection within 250 feet, or the nearest roadway segment if no intersection was within range. A raw
count of crashes was calculated for each intersection and roadway segment, and intersection collisions were
separated by signalized and unsignalized locations. Roadway characteristic data were similarly spatially
referenced as part of the analysis.
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Collision Factor Analysis

Existing Conditions DRAFT as of 7/2/21
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Data Source/Methodology Overview
• Analysis Period: 2015-2019
• Coverage Area: Local Public Streets and freeway on/off-ramps (excluding HWY 101 &
HWY 280)
• Data Source: Injury Collisions Reported to Redwood City Police Department, Accessed
via Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS)

Existing Conditions DRAFT as of 7/2/21
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44

Key Takeaways: Collision Data
• During the analysis period 2015-2019, 32% (1,571) of total collisions were INJURY
COLLISIONS in Redwood City
• Of these, 24% (379) injury collisions involved a BICYLIST or PEDESTRIAN
• Approximately 5% (74) collisions resulted in a FATALITY or a SEVERE INJURY
• The top PRIMARY COLLISION FACTORS included:
• Unsafe Speed
• Vehicle Right of Way Violations
• Improper Turning
• The top PRIMARY COLLISION TYPES were:
• Rear End
• Broadside
• Hispanic/Latinx and Black populations are disproportionally represented as victims in
injury and fatal collisions when compared to their population numbers by Census, while
the inverse is true for White and Asian populations.
Existing Conditions DRAFT as of 7/2/21
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Total Injury Collisions by Year
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Injury Collisions by Collision Type
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Mode of Transportation to Work vs. All Injury Collisions vs. Mode of People Killed
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Primary Pedestrian Involved Collision Factors
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Primary Pedestrian Involved Collision Factor Detail
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Pedestrian Actions Before Collisions
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Bicycle Involved Injury Collisions by Year
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Bicycle Involved Collisions Injury Trends
60

50

Collisions

40

30

20

10

0

2015

2016
Injury (Complaint of Pain)

2017
Other Visible
76

Source: TIMS 2015 – 2019

Existing Conditions DRAFT as of 7/2/21

2018
Severe

2019

Fatal

58

Bicycle Involved Injury Collision Factors
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Bicyclist Actions before Collisions
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Vehicle-on-Vehicle Injury Collisions by Year
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Lighting Injury Collision Conditions
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Injury Collision Demographics: Age of Victim
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Injury Collision Demographics: Race of Victim
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Top Collision Locations
Locations
• HWY 84 and Broadway (30 collisions)
• HWY 84 and Middlefield Road (21 collisions)
• Middlefield Road and Willow Street (21 collisions)
• HWY 82 and Jefferson Avenue (19 collisions)

• Broadway and Main Street (14 collisions)
Segments
• HWY 84 between Hess Road and Kentfield Avenue –
(71 collisions)
• HWY 82 between Center Street and James Avenue –
(148 collisions)
• Middlefield Road between Charter Street and Cassia
Street – (83 collisions)
• Broadway Street between Charter St and Winslow
Street – (102 collisions)

• Whipple Avenue between 82 and Veterans
Boulevard – (47 collisions)
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Source: TIMS 2015 – 2019

Existing Conditions DRAFT as of 7/2/21
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Appendix B: Equity Populations
Analysis
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High-Level Population
Characteristics and
Equity Analysis

Existing Conditions DRAFT as of 7/2/21
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Key Takeaways: Population
Characteristics and Equity Analysis
• Most impacted and vulnerable neighborhoods are in the southeast
section of the City: Friendly Acres, Redwood Village, Stambaugh
Heller, Downtown, and northeast half of Palm.
• Of the 17 census tracts that cover most of the City, about a third (6)
are identified by MTC as Communities of Concern. They are
contiguous and cover the southeast section of the City, excluding
Redwood Oaks.
• Neighborhoods most negatively impacted by vehicular impacts
(such as pollution, noise, vibration, injuries, and local land use
changes) are those along Highway 101.
• The neighborhoods with the highest percentage of seniors are in
the northwest part of the City. School-aged children are spread
across the City.
Existing Conditions DRAFT as of 7/2/21
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Source: ACS 2015 – 2019
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Identified by Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
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Source: CalEnviroScreen 2021 Existing Conditions DRAFT as of 7/9/21
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Source: ACS 2015 – 2019

Existing Conditions DRAFT as of 7/2/21

15

99

Source: ACS 2015 – 2019
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Source: ACS 2015 – 2019
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Source: ACS 2015 – 2019
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High-Level
Public Health Analysis

Existing Conditions DRAFT as of 7/2/21
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Key Takeaways: Public Health Analysis
• Communities of Concern are areas where exposure and sensitivity to air
pollution is higher, the concentration of Hispanic/Latinx population is
greatest, the percent of vehicle ownership is lowest, and the percent of
non-auto mode share is greatest.
• Most of these areas of focus are concentrated in the Downtown area and
the southeast quadrant of the City.
• Census tracts with the highest non-auto mode share are in Downtown
and the surrounding neighborhoods, particularly those immediately south
of El Camino Real.

Existing Conditions DRAFT as of 7/2/21
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Source: CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Existing Conditions DRAFT as of 7/2/21

22

106
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Source: ACS 2015 – 2019
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Source: CDC 2018
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Source: ACS 2015 – 2019
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Source: CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Existing Conditions DRAFT as of 7/2/21
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Appendix C: Community
Engagement Input
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Redwood City Walk Bike Thrive
Summary of summer 2021
community outreach
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Main sources of community input
• Online survey: 316 responses (including 2 in Spanish),
containing over 700 distinct comments

• Pinnable map: 391 comments
• Comment cards: 40
• Comments through the project website: 16
• Outreach results from previous planning efforts
•
•
•
•
•

RWCmoves Plan
Slow Streets Program
ADA Transition Plan
Unincorporated San Mateo County Active Transportation Plan
San Mateo County Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
113

Online survey intro page
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Q1: What is your connection to Redwood City?
I live in Redwood City

I work in Redwood City

I go to school in Redwood City

My kid(s) go(es) to school in Redwood City
I live and work elsewhere but visit Redwood City
to shop, dine, see friends or family, etc.
I live and work elsewhere but pass through
Redwood City as part of my commute
Top “Other” response

Other

• Live in an unincorporated area near Redwood City

115

Q2: How often do you walk or bike
in Redwood City for transportation?

116

Q3: Which of these significantly discourage you
or other people from walking in Redwood City?
Fast or heavy traffic
Aggressive or distracted drivers
Missing, narrow or broken sidewalks
Difficult or challenging streets, intersections
or freeway overpasses to cross
Poor street lighting (for walking when it's dark out)
Streets are unattractive and uninviting
The places I want to walk to are too far
Top “Other” responses

Lack of amenities for pedestrians
(benches, bus-stop shelters, street trees, etc.)

• Concerns over personal (non-traffic) safety
• Sidewalk obstacles: Parked cars,
construction equipment, cyclists

Other
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Q4: Streets or intersections that are especially challenging for
pedestrians? Ideas or suggestions for improving walking conditions?

• 181 comments
• Streets mentioned most often (in alpha order):
Alameda de las Pulgas
El Camino Real
Jefferson Avenue

Middlefield Road
Whipple Avenue
Woodside Road

• Multiple intersections cited along each of those

streets; also Highway 101 at Whipple and at Woodside

• Long tail of additional streets and intersections cited
• Top issues raised:

Speeding traffic
Crossing busy intersections
Missing, broken, obstructed sidewalks
118

Poor or no street lighting
Insufficient traffic enforcement

Q5: Which of these best describes you?

119

Q6: Which of these significantly discourage you
or other people from biking in Redwood City?
Lack of bike lanes, bike paths and bike routes
Fast or heavy traffic
Aggressive or distracted drivers
Difficult or challenging streets, intersections
or freeway overpasses to cross
Lack of bike parking
Poor pavement quality
Poor street lighting (for biking when it's dark out)

Top “Other” responses

•
•
•
•

The places I want to bike to are too far
Other
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Bike theft
Disconnected/discontinuous bikeways
Lack of protected bikeways
Traffic lights are not responsive to bikes

Q7: Streets or intersections that are especially challenging for
bicyclists? Ideas or suggestions for improving biking conditions?

• 157 comments
• Streets mentioned most often were generally the same
as under the comments about walking:
El Camino Real
Jefferson Avenue
Middlefield Road

Whipple Avenue
Woodside Road

• Also Hudson, Marsh, Roosevelt, Veterans, plus a long
tail of additional streets

• Top issues raised:

Lack of protected bikeways
Discontinuous or disconnected bikeways
Lack of crosstown connections
121

Sharrows alone are inadequate
Crossing Highway 101
Hudson should not be a bike route

Q8: Which of these contribute significantly to
feelings of unsafe traffic conditions in Redwood City?
Careless or distracted driving
Speeding or aggressive driving
Difficult or challenging intersections to cross
Lack of dedicated bikeways
Drivers don't yield at crosswalks or stop signs
Lack of crosswalks
Lack of sidewalks
Careless pedestrians or cyclists
Top “Other” responses

Poor street lighting

• Concerns over personal safety
• On-street parking

Other
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Q9: Any serious traffic safety issues or concerns
on your block or street?
• 126 comments
• Many different streets were cited (because of the

nature of the question), including the ones mentioned
on previous slides as well as Hopkins, Roosevelt, Taft,
Valota, Vera, etc.

• Despite the many different streets mentioned, some
issues reappeared:

Speeding / need for traffic calming
Drivers not yielding to pedestrians
Parked cars impair visibility at intersections
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Cut-through traffic
Lack of marked crosswalks

Q10: Any serious traffic safety issues or concerns at
other locations in Redwood City that you know of?

• 105 comments
• Streets mentioned most often were generally
the same as under the comments about
walking and biking.

• Other streets, intersections and issues are
also very similar to those mentioned on
previous slides
124

Q11: How old are you?
Under 18
< 1%

65 or older
13%

18–44
49%
45–64
37%
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Q12: Do you have a disability or medical condition
that makes it difficult to walk at least some of the time?

126

Pinnable map
78 comments about walking

• Streets or areas with the most comments

include Downtown, and El Camino Real,
Jefferson, Roosevelt, Whipple and Woodside

• Top issues raised:
• Speeding traffic
• Drivers don’t yield to pedestrians
• Lack of marked crosswalks or other crossing
•
•
•
•
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improvements
Difficulty crossing intersections, for a variety of
reasons
Missing sidewalks
Concerns also about personal (ie, non-traffic)
safety
Poor street lighting

16

Pinnable map
188 comments about biking

• This category had the most comments by far.
• Streets or areas with the most comments

include El Camino Real, Broadway, Middlefield,
Woodside, Jefferson, Roosevelt and Alameda de
las Pulgas.

• Top issues raised:
• Need protected bikeways and also traffic-calmed
•
•

128

•
•

streets/bike boulevards
Existing bikeways are disconnected or
discontinuous, and there are no good cross-town
connections (including to the Bay Trail)
Getting across Highway 101, El Camino Real,
Woodside
Traffic lights don’t detect cyclists
Sharrows alone are inadequate

17

Pinnable map
83 comments about broader traffic safety

• Streets or areas with the most comments

include El Camino Real, Woodside Road,
Downtown and the Roosevelt and Woodside
Plaza neighborhoods.

• Top issues raised:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Speeding / need for traffic calming
Drivers don’t yield to pedestrians
Drivers turning right are not aware of pedestrians
Need for protected bike lanes
Traffic safety for school children
Cut-through traffic
Dislike of speed humps

18

Pinnable map
42 comments with additional ideas or
suggestions

• Areas with the most comments include

Downtown and the Roosevelt and Woodside
Plaza neighborhoods

• The comments addressed many different streets
but several types of suggestions recurred:

•
•
•
•
•
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Traffic calming
Stop signs
Marked crosswalks
Bikeways
Restrictions for through traffic

19

Main themes from the community input
•

The streets of greatest concern are generally the same for walking, biking and
broader traffic safety. They are some of Redwood City’s main thoroughfares: El
Camino Real, Jefferson, Whipple and Woodside.

•

Other streets of special concern include Alameda de las Pulgas, Middlefield and
Roosevelt, and also the Highway 101 ramps and overcrossings.

•

The top pedestrian-related concern is speeding traffic. Other key issues include
challenging intersections to cross (various reasons); drivers not yielding; lack of
marked crosswalks; and missing, broken or obstructed sidewalks.

•

The top biking-related concerns are the lack of protected bikeways, and
discontinuous or disconnected bikeways.

•

The main concern regarding broader traffic safety is speeding and the need for
traffic calming. Other key issues include careless or distracted driving; cutthrough traffic; traffic safety for school children; and parked cars impairing
visibility at intersections.
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Survey #2: Potential Projects

18. Farm Hill needs to remove the excess bike lanes and restore the auto lanes
of travel. I have literally. It seen one single bike use this, but I have seen
the increased poor traffic flow, loss of time
19. Veterans Blvd is an important road that will only get more important with
additional residential development. The existing facilities there are grossly
inadequate and should be a protected bike lane.
20. No
21. Roosevelt is too congested and narrow to support bike traffic. No stop
signs between ECR and Hudson make for impatient drivers who
dangerously pass bikers in the lane.
22. Broadway or Spring. Bay is a high traffic corridor and has a lot of conflict
points as that is the primary entry points to the Stanford garages.
23. I like the idea of moving the bike boulevard from King to Myrtle.
24. Please do not add any "bike routes," and reevaluate the roads that are
currently labelled as such. Sharrow and bike route designation do not
count as bike infrastructure as they do not improve safety.
25. Myrtle should be a bike boulevard starting from Whipple with traffic
calming. Lots of kids biking on that street to get to the school that’s on it.
26. Any bikeway that can be protected should be.
27. I would love to see this extend further into North Fair Oaks. The
Community Center is an important hub for basic services. I love that there
could be a separated bikeway like north of Middlefield.
28. Great suggestions on the map. Excessive speeding, car and truck traffic,
double parking on weekends, oversized work trucks on residential streets
is the root cause for making streets unsafe for bikes.
29. The network is very confusing. There should be a master plan that shows
a proposed network without all the random pieces, and then how that
master plan is to be implemented.
30. Hudson should be make into a bike blvd, end to end, using the Bryant St
bike blvd in Palo Alto as the standard.
31. The Roundabout at Hudson and Madison should be moved to Vera and
Hudson, or add another at Vera and Hudson. Katherine is well used, so
stop signs should be on cross streets, not on Katherine.
32. Pave a bike path on Hetch Hetchy right-of-way, &amp; remove barriers,
e.g. fences, so one can walk &amp; bike from near southern end of RWC to
near northern end of RWC. Also, make Hudson a bicycle boulevard.
33. no
34. Carrying the bike route farther south on Alameda de las Puelgas: It is
frighteningly narrow to bike from Brewster to Woodside but is a common
route.
35. I bike every day because of bay area air quality. While I've tried to digest
this survey, the map is beyond my capacity. Please Please please make
ECR, Middlefield not a death trap to bike passagers.

Question #1: Bikeway Network
Looking at the map [of the potential projects], are there any other streets
that should be added to the bikeway network? Any street that should have
a different bikeway type than what is shown on the map? (49
comments.)
1. Unincorporated streets w no sidewalks
2. More routes from Redwood Shores to downtown
3. High-traffic streets such as Alameda, Jefferson, Roosevelt, Whipple need
&gt;6 ft wide bike lanes, not just sharrows, and must have all street
parking removed. Bike lanes &amp; parking are incompatible.
4. No
5. Bay, Broadway south of 84
6. basically all of them, but Jefferson is the most egregious - why is this
considered part of the bikeway network at all? It's 4 lanes of 40mph traffic.
7. Connecticut Dr
8. Whipple-bike lane, not shared, this is a very dangerous road to bike along.
It would be a good improvement, especially for the Clifford School
Community.
9. Taft needs traffic mitigation...speed humps, signage, etc.
10. Sharrows are not actually safe or helpful for bikes. The entire stretch of
Broadway between the CalTrain station and Stanford RWC, especially
around Woodside Rd needs proper bike lanes NOT sharrows
11. Valota, Roosevelt, Alameda
12. Please, please, give us a way to get from Woodside Road to Seaport safely
by bike. Without having to make a huge detour. If the port is to be
developed as a destination, as ferry commute port, then yo
13. Honestly we really need better access down Jefferson street. I live on
Franklin and feel completely isolated from downtown even though it’s
only a block away
14. No in favor of more bike lanes. They are a traffic choker.
15. I think Jefferson should be converted to one car lane, with a bike lane and
left turnouts. Jefferson is two lanes because the left lane is often blocked by
left turning cars. Farm Hill is faster now.
16. Make all streets and sidewalks your top priority.
17. Warren should be a bike boulevard instead of Alerton, Myrtle should be a
bike boulevard (starting from Whipple) instead of King St. Also, there
should be a boulevard from NRWC to Kennedy Middle School
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Question #2: Citywide Bicycle Projects

36. Fixing the bikeability of Maple over the 101, through Blomquist St to the
new E Bayshort Rd bike path would let me commute to work by bike
instead of by car.
37. Maple Street Between Veterans and Bloomquist
38. Looks thorough. Pls confirm continuous routes across and through town.
39. connecting Redwood City to Menlo Park in a safe way for bikes!!
40. Connecting Redwood City to Menlo Park/Palo Alto
41. Redwood Avenue should be in the bike network in conjunction with Oak.
As currently presented, you leave Lincoln and Redwood to absorb all the
crosstown traffic that diverts from Roosevelt and Oak.
42. Redwood Avenue
43. no
44. No
45. Chestnut all the way to Main St.; Stambaugh across Woodide to Charter (is
the pedestrian overpass bicycle friendly?)
46. Sorry just too much… flipping legends, maps I would have liked to
participate but ….
47. Hampton &amp; Rosemary
48. no, but I strongly recommend limiting downtown to only bikes and
pedestrians
49. Yes, Hudson between Sequoia YMCA and Woodside. Because we live on
Bonita/Woodside, we don't have easy access to Orion school. The current
proposal would be very roundabout.

The City is considering three types of citywide projects (meaning not
specific to one location) to encourage cycling: (1) More and better bicycle
parking at key destinations; (2) Bicycle-detection technology on traffic
lights at key intersections; and (3) Regular repair and maintenance of
bikeways. Are there any other citywide bicycle projects that the City
should be considering? (48 comments.)
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1. And more roundabouts in the city would help slow traffic and provide
better visibility for bicycle riders.
2. More visible markings for bike lanes and especially at intersections as well
as protection at intersections for right hand turns.
3. Remove parking next to bike lanes. For separated bikeways, these should
be built in the middle of the road where bikes are most visible and away
from parking, driveways, right-turn lanes etc.
4. These sound sufficient
5. Protected bicycle lanes
6. add physical separation to all bike lanes
7. More and better road markings for safety.
8. Stations to pump tires
9. more dedicated lanes across town.
10. Add more streets to interconnect the various bikeways.
11. Dedicated, separate bike lanes and trails
12. Waste of tax payer money. What happened to the program of distribution
of bikes to rent? They were never used. And, no body who owns an
expensive bike would dare leave it at one these parking destinat
13. More bike lanes and safe bike parking. Bike lanes need to be smooth and
they’re often the worst part of the road
14. Other cities will close bike boulevards to through traffic, but have bike
paths through the closures, thus making bike boulevards less desirable for
cars to use. Can we do this in RWC?
15. I think there needs to be a supply and demand evaluation done before
spending more tax dollars on upgrading bike land versus upgrading
roadways.
16. Sharrows are not an adequate solution for bicyclists and should not be
considered bicycle facilities. Would you let your 10-year-old child bike on
a sharrow?
17. No, spend money repairing broken sidewalks
18. Reducing vehicle speed on bikeways will attract more riders. But more
cushions (the plastic bolted kind at least). Nothing scares new bikers like
fast cars.

19. The #1 priority should be safety. South of Woodside, bicycle infrastructure
is almost non-existent and many lower income residents rely on bicycles
and walking for transportation.
20. More bike overpasses, and closing through car traffic on some streets but
keeping it open to bikes
21. 1) safe routes to school. Many schools on the map have no ways to bike. 2)
targeted enforcement blitz for behaviors endangering cyclists. Put cops on
bikes and ticket drivers that are aggressive.
22. Overpass for 101 at Whipple is critical
23. Bike protected lanes (shared lanes with cars are dangerous)
24. We need protected bikeways.
25. Free bike rentals through the libraries like they have in San Carlos.
26. Surveillance in bike parking areas to reduce theft and vandalism.
27. The biggest effect would be designated slow streets, local traffic only, with
street end low curbs to minimize traffic. Use these to facility safe
bicycle/pedestrian way.
28. All are good -- A big challenge with item 2 is working with Caltrans
29. Bike lanes need to be flat and smooth. It would help your thinking to call
them "mobility lanes" to accommodate all the ingenuity that we are seeing
in electric vehicles- from skateboards to bicycles
30. Consider how bikes and other personal vehicles can turn left from the
right lane without having to cross traffic to get from the bike lane to the
left turn lane.
31. Safe crossings over 101. It's pathetic that there's not one safe passing over
101 for bicyclists and pedestrians. Pathetic and shame on RWC!
32. no
33. Total 100% bike centric. Think 2030,not 2021. Be serious about this. Life
revolved about safe/environmentally pure local transport is not about
today, but about tomorrow. Your job is about this vision
34. Building protected bike lanes
35. separate bikelanes should be a priority. Sharrows don't do anything, and
reduce biking because possible-cyclists don't feel safe.
36. Safe bike lanes for students to get to school.
37. Include "safe" or "theft resistant" bike parking. Add more signage. Green
paint is awesome- do more with it!
38. Designate streets to become bike only (and car for residents)
39. Paint more bikeways green! Makes it so much easier to see. Also provide
reflectors and maybe lights to would-be bicyclists
40. Fine for intracity bike travel. Where are the projects to encourage intercity
biking?
41. Projects that encourage intercity bike travel.

42. I don't want my tax $'s spent on bike projects. Much of the city doesn't live
within walking/biking distance to downtown and so car parking/ traffic
movement needs to be addresses.
43. painting bike lanes green, especially in high traffic areas (like Woodside
&amp; 280)
44. You can encourage biking but without a decent transit system and the
layout of Redwood city…it only works for the flat land and with that area
walking and bike paths are available.
45. Safer bike access to schools
46. make bike parking highly secure to encourage more use
47. the detection at traffic lights is really valuable. It might be nice to have
some sort of sticker or something so a biker knows they don't have go to
the side walk and push the button.
48. Separated bikeways (by physical boundaries)
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Question #3: Other Projects in General

21. I am a walker and foremost I would like to see the city address auto
speeding which impacts the safety of walkers and bicyclists. I applaud the
efforts so far, but how about more speeding tickets?
22. If we could have more bike paths for recreation, away from streets, that
would go a long way in encouraging cycling in RWC
23. A roundabout on Whipple at the current stop sign on Duane would be
great. And please a real round about, not the partial round about with
stop signs. They just lead to increased speed and don’t work
24. Making more of downtown car-free. The section of Broadway from
Hamilton to Jefferson should eliminate cars. Traffic there is light anyway,
and there's hardly any parking.
25. Esp. For kids, bike lanes shouldn't be shared with cars. It's disappointing
my kids can't ride their bikes, and "lanes" are catered to adults. How
many kids do you see riding bikes?? Very few.
26. Repair broken sidewalks
27. Improving the streetscape experience by reducing/eliminating cars
naturally brings more people on foot or bike. Make Broadway car free
downtown (emergency/commercial only).
28. In general, there should be significant investment in biking and pedestrian
infrastructure south of Woodside.
29. Bike lanes on Jefferson
30. Bike dedicated lanes (shared lanes with cars are dangerous)
31. We need protected bikeways.
32. I like the direction I see here. As a biker, one of the worst things I come
across is a bike lane that suddenly ends like Brewster at Arguello. Where
are bikers supposed to go?
33. More use and installation of light signals, overhead. Law enforcement
checking traffic in proximity of cross walks etc.
34. A top-down rather than bottom up approach would be best. Trying to
address hundreds of small comments is madness. Don't try to accomodate
cars and bikes on the same roads. Noone will be happy.
35. see item 1
36. According to Plan, Vera is a "slow street" all the way to Las Pulgas.
Therefore, there needs to be a Handicap Ramp at Valota and the sidewalk
into Red Morton Park, and a Roundabout at Valota and Vera
37. I see on the pinnable map some suggestions for one-way twins, e.g. Valota
and Virginia, Redwood and Oak. I support any ideas for "twin" one-way
streets, with room for bike lanes out of the door zone.
38. I would like to see more walking paths within 30 minute walk from the
Stanford Redwood City Campus. Not many options crossing the railroad
tracks, 101 or 84.
39. no

Again, looking at the map, are there any other significant improvement
projects related to walking, biking or traffic safety that should be added?
(57 comments.)
1. Flashing lights more attention brought to crosswalk areas
2. education of motorists that bicyclists are not bad people. How scary and
life threatening it can be when drivers don't consider cyclists. Education of
cyclists to obey rules and stop signs, too.
3. A roundabout located at Upton at Roosevelt would be a bicycle friendly
element. An additional traffic circle/roundabout at Madison and Valota
wood help mitigate chaos at that intersection
4. Windsor Way/Vera. Measures to reduce u turns through the crosswalks
(signs or not enough to deter).
5. Root removals in Redwood Shores
6. We need law enforcement against cars driving in bike lanes. Speed limit
should be 25 mph citywide, 20 mph in residential streets. City should
lobby for legal framework for speed camera enforcement.
7. None that I could justify
8. Protected bicycle lanes, esp at intersections
9. Reduce the size of Jefferson and add crossings like the new one at
Cleveland everywhere
10. Hampton Ave
11. Hopkins between Nevada and Alameda is not a comfortable place to ride
a bike. Suggest making the street wider and making a bike lane.
12. Medians (with plantings) on wide streets like Massachusetts to improve
safety, aesthetics
13. Taft Street Traffic Mitigation via speed humps, signage, ect.
14. Need traffic calming efforts on Broadway between Woodside and Fifth
and pedestrian safety improvements at Broadway and 2nd.
15. Most of the asphalt in Redwood City is old, full of potholes, the streets and
sidewalks are unsafe, first we should work to make them safer then add
more routes.
16. Remove the half block of street parking on Broadway (towards Woodside,
between Charter and the post office. This blocks an otherwise clear bike
lane.
17. More isolation from the road
18. Take care of garbage strewn along Arguello, along the underpass on
Jefferson.
19. Need to connect South West side of RWC to downtown with bike lanes.
PA and MP both do it.
20. Sidewalks in Redwood City cause accidents ..fix them
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Question #4: Prioritizing the potential projects

40. I walk all over downtown. Crossing woodside road is difficult. It doesnt
feel safe at many intersections. Especially at el camino real
41. Sidewalks are in very bad repair. I have fallen. Business owners and
residents should be required to keep sidewalks in good clean condition.
Fast food places should have trash cans at property lines
42. simple. Imagine you do not have a car (particularly because you do not
believe this is our future). TRANSPORTATION WITHOUT THE FEELING
THAT YOU RISK YOUR LIFE EVERYDAY BECAUSE OF OTHER
CITIZENS
43. Blocking off streets for walking only like keeping the current blocks up.
Adding 4 way stop sign to Bradford main intersection
44. Making Broadway 100% car free in Downtown would be great!
45. A safer, protected bike path to get to TIDE Academy. There are students
in RWC who attend this SUHSD school and need a safer way to bike to
campus - specifically looking for a protected lane.
46. The intersection of Brewster and el wood is a specific sub-part of the
Elwood bike boulevard that is very unsafe for bikes and pedestrians.
47. Continual work to maintain/improve sidewalks. Adding curb cuts.
48. Sharing the road with cars is very unsafe for bikes.
49. Painting more bikeways green
50. Any project that relieves one residential street of vehicular traffic while
increasing vehicular traffic on another residential street is not acceptable.
51. First priority should be to reduce and restrict vehicular travel on
residential streets. That makes all but major arteries more bike friendly.
52. Audit intersections for missing curb cuts (like @ Jefferson and Fulton)
53. We need to add free parking to bring in people and tax dollars to our
business and should restore Jefferson Rd to 4 lanes to improve traffic flow.
54. A safe way to get from neighborhoods in the NW of Woodside &amp; El
Camino to the NE areas of Middlefield &amp; Woodside (inc Stanford
RWC &amp; Hoover Park)
55. Virginia and Valota possibly one way. Safer connections between Virginia
and Valota. Hampton and Rosemary one way.
56. Green lane on Jefferson
57. Additional traffic light cross walks across Woodside and Jefferson, El
Camino as well

Given that there are so many potential projects, the City will need to
decide which ones to take on first. Below is a list of six ways to prioritize
projects. How important is each of these prioritization criteria to you.
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Very Important

Somewhat Important

Neutral

Not too Important

Not Answered

Benefits under-served communities (seniors,
the disabled, low-income, etc.)?

32%

40%

7%

14%

6%

Improves safety?

79%

7%

2%

4%

7%

Improves walk and bike access to transit?

51%

29%

1%

12%

7%

Beautifies or improves a street's aesthetics?

28%

30%

7%

27%

9%

Is low-cost and can be built quickly?

16%

38%

10%

29%

7%

Benefits school children?

51%

24%

6%

9%

10%
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Question #5: Other prioritization considerations?

22. Law enforcement on bike and feet will be able to quickly detect drivers
who need to be reminded to yield, stop etc. - so more of this, not law
enforcement in cruisers. In the shoes of a ped/biker.
23. I am a long-time avid cyclist and I avoid at all costs roads with sharrows,
which are death traps. The answer is not to reduce lanes, which will just
push cars onto local streets.
24. If you are stressing Climate Change, then you should prioritize any means
to get people out of their personal cars.
25. Improve parking options around downtown.
26. no
27. Sidewalk maintenance. Many businesses and residential areas have
hazardous uneven sidewalks.
28. Safety safety. Well lit. Homeless encampments should be addresses
compassionately
29. effects on the environment
30. THINK 2050, not 2022. &lt; this is very important as Redwood City
becomes canyons of high rise buildings that discourage urban respect for
non-wealthy, no-environmental commuters. We see the future.
31. Please focus on the largest hurdles people have between them and
biking/walking more.
32. Safe Routes to All Schools.
33. Connects well within existing plans and infrastructure, for example
reducing dead end bike lanes
34. Safety
35. communicating the improvements to the communities
36. It's all important. Cost shouldn't be a factor after all the recent
development.
37. No project should increase vehicular volumes on a surrounding residential
street.
38. Overall neighborhood safety
39. seperate bike lines and cars with a barrier

Related to the previous question, are there any other considerations we
should favor when prioritizing projects? (39 comments.)
1. Educating the driving public of the rights if the rodes
2. Change traffic flows i.e. through one-way streets, roundabouts/traffic
circles etc. to benefit pedestrian/bicycle/traffic safety
3. Maintain the paths in Redwood Shores
4. When designing separated bike lanes, do not hide these behind
trees/parking etc. The new bike lanes on the sidewalks on Middlefield Rd
make biking more dangerous. Bikes need to be more visible.
5. Build separated bike facilities that connect to each other, rather than
striping random bits of leftover street space as unprotected lanes or
painting pointless sharrows on high speed roads
6. Interconnect existing bikeways and mitigate traffic on Taft Street via speed
humps, signage, ect.
7. Safety safety safety! Building a city that’s not car dependent will be a gift
to future generations.
8. Make the sidewalks safe for everyone.
9. Keep in mind that kids biking to school need more safety measures and
traffic calming. Right now it is very dangerous to bike with kids.
10. order to really get enthusiasm about walking and micromobility, the
network needs to ALSO SLOW THE AUTO speeds. This can be done by
NARROWER lanes on this network which automatically slows traffic.
11. Returning the lanes of travel we have lost. We are increasing the
population while reducing our ability to traverse our city roads.
12. Sharrows are useless for safety and should be removed from the project
completely. They are not worth spending a single dollar on and won't
improve safety in the slightest.
13. Growing up on the Peninsula, I rode my bike everywhere. Now, I'm
afraid to let my kids ride their bike down the hill, on Farm Hill to
Jefferson. It's dangerous. Especially crossing to Highland
14. CONNECTING the bike paths across ECR as well as 84. Treacherous as is.
15. More focus on pedestrian issues
16. It's very important to prioritize kid's access to schools - especially since so
many kids in redwood city live far from their school
17. Build new infrastructure before improving existing paths and lanes.
18. Encouraging people to not use cars to get to downtown.
19. Restoring natural landscape areas to the city.
20. Protected bikeways.
21. How many people it would serve/how likely it is to be used.
138

Question #6: How Old Are You?

Age

Question #8: Do you live in Redwood City? If so,
in which neighborhood? (70 comments.)

18-44

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

45-64
Over 65
20%

22%

Not Answered

24%
34%

Question #7: What is Your Race or Ethnicity?

Race and Ethnicity
Asian or Pacific
Islander
6%
28%

8%

10%
48%

Hispanic or
Latino

White nonHispanic or
Latino
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yes, Eagle Hill
Woodsize Plaza
Centennial
Taft Street
Friendly Acres
Woodside Plaza
North Fair Oaks
Downtown
Centennial
Woodside Plaza
Woodside plaza
Emerald Hills
Yes. Centennial
Grand St at Roosevelt
Redwood Oaks
Off Whipple west of alameda
94061
Redwood Oaks
Yes, Downtown
Farm Hill
Vera Ave
North fair oaks
Mt carmel
Central
Downtown
Central RWC
North Palm Park
Eagle hill
Fair Oaks
Mount Carmel
Redwood Shores
Carmel
Centennial
Eagle Hill
Yes. North Palm.
Mount Carmel
Yes; I live near Selby Lane school (not sure of the name of the
neighborhood)

38. Mount Carmel. I have a 3-wheel electric-assist adult tricycle. I am
willing to be the Poster Boy for seniors with balance problems. I find this
vehicle enhances my independence. Foster Kinney 650-575-4920.
39. Yes, Woodside Plaza
40. No, but I work there.
41. No.
42. roosevelt
43. Downtown
44. Downtown
45. Farm hill
46. Mt Carmel
47. Redwood shores
48. I bike everywhere. This is my city. It will be my city until the city no longer
respects my non-poluting transportation.
49. Yes
50. Yes, the Marston apartment complex
51. Woodside Plaza/Sterling Heights
52. Yes, Edgewood
53. Mount carmel
54. Yes, Oak Knoll/ Mt Carmel. At Brewster/Elwood intersection.
55. Mount Carmel
56. Redwood Shores
57. East Roosevelt
58. Palm Park--Redwood Avenue
59. Palm Park
60. Roosevelt
61. Yes
62. Woodside Plaza; I try to ride to Kaiser &amp; downtown; I'd like to be
able to bike to RWC Stanford but doesn't feel safe
63. On whipple
64. Farm Hill
65. Woodside Plaza
66. mt carmel
67. friendly acres
68. yes
69. redwood oaks
70. Redwood Oaks
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Pinnable Map #2: Potential Projects
The screenshots on the following pages* show the locations of
comments that were posted on the pinnable map created to display
the potential projects. 795 comments were posted, broken down
into four types:
•
•
•
•

Likes: 110
Dislikes: 259
Comments: 182
Ideas or suggestions: 244

The map and the comments on it may be viewed interactively at
bitly.com/RWCmap2.
* Redwood Shores is not shown to scale.
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Appendix D: Collision Profiles and
Countermeasure Pairings
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Redwood City
Walk Bike Thrive
Draft Collision Profiles & Focus Areas
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Top Collision Intersections & Corridors
Intersections:
a. Woodside Road and Broadway (30 collisions)

b. Woodside Road and Middlefield Road (21 collisions)
c. Middlefield Road and Willow Street (21 collisions)
d. El Camino Real and Jefferson Avenue (19 collisions)
e. Broadway and Main Street (14 collisions)
Corridors:
f. Woodside Road between Hess Road and Kentfield Avenue
(71 collisions)
g. El Camino Real between Center Street and James Avenue
(148 collisions)
h. Middlefield Road between Charter Street and Cassia Street
(83 collisions)
i. Broadway between Charter Street and Winslow Street (102
collisions)

j. Whipple Avenue between El Camino Real and Veterans
Boulevard (47 collisions)

Source: TIMS 2015 – 2019
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What is a Collision Profile?
• Based on the analysis of collision history,
collision rates, and contextual factors
• Systemic process to proactively identify
locations that have similar contexts, but may
have experienced fewer or no collisions in the
past
• 10 draft collision profiles have been identified
to highlight the most common and severe
collision patterns based on the 5-year study
period (2015 – 2019)
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Draft Collision Profiles
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Driving Under the Influence (DUI)
Speed-Related Collisions
60+ Years Old at Intersections
Left-Turn Collisions
Pedestrians Crossing in Crosswalk at
Intersections
6. Unmarked Pedestrian Crossings
7. Pedestrians Crossing in Locations without
Sidewalks
8. Bicyclists Riding on Streets without Bicycle
Facilities
9. Drivers Not Yielding at Stop Signs
10. Bicycle Collisions at Intersections
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Collision Profile:

Driving Under the Influence (DUI)
• Description: Driving under the influence
of alcohol or drugs
• Factors: Vehicle is involved party, at
least one party was under influence of
drugs or alcohol
• Number of Collisions: 107 Injury
(7%), 16 KSI (26%)
• Potential countermeasures:
• Education
• Enforcement
• Vehicle Speed Feedback Signs
• Traffic Calming (Speed Humps,
Speed Tables, or Raised Crosswalks)

151

5

Collision Profile:

Speed-Related Collisions
• Description: Drivers involved in
collisions where speed was identified as
a contributing factor
• Factors: Vehicle is involved party, unsafe
speed identified
• Number of Collisions: 331 Injury
(23%), 5 KSI (8%)
• Potential countermeasures:
• Vehicle Speed Feedback Signs
• Traffic Calming (Speed Humps,
Speed Tables, or Raised
Crosswalks)
• Protected Bikeways
• Lane Reduction or Narrowing
• Turn Radius Reduction
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Collision Profile:

60+ Years Old Pedestrians at Intersections
• Description: Collisions occurring at
intersections involving people were aged
60 or older
• Factors: Pedestrians and/or vehicles
involved parties, involved party age 60+
• Number of Collisions: 26 Injury (2%), 11
KSI (18%)
• Potential countermeasures:
• Curb Extensions
• Extended Pedestrian Crossing Time
• Raised Crosswalks
• Pedestrian Refuge Island/Medians
• Signing and Striping Improvements
• Sidewalks
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Collision Profile:

Left-Turn Collisions involving Vehicle-on-Bicyclists &
Vehicle-on-Pedestrians
• Description: Pedestrian and bicyclist-involved
collisions occurring where people driving were
making left turns
• Factors: Drivers, pedestrians, bicyclists-involved
parties, coded as vehicles making left turns
• Number of Collisions: 89 Injury (6%), 6 KSI (10%)
• Potential countermeasures:
• Advance Stop Bar
• High-Visibility Crosswalks
• Pedestrian Countdown Head
• Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB)
• Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)
• Pedestrian Refuge Islands/Medians
• Raised Pedestrian Crossing
• Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI)
• Curb Extensions
• Signal Timing and Phasing Improvements
• Turn Restrictions
• Left-Turn Bike Box
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Collision Profile:

Pedestrians Crossing in Crosswalk at Intersection
• Description: Drivers involved in collisions where
pedestrians were crossing in crosswalk at
intersection
• Factors: Pedestrians and vehicles both involved
parties, location is intersection

• Number of Collisions: 90 Injury (6%), 11 KSI (18%)
• Potential countermeasures:
• High-Visibility Crosswalks
• Raised Crosswalk
• Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)
• Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB)
• Pedestrian Countdown Heads
• Pedestrian Refuge Islands/Medians
• Curb Extensions
• Restripe Crosswalk
• Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI)
• Signal Timing and Phasing Improvements
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Collision Profile:

Unmarked Pedestrian Crossings
• Description: Driver involved in collision where
pedestrian was crossing in intersection or midblock, but location was not marked
• Factors: Pedestrians and vehicles both involved
parties, location has unmarked crosswalk
• Number of Collisions: 59 Injury (4%), 6 KSI (10%)
• Potential countermeasures:
• High-Visibility Crosswalks
• Raised Crosswalk
• Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB)
• Pedestrian Refuge Islands/Medians
• Curb Extensions
• Restripe Crosswalk
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Collision Profile:

Pedestrians Crossing in Locations without Sidewalks
• Description: Pedestrians walking on streets
without sidewalks
• Factors: Pedestrians and vehicles both involved
parties, location has no sidewalk
• Number of Collisions: 14 Injury (%), 4 KSI (%)
• Potential countermeasures:
• Sidewalks
• High-Visibility Crosswalks
• Raised Crosswalk
• Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)
• Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB)
• Pedestrian Countdown Heads
• Pedestrian Median Barrier
• Pedestrian Refuge Island
• Curb Extensions
• Restripe Crosswalk
• Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI)
• Signal Timing and Phase Improvements
• Pedestrian-Scale Lighting
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Collision Profile:

Bicyclists Riding on Streets without Bicycle Facilities
• Description: Bicyclists who
were involved in collisions with vehicles
away from a bicycle facility
• Factors: Bicyclists and vehicles involved
parties, location is not bicycle facility
• Number of Collisions: 91 Injury (6%), 3
KSI (5%)
• Potential countermeasures:
• Bike Lanes
• Buffered Bike Lanes
• Protected Bikeways
• Roadway Safety Lighting
• Traffic Calming (Speed
Humps, Speed Tables, or
Raised Crosswalks)
• Green Bike Lane Conflict Zone
Markings
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Collision Profile:

Drivers Not Yielding at Stop Signs
• Description: Drivers at stop signs who
were involved in collisions
• Factors: Vehicles involved party,
location is unsignalized intersection
with stop control
• Number of Collisions: 102 Injury (7%),
3 KSI (5%)
• Potential countermeasures:
• Traffic Calming (Traffic Circle,
Roundabout, Vertical Deflection)
• Curb Extensions
• Sight Distance Improvements
(Parking Restrictions, Vegetation
Management)
• Signing and Striping Improvements
• Advance Stop Bar
• High-Visibility Crosswalks
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Collision Profile:

Bicycle Collisions at Intersections
• Description: Bicyclists at
intersections who are involved in
collisions with vehicles
• Factors: Bicyclists and vehicles both
involved parties, location is
intersection
• Number of Collisions: 105 Injury
(7%), 3 KSI (5%)
• Potential countermeasures:
• Protected Intersection
• Sight Distance Improvements
(Parking Restrictions, Vegetation
Management)
• Green Bike Lane Conflict Zone
Markings
• Protected Bikeway
• Bike Lane
• Buffered Bike Lane
• Two-Stage Turn Queue Bike Box
• Extend Green Time for Bikes
• Bicycle Signal/Exclusive Bike Phase
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Draft Focus Intersections & Segments*
Focus Intersections
1. El Camino Real and Jefferson Avenue
2. Broadway and Main Street

2
a

3. Broadway and Woodside Road

4. Broadway and 5th Street

1

3
c

Focus Segments

d

a. Whipple Avenue between Veterans Boulevard
and El Camino Real

b. Broadway between Cassia Street and Winslow
Street
c. Middlefield Road between Woodside Road and
Charter Street
d. El Camino Real between Center Street and
Roosevelt Avenue
e. Woodside Road between Hess Road and
Kentfield Avenue
f. Redwood Shores Parkway between Twin
Dolphin Drive and Shoreline Drive

5

4 b

e

* Inputs: Top collision locations, collision
profiles, pedestrian focus areas, and KSI’s
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Appendix E: Priority Project
Conceptual Layouts
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MATCHLINE - SEE FIGURE 2

LAUREL ST
WOODSIDE RD

MANZANITA ST

MIDDLEFIELD RD

1:40

Figure 1

CONCEPTUAL - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION.
ADDITIONAL DETAILED ANALYSIS AND ENGINEERING DESIGN REQUIRED.

Middlefield Road
Woodside Road to Laurel Street
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CHARTER ST

WILLOW ST
MATCHLINE - SEE FIGURE 1

MIDDLEFIELD RD

1:40

Figure 2

CONCEPTUAL - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION.
ADDITIONAL DETAILED ANALYSIS AND ENGINEERING DESIGN REQUIRED.

Middlefield Road
Laurel Street to Charter Street
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Figure 3

Redwood Shores Parkway
at Twin Dolphin Drive
CONCEPTUAL - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION. ADDITIONAL
DETAILED ANALYSIS AND ENGINEERING DESIGN REQUIRED.
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MATCHLINE - SEE FIGURE 5
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Figure 4

Redwood Shores Parkway
Twin Dolphin Drive to Electronic Arts Drive
CONCEPTUAL - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION. ADDITIONAL
DETAILED ANALYSIS AND ENGINEERING DESIGN REQUIRED.
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MATCHLINE - SEE FIGURE 6
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Figure 5

Redwood Shores Parkway
CONCEPTUAL - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION. ADDITIONAL
DETAILED ANALYSIS AND ENGINEERING DESIGN REQUIRED.

at Electronic Arts Drive
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Figure 6

Redwood Shores Parkway
CONCEPTUAL - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION. ADDITIONAL
DETAILED ANALYSIS AND ENGINEERING DESIGN REQUIRED.

Electronic Arts Drive to Shoreline Drive
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Figure 7

Redwood Shores Parkway
CONCEPTUAL - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION. ADDITIONAL
DETAILED ANALYSIS AND ENGINEERING DESIGN REQUIRED.

at Shoreline Drive
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Figure 8

CONCEPTUAL - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION.
ADDITIONAL DETAILED ANALYSIS AND ENGINEERING DESIGN REQUIRED.

Broadway
Maple Street to Chestnut Street
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Appendix F: Programmatic Initiatives

171

Redwood City Vision Zero Action Plan: Programmatic Countermeasures
This toolbox presents non-engineering safety countermeasures and bicycle/pedestrian

programmatic recommendations for the Redwood City Vision Zero Action Plan. The toolbox

covers community engagement; policies/data; the five Safe System elements of safe road users,

safe vehicles, safe speeds, safe roads, and post-crash care; and bike/ped programs. The toolbox is

developed to help address the 10 identified collision profiles in Redwood City:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Driving Under the Influence (DUI)
Speed-Related Collisions
60+ Years Old at Intersections
Left-Turn Collisions
Pedestrians Crossing in Crosswalk at Intersections
Unmarked Pedestrian Crossings
Pedestrians Crossing in Locations without Sidewalks
Bicyclists Riding on Streets without Bicycle Facilities
Drivers Not Yielding at Stop Signs
Bicycle Collisions at Intersections

The goals of Task Force member review of this document and discussion during Task Force

meeting #2 on March 30 are to confirm any programs already underway in Redwood City and

identify 5-10 critical programs for the city to prioritize for funding in the near term.
Contents

Equitable & Culturally Relevant Community Engagement ...........................................................................2
Policies & Data ..............................................................................................................................................................2
Safe Road Users.............................................................................................................................................................4
Post-Crash Care ............................................................................................................................................................7
Safe Speeds .....................................................................................................................................................................8
Safe Vehicles................................................................................................................................................................... 9
Safe Roads .......................................................................................................................................................................9
Bicycle/Pedestrian Programs....................................................................................................................................9
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Equitable & Culturally Relevant Community Engagement
Community engagement is not a one-size-fits-all model. By developing culturally relevant

engagement strategies, all participants are invited into conversations about safety. Culturally

relevant engagement strategies can help education and programming around traffic safety reach
a larger audience and be more impactful.

Culturally relevant community engagement may include dissemination of materials and

presentation of information in multiple languages, including English and Spanish. Hosting safety-

related engagement events at local parks or businesses may provide better accessibility and

comfort for residents to receive information and provide feedback. Additionally, the creation of a
Street Safety Ambassador Program can also help to build awareness within specific communities
around roadway safety issues. Culturally relevant community engagement could be considered
during the implementation of all roadway safety projects.

Policies & Data
Set a Vision Zero Goal
Redwood City completed its Citywide Transportation Plan, RWCMoves, in 2018 to serve as a

guiding document for the improvement of transportation throughout the city. One of the key

goals identified as part of that planning process was the elimination of traffic fatalities and severe
injuries for all modes by 2030. City Council subsequently adopted a Strategic Plan in 2020 to

emphasize its strategic priorities, including the creation of an action plan to implement Vision

Zero as part of its overall transportation strategy to create and maintain a multimodal, safe, and
accessible transportation network.

Becoming a Vision Zero jurisdiction includes a commitment to a goal of “zero” killed or severe

injury (KSI) collisions by an identified year. Jurisdictions must establish performance management

strategies with periodic review and progress tracking.

Set A Vision Zero Policy That Outlines Tradeoff Decision Making and Prioritizes
Vulnerable Users
Oversight and accountability include a need for leadership. This includes strategies such as

identifying a champion to advocate for safety project development and implementation. To

prioritize zero deaths and severe injuries through projects and policies, a mayoral or City Council
directive or ordinance can be enacted to acknowledge the need for trade-offs on the roadway

system between reduced roadway capacity or throughput (e.g., lane reductions, lower speeds)

and enhanced bicycle or pedestrian facilities (e.g., protected bike lanes, traffic calming).
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Construction Accessibility Policy
Having a policy in place for accessibility to be maintained during construction and road

maintenance projects is crucial for maintaining safety on City roads. These policies, including

bicycle and pedestrian safety, can be included in a memorandum or report put out by a local
jurisdiction.

Crash Risk Indicators
Surrogate safety measures, such as “near-miss” collisions, hard braking data, speed data,

community-reported hazards, and high stress facilities provide an understanding of the safety

landscape and enable proactive interventions. Near misses have historically been difficult to study
in practical safety applications due to an overall lack of reported information. In the absence of

sufficient crash data, near miss data is an important indicator for guiding crash prevention. There

are several technologies that are closing the gap and providing key safety insights regarding near
misses, including:

Video data — Video machine learning is an effective means of classifying collisions and collecting
near miss data. Data are collected through cameras stationed at intersections or mid-block
locations, and near miss incidents are recorded and coded.

Public crowdsourcing —Online web crowdsourcing platforms, such as UC Berkeley’s SafeTREC

Street Story tool (available in English and Spanish), allow anyone to anecdotally report incidents

of near misses: https://safetrec.berkeley.edu/tools/street-story-platform-community-engagement.

These data points are publicly available for analysis and contain important contextual information
based on geographic location (e.g., road conditions, street lighting, and travel mode). Using a

platform like Street Story in future projects also advances community education and engagement

around road safety by providing an outlet and way for people to connect around each other’s
stories.

Contextual Data Inventory
Up-to-date data on transportation infrastructure, including roadway characteristics, intersection

characteristics, and signs, are valuable for planning and implementing future improvements. By
setting aside resources to create and maintain an updated inventory, cities can identify project

synergies, such as including a safety countermeasure with a repaving project. Enhanced

contextual data also supports systemic safety analysis for future safety plans and evaluations.
Examples of service providers available to assist with this work include the following:

Mapillary uses crowdsourced or privately provided street-level imagery to extract and map signs,

streetlamps, sidewalks, signals, and other objects: https://www. mapillary.com/
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Ecopia uses satellite imagery to extract features such as road centerlines, roadway cross-sections,
sidewalks, and more: https://www.ecopiatech.com/

Crash Reporting
Crash reporting practices, such as complete data collection and documentation of road user

behavior and infrastructure, and sharing data across agencies or organizations (e.g., law

enforcement, health officials, transportation officials, and hospitals) can lead to a greater

understanding of the holistic safety landscape, and thus lead to improved investments in safety.

Safe Road Users
Education & Public Awareness Campaigns Targeted at Specific Behaviors
Transportation safety education plays an important role in shaping and shifting behavior,

especially when paired with community engagement to make streets safer for all people. Public

education media campaigns focused on discouraging speeding, encouraging increased awareness
of pedestrians and bicyclists at night, and encouraging appropriate crosswalk behaviors for all

modes would be beneficial for the city. Targeted education, such as on buses and bus shelters, on

billboards, at movie theaters, or on local radio stations, may be directed at vulnerable populations
with the help of local partners, and at certain behaviors of drivers, pedestrians, and bicyclists to
deter specific collision types.

Key Partnerships
Partner with local organizations that support the City’s safety goals, such as Kaiser, Stanford,

Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition, and school districts to promote a ‘safety first’ culture and execute

traffic safety campaigns.

Educate Businesses on Hot Spot Corridors
Conduct targeted education to businesses along the hot spot corridors (e.g., use caution when

exiting driveways). Educational materials could include pamphlets, stickers, window displays, etc.
This effort could include materials on how businesses can help drivers be more aware of their

surroundings. For drinking establishments or restaurants, this could also include information to
reduce driving under the influence (e.g., safe ride home number, local taxi number, etc.).

Educate Transit Service Providers on Hot Spot Corridors
Conduct targeted education to transit service providers along the hot spot corridors through

driver training, in collaboration with transit agencies.
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High Visibility Enforcement for DUIs
Use high visibility enforcement for DUIs. Deterrence policies focus on raising the actual and

perceived risk of detection of driving under the influence. These policies should be highly visible

to increase awareness of the risks of driving under the influence. Publicized sobriety checkpoints,

saturation patrol, and other forms of high visibility enforcement are effective for safety outcomes.
Integrated enforcement would include coordination with Public Awareness Campaigns and

Education of Businesses (see above). For example, widespread dissemination of multi-lingual

educational messaging and promotion of safe rides home programs in advance of major

enforcement efforts will help to mitigate equity concerns about disproportionate impacts of
fines/fees on lower income residents.

Pairing Education with Key Engineering Countermeasures
Educational materials can be used to teach people how to use new and unfamiliar safety

countermeasures, such as pedestrian hybrid beacons (PHB), roundabouts, or protected bikeways.
These materials can consist of informational signs or demonstration videos, and should be
presented in multiple languages.

Education on New Roadway Design Changes
Temporary demonstrations, like pop-up style installations, can physically showcase proposed

safety infrastructure and emergency response to the public in a tangible way. Using social media
platforms such as Nextdoor, Facebook, Twitter, or Instagram to prepare and promote materials

and videos focused on new types of roadway designs or improvements could direct community
conversations for meaningful outcomes. It could also provide an opportunity for education on
how to properly utilize or navigate new types of roadway improvements.

Safe Ride Home
Develop partnerships between the city, Police Department, Transportation Network Companies
(TNC) like Uber or Lyft, and local businesses to offer promotional codes for free or discounted

rides home from establishments or events to reduce the potential for DUI, drowsy driving, or

distracted driving. This program may be focused on holidays or applied more broadly to weekend
nights.

Driving Under the Influence (DUI) Prevention
Prevention and education policies focus on mobilizing and educating the community, as well as

intervening before driving under the influence takes place. According to research by the National

Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), alcohol problem assessment and treatment

programs, as well as alcohol intervention in settings such as a doctor's office, are highly effective
strategies for improving safety outcomes.
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Education Campaign for Youth
Launch a citywide transportation safety education campaign targeting youth that covers a wide
range of topics, such as alcohol and drug impairment, speeding, and potentially distracted

driving. This could include media campaigns targeted at schools, or post-drivers’ education

courses.

Seat Belt Law Enforcement
Short-term, high visibility seat belt law enforcement consists of highly publicized periods of

increased belt law enforcements. This program may utilize checkpoints, saturation patrols, or
designated enforcements zones. To build or maintain public-visibility, such programs should

include communications and outreach strategies via media. To better serve safety outcomes of all
users, it is recommended that the program weight education over fines.

Integrated Enforcement
Deterrence policies focus on raising the actual and perceived risk of detection of driving under

the influence. These policies should be highly visible to increase awareness of the risks of driving
under the influence. Publicized sobriety checkpoints, saturation patrol, and other forms of high

visibility enforcement are effective for safety outcomes. It is recommended that fines and fees be
de-emphasized in favor of education and safe rides home to better serve equity considerations.

Automated Enforcement
Automated enforcement methods, such as red-light cameras or speed safety cameras, equitably
target the specific drivers who are behaving dangerously. A strictly data-driven approach to

automated enforcement might place red-light or speed cameras in locations with the highest

number of collisions; however, speed safety cameras are not currently allowed in California. The
city should monitor or advocate for changes to state legislation to allow the use of this critical

tool.

Enforcement Priorities Mandate
Use crash history and emphasis area corridors as one criterion for where to concentrate
enforcement efforts. This may require some additional police department funding.

Distracted Driving Patrols
Add extra patrols to look for distracted drivers as part of a statewide distracted driving campaign
three times per year. These patrols should be deployed at locations where the data indicate that
the most traffic safety benefit can be realized. Wherever possible, these patrols shall occur in
areas with the highest number of past distracted driving violations.
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Driver Re-Education Course
Develop a locally sponsored driver re-education course for drivers that have received violations.

Participation in the course would be a way to pardon a driver's first violation. A complementary
program could be developed for elderly drivers – and offered at local senior centers – to help

them improve their driving skills or recognize that they may not be advised to drive under certain
conditions (e.g., at night). These programs benefit from oversight and data analysis to improve
equitable access and outcomes.

Other Safety Education/Promotion
This could include posters and bumper stickers with RWC-specific traffic safety messages for use
in City buildings and on City vehicles and made available to the public for free. It also could

include support and promotion of community-based traffic safety campaigns such as safe-driving
pledges and safe-driving apps.

Post-Crash Care
Rapid Response Safety Communication Protocol & Multi-Disciplinary Team
Employ an internal, multi-departmental communication strategy in response to severe and fatal

collisions. The protocol should outline a path forward for transportation staff to collaborate with

the city Police Department as part of the immediate on-the ground-response to an investigation

of severe and fatal collisions, ensuring a multi-disciplinary response team focused both on the

behavioral and engineering elements of a collision. Development of this multi-disciplinary team
can also support timely data sharing among City departments.

Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Response
Victims involved in a collision have a higher chance of survival if they can quickly receive medical

care. In many cases, law enforcement officers and fire department staff are the first responders to
arrive at a collision location. In addition to equipping all first responders with the appropriate
training, improving response times for EMS would help improve the chance of survival for

collision victims. Collisions can also put the lives of first responders and other road users at risk
due to increased congestion during the crash response, which may lead to secondary crashes.

The city could work with EMS to improve response times and ensure safety in both arriving at and
attending to patients at the scene. Strategies could include implementing emergency vehicle

signal preemption, which allows emergency vehicles to break a normal traffic signal cycle and
proceed through an intersection.

178

Redwood City Vision Zero & Bike/Ped Action Plan – Programmatic Countermeasures
Page 8 of 10

Post-Crash Care Policy, Practices, and Additional Resources
When individuals are injured in collisions, they rely on emergency first responders to quickly

locate them, stabilize their injuries, and transport them to medical facilities. Post-crash care also
includes forensic analysis at the crash site and traffic incident management, so that traffic flow

may be restored as safely and quickly as possible. Policy action through the justice system and
appropriate design of roadways to lessen the risk of future crashes can also help inform safety
programs.

Crash reporting practices, such as complete data collection and documentation of road user

behavior and infrastructure, and sharing data across agencies or organizations (e.g., among police
departments, transportation officials, and hospitals) can help lead to a greater understanding of
the holistic safety landscape, and thus lead to improved investments in safety.

To ensure a crash survivor receives the care needed to recover and restore body and mind to an
active life within society, medical rehabilitation with specialists can range from orthopedics,
neurosurgery, physical and occupational therapy, and prosthetics to psychology and
neuropsychology.

Severe and fatal collisions not only affect the victim involved, but their family and friends as well.
Across the nation, in Canada, and locally in the San Francisco Bay Area, there are chapters of

Families for Safe Streets. This group advocates at the state capitol in Sacramento and works with

lawmakers and non-profits like Mothers Against Drunk Driving (MADD) to share their stories and

testify before legislative committees. Supporting victims’ families can come in many forms. World
Day of Remembrance for Road Traffic Victims is an annual event held on the third Sunday in
November in remembrance of those who have died or have been affected by motor vehicle
collisions.

Safe Speeds
Speed Limit Modification
Utilize California Assembly Bill (AB) 43 methodology to lower speed limits on key corridors. AB 43

provides cities with increased flexibility to consider context and safety as they set speed limits,
utilizing the following five strategies:
•
•
•
•

Engineering & Traffic Survey (E&TS) – option to extend enforceable time period for speed
data collection
Post E&TS – option to retain current or immediately prior established speed limit
Speed Limit Reduction – option to reduce speed limit by an additional 5 mph based on
several factors, including designation of local "Safety Corridors"
Prima Facie Speed Limits – option to implement 15 to 25 mph speed limits in certain
zones
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•

Business Activity Districts - option to implement 20 or 25 mph speed limits in designated
business districts

Safe Speeds Education Campaign
Conduct a safety education campaign targeting safe speeds. This could include yard signs, wall
boards/posters in prime injury-corridor neighborhoods, ads on bus exteriors, radio ads, etc. To

maximize effectiveness, this should be an ongoing program.

Safe Vehicles
Incidence Data from Connected Vehicles
With the capability of vehicles to capture and transmit real-time data on driver behavior

wirelessly, these data are increasingly becoming an integral part of reporting near misses
especially given the introduction of AVs on public roadways.

Autonomous Vehicle (AV) Readiness Planning
Having strategies prepared to meet and address the oncoming challenges posed by AV

technology will be crucial in advancing road safety in Redwood City. Fully automated vehicles

have the potential to transform travel behavior and safety outcomes given that AVs are ultimately
designed to operate without any human intervention. Some strategies for preparation include

educating the public on current and future safety features and limitations, developing signing and
striping standards, and conducting reviews of equity implications. Without appropriate research
and guidance, AVs could widen accessibility and safety gaps for vulnerable communities. AV

testing also could be limited around particularly vulnerable populations to reduce potential risk,
such as around schools or senior centers.

Safe Roads
Placemaking in Traffic Safety Initiatives
Launch a citywide initiative to treat streets as places by incorporating permanent placemaking

efforts (public art, green infrastructure, neighborhood amenities) into traffic safety initiatives. Such

amenities can activate streetscapes and encourage lower speeds and better awareness of non-

vehicle users. Prioritize areas with high numbers of vulnerable users.

Bicycle/Pedestrian Programs
Encouragement / Promotion
•
•

Bike to Work Day support and promotion
Temporary street-closure events in the downtown (similar to Sunday Streets)
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Wayfinding signage program for people walking and biking
Walking groups for seniors
Walking tours of the downtown
Bicycle parking racks in the public right-of-way
Financial incentives for City and/or County employees who walk or bike to work, as well
as lockers and showers
Support to community-based organizations that offer bicycle repair and maintenance
workshops, bike commuting workshops, giveaways of bike helmets/bells/lights and
reflectors, etc.

Safe Routes to School
Expand the Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program in partnership with school districts or individual

schools for students walking or biking to school. This could include:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Outreach and Engagement Plan
“Grant-ready” plans for each school
Monthly or seasonal Walk and Roll to School days
Walking school buses and bike trains
“Street smarts” education for students (bike rodeos, skills drills clinics, training rides,
booklets, etc.), including for teen drivers
Workshops for parents on SR2S topics (traffic safety and personal security for
pedestrians and cyclists, the logistics of walking and biking to school, etc.)
School crossing-guard program
Updated Walk and Bike to School Maps for all schools

Other Programs
This could include:

•
•
•

Online “fix-it” request form to report small-scale pedestrian and bike hazards and
request spot improvements
Cops-on-bikes program for downtown or other targeted neighborhoods
Maps of walking and biking routes at the Caltrain stations
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