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APPENDIX D 
 

SAN MATEO COUNTY 
CITY/COUNTY TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

Revised August 1983 
Adopted October 1979 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
The overall intent of this program is to develop Countywide consensus on road 
and transit projects to be funded by State and Federal sources.  Consensus is 
achieved by setting up a yearly process to develop and evaluate proposed 
projects based on previously agreed-upon criteria.  Specifically, the process: 
 
1. Establishes criteria and an evaluation process for ranking City, County, 

CalTrans and SamTrans proposals to be funded by State and Federal sources 
under the Federal Aid Urban (FAU), Federal Aid Primary (FAP), and Federal 
Aid Interstate (FAI) grant programs; 

 
2. Establishes a coordinated set of Countywide projects recommended to the 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) for yearly inclusion into the 
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) and the State Transpor-
tation Improvement Program (STIP); and 

 
3. Provides an open, public forum for reaching Countywide consensus on road 

and transit projects. 
 
PROCEDURES FOR ESTABLISHING PROJECT PRIORITIES 
 
A. ESTABLISHMENT OF FAU PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA 
 
 1. The Transportation Improvement Program Technical Advisory Committee 

(TIPTAC), comprised of one appointed staff representative from each 
City, the County, SamTrans, and CalTrans, develops sets of criteria 
and procedures for evaluating and ranking projects by funding program. 

 
 2. Criteria developed by TIPTAC are submitted to city councils for 

review. 
 
 3. Criteria are forwarded to San Mateo County Regional Planning Committee 

(RCP) for review and recommendation. 
 
 4. Criteria, along with RPC's recommendations, are forwarded to County 

Board of Supervisors for approval. 
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 Criteria may be reviewed at the request of a city council, RPC, or the 
Board of Supervisors.  Revision of the criteria must follow the procedures 
outlined above.  The annual ranking process will use the criteria 
currently in effect, even if revised criteria are under review (but not 
approved) at the time ranking occurs.  The criteria selection process is 
illustrated in Figure 1. 

 
B. FAU PROJECT RANKING PROCEDURES 
 
 1. Each TIPTAC representative develops a list of proposed projects for 

his city or agency consistent with General Plans. 
 
 2. Each TIPTAC representative submits projects for his city or agency to 

city councils (or the equivalent policy body) for review and endorse-
ment at public meetings. 

 
 3. After city/agency approval, project lists are submitted to the County 

Department of Public Works for compilation and submittal to the 
TIPTAC, which evaluates projects according to the approved criteria, 
except for "countywide significance." 

 
 4. The preliminary ranking is submitted to the RPC Circulation/Transpor-

tation Subcommittee for ranking of the "countywide significance" 
criterion.  The public is invited to submit comments at this meeting. 

 
 5. The Subcommittee's ranking of "countywide significance" is submitted 

to the TIPTAC for incorporation into the overall project ranking and 
preparation of the project lists. 

 
 6. Prioritized project lists are submitted to the RPC for review and 

recommendation at an open public meeting. 
 
 7. With RPC recommendations, project lists are forwarded to the County 

Board of Supervisors for final approval. 
 
 8. The Board of Supervisors recommends project lists to MTC for inclusion 

into the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) and 
submittal to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) for final 
selection of projects to be funded. 

 
 9. The RPC may appear at public hearings of MTC and CTC to speak in 

support of the County's project lists. 
 
 The project ranking process is illustrated in Figure 2. 
 
C. FAP/FAI PROJECT RANKING PROCEDURES 
 
 1. Projects are nominated by TIPTAC representatives, after review and 

endorsement by their city councils (or equivalent policy body). 
 
 2. TIPTAC reviews projects against MTC evaluation criteria and selects 

projects to be listed in project lists.
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 FIGURE 1 
 
 CITY/COUNTY TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
 PROCESS FOR ESTABLISHMENT/REVISION OF EVALUATION CRITERIA 
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FIGURE 2 
 

CITY/COUNTY TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
ANNUAL FAU PROJECT RANKING PROCESS 
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 3. Project lists are submitted to the RPC for review and recommendation 
at an open public meeting. 

 
 4. With RPC recommendations, project lists are forwarded to the County 

Board of Supervisors for final approval. 
 
 5. The Board of Supervisors recommends project lists to MTC for inclusion 

into the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) and 
submittal to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) for final 
selection of projects to be funded. 

 
 6. The RPC may appear at public hearings of MTC and CTC to speak in 

support of the County's project lists. 
 
Approved by the Board of Supervisors August 2, 1983. 
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APPENDIX E 
SAN MATEO COUNTY ROAD STANDARDS 

 
 
The following street and road standards were adopted by the Board of Supervisors on June 10, 1976. 
 
1.  Urban Public Streets: 
 
 SURFACING AND 
 CURB TO CURB 
TYPE OF STREET WIDTH CURBS, GUTTERS AND SIDEWALKS R/W 
 
Residential one way loop street A.C. 18' Curbs and gutters--both sides. 40' 
  Sidewalk one side. 
 
Residential cul-de-sac A.C. 32' Curbs, gutters and sidewalks--both sides. 50' 
 
Residential minor street A.C. 36' Curbs, gutters and sidewalks--both sides. 50' 
 
Residential collector or minor A.C. 40' Curbs, gutters and sidewalks--both 60' 
   commercial street  sides. 
 
Major commercial, industrial or A.C. 64' Curbs, gutters and sidewalks--both 80' 
   arterial street  sides. 
 
Note: Public street standards to be used on all major subdivisions or combination of minor subdivisions when five or 

more lots or parcels are served by the same street. 
 
 
2.  Urban Private Streets: 
 
 
SURFACING AND WIDTH BERMS EASEMENT WIDTH  
 
 A.C. 16' A.C. berms where needed to control storm runoff. 20' 
 
Note: Private street to be used on either major or minor subdivisions to serve ultimately four or less lots or 

parcels. 
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APPENDIX E (continued) 
SAN MATEO COUNTY ROAD STANDARDS 

 
 
3.  Rural Public Roads: 
 
 
TYPE OF ROAD AND POTENTIAL NUMBER SURFACING  
AND SIZE OF PARCELS OR LOTS AND WIDTH BERMS, PATHS OR SHOULDERS R/W  
 
One-way loop road A.C. 15' Berms and one path 40' 
 
Cul-de-sac or minor road--5 to 10 parcels A.C. 20' Berms and one path 40' 
   each 20,000 sq. ft. to 5 acres 
 
Cul-de-sac or minor road--5 to 10 parcels A.C. 20' 2' rocked shoulders 40' 
   each 5 to 40 acres 
 
Cul-de-sac or minor road--more than 10 A.C. 22' Berms and one path 50' 
   parcels each 20,000 sq. ft. to 40 acres 
 
Collector road A.C. 28' Berms and one path 50' 
 
Major collector road (F.A.S. Standard) A.C. 34' Surface width including two 5' 60' 
  pave shoulders 
 
Note: Public road standards to be used on all major subdivisions. 
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APPENDIX E (continued) 
SAN MATEO COUNTY ROAD STANDARDS 

 
 
4.  Rural Private Roads:  (to be used on minor subdivisions only as interim access). 
 
 
   EASEMENT 
TYPE OF ROAD WIDTHS BERMS, PATHS OR SHOULDERS WIDTH  
 
Private road within minor land division 16' 1' graded shoulders each side 20' 
   (serves 2 through 4 parcels) 
 
Private road within minor land division 16' 2' rocked shoulders each side 50' 
   (serves 4 through 10 parcels)  with turnouts 
 
Private road within minor land division 16' 2' rocked shoulders each side 50' 
   (with parcels 40 acres or larger)  with turnouts 
 
Private access road serving minor division 16' 1 graded shoulders on each side 50' 
   within 500' of public road 
 
Private access road serving minor division 16' 2' rocked shoulders on each side 50' 
   more than 500' from a public road  with turnouts 
 
Note: Private roads to be used on minor subdivisions only and shall be surface with 6" Class II aggregate base rock 

or equivalent, compacted to 95%, with a penetration coat of liquid asphalt. 
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APPENDIX F 
 

SUMMARY OF TRANSPORTATION POLICIES IN 
CITY GENERAL PLANS 

 
 
General Plan for the Development of the Town of Atherton (1976) 
 
The circulation element is concerned with control of traffic speed and truck 
volume on town streets.  Speed limits will be set up as need is shown, and 
necessary measures will be taken to prevent the use of town streets as 
thoroughfares. 
 
General Plan, City of Belmont (1972) 
 
Maintaining and improving existing facilities is the main concern of the 
circulation element.  This includes landscaped median strips and left-turn 
stacking along El Camino Real, redesign of the Ralston Avenue/U.S. 101 inter-
change, and increased off-street parking and limited access along Old County 
Road.  Development of public transit, paratransit, bicycle facilities, and 
park and ride stations along the El Camino Real, arterial roads, and collector 
roads are also encouraged. 
 
Brisbane General Plan Report (1980) 
 
The Brisbane Bayfront Plan recommends that a passenger rail depot be located 
at Sierra Point.  Also, a new freeway interchange has been proposed for this 
same area; and because of it, a more direct route between Bayshore Boulevard 
and Sierra Point is needed to facilitate freeway access for Brisbane resi-
dents. 
 
Burlingame General Plan (1976) 
 
The main proposals of this plan affecting the Bayshore Freeway are improve-
ments to the interchanges at Millbrae Avenue, Broadway, and Peninsula Avenue.  
Another proposal is a highway overpass across Bayshore Freeway connecting 
Hillsdale and East Hillsdale industrial areas.  A parkway along the Bayfront 
connecting Burlingame's Bayside Park with San Mateo County's Coyote Point Park 
is also recommended.  The plan recommends development of a regional rapid 
transit system, integrated with local transit. 
 
Town of Colma General Plan (1976) 
 
This element recognizes most traffic routes as being adequate.  A planned 
route for rapid transit along El Camino Real has been approved, but no station 
is needed within the Colma town limits. 
 
Daly City General Plan (1978) 
 
This plan states that more SamTrans routes are needed, the County and City 
bicycle plans need to be integrated, and use of the Southern Pacific Railroad 
line is infrequent.  But, the major problems for Daly City are the congestion 
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and parking problems resulting from the BART system.  The plan asks for 
increased parking around the BART station, the introduction of a residential 
permit system that will reduce congestion and improve safety, and expanded 
mass-transit systems from adjacent communities. 
 
East Palo Alto Community Plan (1982) 
 
East Palo Alto proposes reducing congestion and improving safety at the 
University Avenue/Highway 101 interchange area by modifying the interchange.  
The construction of a southern connector from Dumbarton Bridge to Highway 101 
has also been proposed.  Transit policies call for bus service to Ravenswood 
Industrial Park when new development there warrants it. 
 
Foster City Land Use and Circulation Element (1974) 
 
This element calls for coordinating and integrating the Foster City circula-
tion system with the regional one by creating additional access points, such 
as the Edgewater Boulevard/State Route 92 interchange and the southerly exten-
sion of Edgewater Boulevard to connect with U.S. 101.  Additional study is 
requested for proposed access points, and the widening of existing Edgewater 
Boulevard will probably be necessary to accommodate the traffic volume 
increases caused by these new access routes. 
 
Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Plan (1983) 
 
Half Moon Bay recognizes that limited road capacity is a constraint to addi-
tional development.  Therefore, they have recommended improvements to Highways 
1 and 92.  These improvements include phased increases in capacity accom-
plished through widening of these highways, safety improvements on Highway 92, 
and construction of the Devil's Slide bypass.  The City also encourages 
SamTrans to provide weekend arterial bus service to Half Moon Bay State Beach 
and to consider a downtown-beach shuttle service during times of peak visitor 
attraction. 
 
Hillsborough General Plan (1972) 
 
Although the Hillsborough General Plan predicts population density increases, 
it does not call for any notable alterations of the existing street system 
plan.  Special emphasis is placed on discouraging through traffic in 
Hillsborough whenever possible. 
 
Menlo Park Comprehensive Plan (1974) 
 
The Menlo Park circulation element calls for extensive changes in the present 
roadway system.  Of major importance is the construction of the new Dumbarton 
Bridge with three western approaches--Marsh Road, Willow Road, and University 
Avenue--all of which will need to be improved to handle bridge approach 
traffic.  Menlo Park would also like to relieve traffic congestion on El 
Camino Real by channelizing traffic by left turn phasing and storage at all 
presently signalized intersections except Santa Cruz Avenue.  Improvement in 
the Ravenswood Avenue/El Camino Real intersection is also recognized as 
necessary.
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Menlo Park stresses that an aerial BART line is not desirable, and if exten-
sion of BART is made into Menlo Park, it should be underground and should not 
be a terminus station. 
 
Millbrae General Plan (1974) 
 
Besides encouraging regional mass transit, this plan pertains only to local 
circulation objectives, policies, and recommendations. 
 
Pacifica General Plan (1980) 
 
This plan includes the following proposals:  provide a safe alternative to the 
Devil's Slide Route; provide operational and safety improvements in the Sharp 
Park area which include intersection studies along Highway 1, and pedes-
trian/bicycle access along Highway 1 and Sharp Park Road; and improve the San 
Pedro/Highway 1 access or to realign the Linda Mar intersection to include 
access to Pedro Point. 
 
Portola Valley General Plan (Amended Through 1980) 
 
Portola Valley is very concerned about maintaining the natural beauty of that 
area, and preventing heavy through traffic is one way to do this.  The plan 
specifies that Alpine Road and Skyline Boulevard should remain two-lane 
facilities within the town limits.  It also recommends that Alpine Road south 
of Ciervos Road be closed to all but emergency traffic.  The only new 
collector proposed is a loop road which connects to Alpine Road on either side 
of Junipero Serra Freeway and serves the Webb Ranch area. 
 
Redwood City Comprehensive General Plan (1975) 
 
This circulation element states that no more through automobile traffic 
corridors should be built in Redwood City.  Existing arterials should be 
improved by modifying channelization and signal timing along El Camino Real 
and Woodside Road, and by upgrading the Woodside Road/Bayshore and the Whipple 
Avenue/Bayshore interchanges.  It is also proposed that Harbor Boulevard be 
widened to provide access for trucks going from Bayshore Freeway to the Port 
of Redwood City.  Redwood City also proposes a rail rapid-transit terminal as 
part of a system along the existing Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way. 
 
Circulation Element of the San Bruno General Plan (1983) 
 
The Circulation Element of the San Bruno General Plan contains policies which 
identify specific improvements to major streets and intersections which are 
anticipated to meet growing traffic demand in the city.  The plan encourages 
use of alternative transportation modes, upgrading of the Peninsula Train 
service, and establishment of a city policy on a BART extension.
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General Plan for the City of San Carlos (1978) 
 
This element calls for grade separation of the two railroad crossings at Holly 
and Howard Avenue; upgrade of the approaches on Crestview Drive at Edgewood 
Road; the provision of a connection from Crestview Drive to the I-280 Vista 
Point; and modifying signaling, parking, and number of lanes on major and 
secondary streets. 
 
San Mateo General Plan (1981) 
 
The San Mateo plan contains a listing of major street improvements needed, 
including improving intersection capacity along El Camino Real by removing 
parking at key locations; widening sections of Hillsdale Boulevard, including 
the bridge across Marina Lagoon; encouraging the completion of the U.S. 
101/Highway 92 interchange; and improving the Fourth Avenue on-ramp and free-
way overpass. 
 
In other divisions of the circulation element, San Mateo proposes a City 
transit terminal to be located on the north block of First Avenue, using land 
owned by Southern Pacific Transportation Company.  The plan also recommends 
upgrading El Camino through sign control, tree planting, median strips, and 
landscaped setbacks. 
 
Circulation and Transportation Elements of the South San Francisco General 
Plan (1982) 
 
Many changes in the South San Francisco road system are proposed in this plan.  
Major improvements to all three interchanges with Highway 101, the extensions 
of both North Canal Street and Hillside Boulevard to meet Airport Boulevard, 
improvements to El Camino Real and all thoroughfares feeding into it, and the 
extension of Hickey Boulevard to Hillside Boulevard are the main changes to be 
made in the near future.  Under the heading of transit, this plan supports the 
construction of a fixed rail rapid transit facility as well as the improvement 
and expansion of SamTrans bus service throughout the community. 
 
Woodside General Plan (1976) 
 
The Woodside plan calls for no substantial road widening and no significant 
new road construction until new development warrants it.  It does call for 
improved circulation in the town center. 
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APPENDIX G 
 

SUPPLEMENTAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
 
In response to requests by the San Mateo County Planning Commission on 
February 20 and March 7, 1985, the following background data was added to the 
Transportation Chapter. 
 
A. HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS 
 
 Appendix C of the Transportation Chapter is an excerpt from the Metro-

politan Transportation Commission's 1983 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), which contains priorities for highway and transit improvements in 
the Bay Area by transportation corridor.  The corridors which cover San 
Mateo County are San Mateo Coast (SM) and West Bay (WB).  The Regional 
Transportation Plan is MTC's basic statement of transportation policy.  
Highway 92 is included in the RTP as proposal SM-4, which calls for opera-
tional and safety improvements between Interstate 280 and Highway 1, in-
cluding curve straightening, grade reduction, intersection improvements, 
bus and truck climbing lanes and turnouts, lane widening, shoulder 
improvements, and signals. 

 
 Specific proposals are programmed for funding in the Transportation Im-

provement Program (TIP), which covers a five-year period and is updated 
annually.  MTC's 1985-1989 Transportation Improvement Program, adopted in 
September 1984, includes improvements to the segment of Highway 92 between 
Route 1 and Skyline Boulevard, including slow vehicle lanes, to be con-
structed during 1986-87 and to the segment between Interstate 280 and 
Skyline Boulevard, to be constructed during 1988-89. 

 
B. UPDATING BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
 1. Peninsula Mass Transit Study 
 
  Also known as the SCR 74 Study, the Peninsula Mass Transit Study was 

mandated by the State Legislature in 1984.  MTC was directed to 
develop a mass transit plan for the San Francisco-San Jose corridor, 
in cooperation with transit operators and local governments, and to 
submit it to the Legislature by March 1, 1985.  The study would iden-
tify the route, type of vehicle, operational characteristics, and 
institutional and financial arrangements for implementing a rail 
transit service along the Peninsula corridor. 

 
  Under the overall direction of the PENTAP Committee, MTC staff and 

consultants have identified eight alternative plans (with a number of 
subalternatives) for analysis.  These include the status quo; trans-
portation systems management actions; minimum rail extensions (BART to 
Colma, Caltrain to Transbay Terminal and a new station in San Jose); 
extension of BART to San Jose; a light rail system between San Fran-
cisco and San Jose; electrification of the Caltrain service; exclusive 
bus lanes along the Southern Pacific right-of-way; BART to the airport 
and light rail to San Jose; and BART to the airport and Caltrain to 
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  San Jose.  The consultants have produced estimates of patronage and 
capital costs for each alternative.  MTC staff has recommended that a 
Joint Powers Agency be formed on the Peninsula, comprised of existing 
transit operators, in order to acquire the Southern Pacific right-of-
way and to conduct additional long-range transit planning. 

 
 2. Caltrain Service 
 
  The background information in the chapter on the Caltrain service 

should be updated as follows:  the Butler Road station in South San 
Francisco has been closed, leaving l4 stations in San Mateo County; 63 
new gallery cars and l8 new locomotives are on order, delivery will 
begin in 1985, and the older equipment will be retired; the Project 
Management Committee, which coordinates the service also includes a 
representative of the Southern Pacific Company. 

 
 3. Bus Service to South Coast 
 
  The chapter indicates that bus service is not available to the South 

Coast (page 12.51).  Since the time of writing, SamTrans has initiated 
limited service to Pescadero on Route 90C. 

 
 4. Nolte Study 
 
  The background information does not mention the City-County Highway 

Plan for San Mateo County, prepared by George S. Nolte Engineers in 
1962.  This plan set forth a phased program of highway improvements in 
the County, based on city and County master plans of that time. 

 
 
 
 
 




