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Meeting Outline
1. Schedule Update (10 min)

2. Phase 2 Engagement Summary (15 min)

* Interactive Community Workshop
* Community Survey #2

3. Design Process Overview

4. Review 10% Concept Designs and Evaluation Criteria for Preferred

Alternatives (60 min)

* Ringwood Avenue
* Coleman Avenue (County)
* Coleman Avenue (City)

5. Next Steps (5 min)
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Project Schedule Update

2022 2023
Winter Spring Summer Fall Winter Spring Fall Winter

We are here
? e_0©0
@.&.
Street Design
Existing Conditions Alternatives  EiR nsportation | Transportation
Evaluation &
Selection

° 90 : : : : ? o e= . . :
.&. = Community & Technical Advisory Committees '@ = Public Participation & Outreach — = Presentations to Governing Bodies
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TAC Input Timeline

Feedback on study goals, needs, and existing conditions April 2022
nput on evaluation criteria and potential design concepts October 2022
-eedback on draft alternatives and collaborative design February 2023

nput on preferred alternatives
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Phase 2 Engagement Summary

Coleman and Ringwood Avenues Transportation Study



Goals and Activities

a

N

e Solicit input on initial draft
alternatives

e |dentify and provide input
on preferred alternative(s)

e May 2023 Interactive
Community Workshop

e May — June 2023
Community Survey #2

\(W—Tra ns
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Interactive Community Workshop

Hands on opportunity to interact with the draft
alternatives using scaled prototypes made of wood
blocks overlaid on aerial images.

Opportunity to collaborate with other community
members in the development of new alternatives

and discuss potential tradeoffs.

4 “focus areas” were used, two for each corridor. .

gl\ﬁfﬁ\'! b;ﬁc, lowme ,L“k;\!i—
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A total of 53 group comment cards were received!
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Community Survey #2

Alternative Cross Section Examples for Survey

Respondents were polled about the top two | =umssse (LOOKING NORTH TOWARDS BAY RD) R

alternatives identified for each focus area Sy =) f":f}“
| —_— h— R AR

based on workshop feedback. = g | w__f |

10EN _l' _|_ _t I TJ _1 ] il’a"":.'h CTEL‘
The survey included a mix of multiple choice % - O R PP T P b
and open-ended questions. - —
EXSTING EDCE OF (LOOKING NORTH TOWARDS BAY RD) “OF SIDEWALK.

WALKING PATH

The survey covered four focus areas, two for Ay,

. . . 4 & A

each corridor consistent with the workshop. g b
Wl |

Agency staff promoted the survey at | ﬂh

nuMerous community events.

A total of 454 surveys were completed!
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ldentification of Preferred Alternatives
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Design Process Overview

Iterative Design Process

Phase |

engagement |dentification Further
activities and 4-5 initial draft Refinement Interactive of top 2 Community refinement
existing alternatives based on TAC Community alternatives Survey #2 and

conditiqns developed per and CAC Workshop per focus area (May — June identification
analysis focus area feedback (May 2023) and 2023) of preferred
(May — refinement alternatives

October 2022)

./ 7 7 s 7
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Ringwood Avenue
Preferred Alternatives
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Ringwood Avenue Preferred Alternatives
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Alt 1 - Bike Lanes with Raised Separation Device and Asphalt Pathway
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Alt 2 - Bike Lanes (Shared Near Middlefield) with Asphalt Pathway

Key Differences

» Dedicated southbound bike lane
» Striped buffer with raised element
« Wider asphalt pathway

Key Differences

« Retains right turn lane into MAHS

« Shared southbound bike/travel lane
near Middlefield

« Narrower asphalt pathway

Coleman and Ringwood Avenues Transportation Study
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Ringwood Avenue
10% Concept Plans
(Separate Document)
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Evaluation Criteria Refresher

Evaluation Criteria Description

Criterion Metric

Collision Reduction Federal Highway Administration Collision Reduction Factors

Soeed Reduction Institute of Transportation Engineers anticipated effectiveness of various traffic
calming measures

Bicycle Comfort Mineta Transportation Institute Bicycle Level of Traffic Sress methodology

Pedestrian Comfort Pedestrian Level of Service (PLOS) methodology

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

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

Tree Preservation The total number of treesthat would need to be removed

Parking Retention (Gity only) | The number of existing on-street parking spacesthat would need to be removed
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		Evaluation Criteria Description	Comment by Diana Shu: who will be filling this table in? is it tac/cac or public or is the project filling this table out? 
If all alternatives improve safety, then what information did we gain or is this just to check off the box? 	Comment by Joel Slavit: The team should take the first draft & then can be further revised w/ TAC & CAC input.  The criteria should be reflective of community input we received from our  first phase of engagement & the values & priorities that came out of our surveys	Comment by Cameron Nye: Agreed, we believe it would be best for the team to fill this table out and then refine with committee input.



		Criterion	Comment by Vanessa Castro: How did we arrive at this list of criteria? Are we drawing from the community survey?	Comment by Cameron Nye: The basis of this list is the community engagement feedback and project goals.	Comment by Joel Slavit: If a one-way street alternatives or if different types of traffic calming impvts are to be considered, we may also want to add circulation impacts as a criteria	Comment by Cameron Nye: This would require an operational analysis of surrounding streets to determine circulation impacts.

		

		Metric



		Collision Reduction	Comment by Vanessa Castro: Can this be called collision reduction?	Comment by Cameron Nye: Updated.

		Federal Highway Administration Collision Reduction Factors



		Speed Reduction	Comment by Hanieh Houshmandi: These two items have no indication of what would receive a full circle, vs half or a quarter. The rest of the items on the table do. I understand these are harder to quantify, suggest we  find a way to describe the scoring to remain consistent with the rest of the descriptions in this table.

		Institute of Transportation Engineers anticipated effectiveness of various traffic calming measures



		Bicycle Comfort 

		Mineta Transportation Institute Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress methodology	Comment by Diana Shu: are we providing a brief summary of this document for tac and cac? 
https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Appendix-D.pdf
	Comment by Brae Hunter: is it vital to reference this at all
?  Could we simply say “reduces user stress to where all bicyclists including el. to hs students are comfortable traveling.”?	Comment by Cameron Nye: This type of methodology is necessary for the quantification component. We need something well-defined in order to definitely say one alternative reduces stress more than another. We can give a brief primer on the details of this methodology at the committee meetings without wading into the specifics.	Comment by Brae Hunter: That makes sense	Comment by Joel Slavit: If we are keeping this language, we will need something, somewhere defining the different stress levels as not everyone knows this. 	Comment by Guest User: If you can't add something separate explaining stress, would be good to have a snippet stating things like speed, traffic volumes, presence of bike lanes, etc to give context for why it's comfortable. 	Comment by Cameron Nye: We will provide additional context for LTS and PLOS in the Street Design Alternatives memo; this document is just intended to outline the actual criteria. 



		Pedestrian Comfort	Comment by Joel Slavit: Wondering if this could also apply to the level of ped. crossing impvts unless we are assuming the same crossing treatment level for all the alts.	Comment by Guest User: Agree, ped crossings could be 'comfort' in their own right in comparison to space. Things like crosswalks, stop signs, crossing guards, RRFBs greatly improve comfort and perception of a safe crosswalk	Comment by Cameron Nye: We will mostly be looking at the same (or a similar) level of crossing improvements with all the alternatives (ie. New crosswalks, RRFBs, etc.). This list is mostly geared toward evaluating the corridor-level improvements.	Comment by Cameron Nye: Maybe Atascadero? Did LRSP. Barry and Jade.

		Pedestrian Level of Service (PLOS) methodology



		Continuity for Pedestrians

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



		Continuity for Bicyclists

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



		Tree Preservation	Comment by Vanessa Castro: will send county links about heritage and significant tree regulations. More information about what kinds of considerations will be taken when discussing potential tree removal (age of tree, location, condition, type, heritage or significant, etc.) required here.	Comment by Cameron Nye: As discussed at a progress meeting, W-Trans will estimate the quantity of trees, but identification of other parameters such as age, type, etc. would require the expertise of an arborist.

		The total number of trees that would need to be removed 	Comment by Joel Slavit: Should we not only consider quantity but also whether some trees might be considered heritage trees (not sure Menlo Park or the County make that distinction) and their condition (should a tree that is dying be given the same weight as a healthy tree?...not sure we have that level of detail though. 	Comment by Guest User: Menlo Park:
https://beta.menlopark.org/Government/Departments/Public-Works/Maintenance-Division/Trees/Heritage-tree-definition-and-ordinance

https://beta.menlopark.org/Government/Departments/Public-Works/Maintenance-Division/Trees
	Comment by Guest User: Not sure how similar it is to the County or not, but one thing the Menlo Park Heritage Tree Ordinance states is any replacement must ensure continued or increased canopy coverage

https://beta.menlopark.org/Government/Departments/Public-Works/Maintenance-Division/Trees/Heritage-tree-replacement-requirements



		Parking Retention (City only)	Comment by Joel Slavit: I’m struggling w/ this one a bit.  While I understand the concern in front of the apartments on Coleman in Menlo Park.  Unclear why it is necessary to maintain on-street parking on Coleman in Menlo Oaks, given the size of the lots and driveways for the fronting homes.  Do we have an idea whether those that called out the need for on-street parking in the survey live in Menlo Oaks or Menlo Park?  	Comment by Cameron Nye: We were unable to drill down that level of detail from the survey since the entire study area is one zip code, but parking counts are in progress for both corridors, which will help us better understand the existing parking situation. One option is for the Parking Reduction criterion to only be applied to the Coleman (City) alternatives.

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








Ringwood Avenvue Evaluation Criteria

Evaluation Criteria Summary for Ringwood Avenue

Design Alternative S X - - %’ =
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O = Alternative does not meet criterion Note: *traffic calming improvements are included in both alternatives (ex. Narrower travel lanes, raised pedestrian
crossing, speed feedback signs, enhanced signing/striping)
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		Evaluation Criteria Summary for Ringwood Avenue

		

		



		Design Alternative

		Collision Reduction

		Speed Reduction*

		Bicycle Comfort  (On -Street)

		Bicycle Comfort (Off-Street)

		Pedestrian Comfort

		Continuity for Pedestrians

		Continuity for Bicyclists

		Tree Preservation



		Retain Existing Conditions
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		Alternative 1 

Bike Lanes with Raised Separation Device and Asphalt Pathway
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		Alternative 2

Bike Lanes (Shared Near Middlefield) with Asphalt Pathway
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Coleman Avenue (County)
Preferred Alternatives
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Coleman Avenue (County) Map

z 7 3 > 3 £ 2
3 o8 B 83 = & o \
Bay Rq Bay Rd < 7 k
o l N TS
%’ ; s Graw-_
(o) i c
Fredrick ave = & L‘; % VA Medical
[ L 3 edica
= 5 %’ 5o § Center
L £ £ s i
; $ s
s s £ ;
o < Y ES
¢ Parkwood b 'g xal P\Z
O‘W r S Hospit
& X
5 co\oy Ave 2 ‘:
Peninsula o S
School Peninsula o 3
£ School £ T VA Medical
3 .a_', s Center
@ o
s =
Laurel A 2
3 Elementary SI Ide 20 R FKd
gdge RrRd School
Coleman Ave Will
ST i ' ‘
Q
B o0l RIGHT-OF WAY EXISTING CONDITIONS RIGHT-OF-WAY
o y x 2 ; !

@ GHBES PRI (LOOKING EAST TOWARDS WILLOW RD) |
2P S Slide 21 L 5 |
< s iae Bk EXISTING EDGE EXISTING EDGE #™7!

3 F OF STREET OF STREET  52.7¥%
§, g'? Nash Ave S%;; |
£ s Seminary Oaks : ) - -
i el (el S - |
.\5 Q atrick's E
Menlo-Atherton ?': ,’? Sitr;IiF:\atry Xnd ~ ’? l ll % ﬁ
High School SE University g = e
2 g |
X ::)J Q:OQ e H o : |
) i b l 1
‘; s
= Menlo PagkFicommunity Maps Contributor8, County of San Mate 15" & VAR — =4 '
Mlddlefield Rd Midd) £ ,Pt".’te;t'm,' California State Parks, ©l§penStreetMap, Micrc VECETATED 2 SH [?ULD E 1 15" & VAR
efield Rq EI?J Iecc1ntglt<5%?es, Inc, METI/NASA, USGS, ﬁreau of Land Manage l— B — |—— 1 1 1 1 —=t=—VEGETATED SHOULDER —
SHOULDER TRAVEL LAMNE TRAVEL LANE (PARKING AVAILABLE)
Willows (PARKING AVAILABLE)

Markots

Coleman and Ringwood Avenues Transportation Study

\(W—Tra ns



Coleman Avenue (County) Preferred Alternatives
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Potential Tree Impact Comparison

Coleman Avenue West of Menlo Oaks Drive (Looking East)
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tential Tree Impact Comparison

Coleman Avenue West of Berkeley Avenue (Looking East)
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Alt 2 - Bicycle Boulevard with Wider Asphalt Pathway
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Coleman Avenue (County)
10% Concept Plans
(Separate Document)
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Coleman Avenue (County) Evaluation Criteria

Evaluation Criteria Summary for Coleman Avenue (County)
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		Evaluation Criteria Summary for Coleman Avenue (County)

		

		



		Design Alternative

		Collision Reduction

		Speed Reduction*

		Bicycle Comfort  (On -Street)

		Bicycle Comfort (Off-Street)

		Pedestrian Comfort

		Continuity for Pedestrians

		Continuity for Bicyclists

		Tree Preservation



		Retain Existing Conditions
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		Alternative 1

Bike Lanes with Narrower Asphalt Pathway
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		Alternative 2

Bike Boulevard with Wider Asphalt Pathway
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Preferred Alternatives
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oleman Avenue (City) Map
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Coleman Avenue (City) Preferred Alternatives

(LOOKING EAST TOWARDS WILLOW RD)
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Coleman Avenue (City)
10% Concept Plans
(Separate Document)
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Coleman Avenvue (City) Evaluation Criteria

LEGEND

. = Alternative fully meets criterion

0 = Alternative mostly meets criterion

O = Alternative partially meets criterion

O = Alternative minimally meets criterion

O = Alternative does not meet criterion
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Evaluation Criteria Summary for Coleman Avenue (City)

Design Alternative
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Continuity for
Pedestrians

Continuity for
Bicyclists
Tree Preservation

Parking Retention

Retain Existing Conditions

Alternative 1
Bke Boulevard with Raised Concrete
Pathway (Parking on one Sde)

‘ O Collision Reduction

‘ O Speed Reduction*
o G

® O

® O
0

Alternative 2
Bike Boulevard (Parking on both Sdes)

d

D

O

O ‘ O Pedestrian Comfort
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Note: *traffic calming improvements are included in both alternatives (ex. Raised pedestrian crossings, speed tables, all-

way stop controls, enhanced signing/striping, etc.)
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		Evaluation Criteria Summary for Coleman Avenue (City)

		

		



		Design Alternative

		Collision Reduction

		Speed Reduction*

		Bicycle Comfort  (On -Street)

		Bicycle Comfort (Off-Street)

		Pedestrian Comfort

		Continuity for Pedestrians

		Continuity for Bicyclists

		Tree Preservation

		Parking Retention



		Retain Existing Conditions
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		Alternative 1

Bike Boulevard with Raised Concrete Pathway (Parking on one Side)
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		Alternative 2

Bike Boulevard (Parking on both Sides)
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Next Steps

August 2023 - Presentations to BPAC (for information) and CSC
September 2023 — Draft Study

October 2023 - Presentation to BPAC (for action) and Final Study

Winter 2023 — Presentations to Board and Council
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That's all for Now
Remaining Questions?

Coleman and Ringwood Avenues Transportation Study



Appendix Slides
(If Needed)
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Workshop Key Takeaways

Vertical separation is desired on Ringwood Avenue between
the bike and travel lanes.

Support for separate space for cyclists and pedestrians on both

roadways.

Initial support for a one-way street on Coleman Avenue, but :
g\ﬂf’fé bl\lc lowe  bot Sde

then desire to maintain two-way travel after discussing W
d /live .!.l‘w fﬂ.w‘/q,! o
circulation impacts. :

Mixed feelings about the traffic circles on Coleman Avenue.

Concern with removing parking on both sides of Coleman

Avenue within the City.
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Community Survey #2 Takeaways

Respondents were relatively divided about
retaining or removing the right turn lane at Menlo
Atherton High School.

There is a strong preference for a raised separation
device between the bike and travel lanes at Laurel

School.

Strong preference for bike lanes over a bike
boulevard in the County segment of Coleman

Avenue.

Desire to retain parking on at least one side of the
street in the City segment of Coleman Avenue.

58% 56%
45%

I I I 37%

Ilive on/near | use these roads tol use these roads to | travel through this
Coleman and/or travel to other travel to schoal area on my way
Ringwood Avenues destinations in the elsewhere
area

0,
S/o 39,

Prefer not to
answer

Other (Please
descnbe

Driving I 82%

Biking, e-biking, or using a scooter/e-scocter |GGG 0%

Walking or rolling (using a wheelchair or mobility device) I 37%

Bus or schoolbus I 4%

N/A — | donot travel inthisarea 01 2%
Other (Please describe) 1 1%

Skateboarding, roller skating, or rollerblading = 0%
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