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 The Grand Boulevard Initiative is an historic inter-jurisdictional collaborative 
planning effort to achieve a shared vision that links transportation and land use.  
Nineteen cities, San Mateo and Santa Clara counties, two transit agencies and two 
Congestion Management Agencies, and a number of other agencies and groups have 
united to improve the performance, safety, and aesthetics of the El Camino Real 
corridor between San Francisco and San Jose, California. The Vision of the Initiative is that 
“El Camino Real will achieve its full potential as a place for residents to work, live, 
shop and play, creating links between communities that promote walking and transit 
and an improved quality of life.”  This State Highway “will become a grand boulevard of 
meaningful destinations shaped by all the cities along its length and with 
each community realizing its full potential to become a destination full of valued 
places.”
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The goal of the Grand Boulevard Multimodal 
Transportation Corridor Plan is to facilitate 
development of a better match for land use 
and transportation on the El Camino Real 
Corridor from Daly City to San Jose’s Diri-
don Station in support of smart growth.  The 
plan is intended to guide the transformation 
of El Camino Real into a pedestrian and tran-
sit friendly, high-performing multimodal arte-
rial where all modes of transportation move 
efficiently and safely. It explores alternative 
transit options within the communities along 
the corridor and examines multimodal oppor-
tunities and innovative approaches to achieve 
these improvements such as signal timing, sig-
nal prioritization, queue jump lanes for buses, 
bulb-outs, countdown signals and the integra-
tion/interoperability of these systems to pro-
vide seamless transitions across jurisdictional 
boundaries. 

The project area for the Corridor Plan spans 
43 miles north-south along the El Camino 
Real (State Hwy 82) corridor in San Mateo 
and Santa Clara Counties, from the San Fran-
cisco/Daly City border in the north to the 
San Jose Diridon Caltrain Station in the south. 
The El Camino Real corridor is predominantly 
auto-oriented and streetscape amenities that 
could enhance safety and livability are limited. 
The Grand Boulevard Multimodal Transporta-
tion Corridor Plan proposes vibrant nodes 
of community activity through a mix of land 
uses and transit-oriented development that 

will attract people and businesses. Higher 
mixed-use density along the corridor will also 
support bus rapid transit (BRT) to serve mid-
distance bus trips. As a result, the Peninsula 
and the South Bay will benefit from better 
mobility in all modes, with increased safety, 
interconnectivity, and improved quality of life. 

The Corridor Plan, as a multi-jurisdictional 
and long-range planning effort, is broad in 
scope. It touches on the key aspects of imple-
menting coordinated smart growth on the 
corridor, including land use planning, transit 
planning, multimodal access and design, and 
corridor operations and management policy. 
The Plan was funded in 2007 by a Caltrans 
Statewide Planning Studies grant.

Chapter 1: Introduction
Chapter 1 provides a background and intro-
duction to the Grand Boulevard Initiative 
(GBI). The GBI began in 2006 with the cre-
ation of a Task Force of entities with purview 
over the roadway and its surrounding uses. 
The goal of coordinating land use and trans-
portation policy decisions for 43 miles of 
California State Highway 82 is ambitious. But 
the work of this “coalition of the willing” has 
demonstrated the potential to coordinate the 
transformation of an urban highway paralleled 
by regional rail service into a smart growth 
corridor. Success will expand the range of 
housing choices, spur economic development, 

and support existing investments in transpor-
tation and urban infrastructure and services. 

The vision of the Grand Boulevard Initiative is 
that “El Camino Real will achieve its full potential 
as a place for residents to work, live, shop and 
play, creating links between communities that 
promote walking and transit and an improved 
and meaningful quality of life.” This vision was 
adopted in October 2006 by the Grand 
Boulevard Task Force, a broad federation 
of interested public and private parties that 
challenges communities to rethink the corri-
dor’s potential for transformation. Stretching 
from Daly City to San Jose, the vision is of 
a boulevard that connects communities by a 
mix of land uses designed to attract people. 
Cities are encouraged to design for neighbor-
hoods that include high quality building de-
signs and diverse land uses; preserve historic 
buildings and places; enhance our economic 
and cultural diversity; and employ the broad 
involvement of residents, workers, and local 
businesses in the proceedings. Rail stations 
and bus facilities are valued not only as vital 
transportation services, but as public gather-
ing places and assets to spur transit oriented 
development. Roadway improvements will be 
context-sensitive while continuing to meet 
the need to move people and commerce and 
preserve environmental resources. Above all, 
change will recognize and incorporate our 
history and create a sense of community.
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Chapter 2: Existing 
Corridor Conditions
Chapter 2 provides an overview of existing 
conditions and local community policies for 
the GBI corridor as reflected in the current 
configuration of the roadway, El Camino 
Real frontage parcel land use conditions, and 
street design guidelines. These conditions are 
depicted through text, photographs, and de-
tailed existing conditions “prototypes.”

Initial background research focused on con-
firming the general elements of a corridor-
wide vision, identifying common pedestrian-, 
transit-, and bicycle-oriented streetscape 
design elements that provide a basis for Cal-
trans-supported street improvement guide-
lines. Background information was gathered 
through a survey of existing documents and 
through questionnaires and interviews with 
city staff.

Based on existing conditions, local policy 
plans, and the objectives of the Grand Boule-
vard Initiative, five general land use and road-
way typology conditions are identified:

4-Lane Node 1. 

4-Lane Link2. 

6-Lane Node3. 

6-Lane Link4. 

4- or 6-Lane with No Parking5. 

GBI corridor
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The typologies reflect the basic “node” and 
“link” policy approaches that are being pur-
sued implicitly or explicitly by local commu-
nities and transportation agencies, and they 
provide a basis for the Street Design Guide-
lines and Street Design Prototypes contained 
in Chapters 4 and 5. Node areas are generally 
adjacent to downtown commercial districts 
and/or transit hubs and have higher levels of 
density and pedestrian activity. Link areas 
accommodate a wider variety of land uses 
and forms of development and lie between 
Nodes.

Chapter 3: Planned 
Corridor Improvements
While Chapter 2 summarizes existing physi-
cal conditions, Chapter 3 provides a summary 
of land use, streetscape, and transporta-
tion plans and changes within approximately 
one-quarter mile of the El Camino Real cor-
ridor that will shape future conditions on 
the corridor.  These plans helped inform the 
land use and transit scenarios modeled in 
the Corridor Plan.  All plans included in this 
summary are created by cities and counties 
along the GBI corridor and have either been 
adopted since 2005, have draft documents 
available for public review, or are currently in 
the development process.  Information sum-
marized in this chapter includes base data on 
zoning changes, development designations for 

specific areas (for example TOD near station, 
downtown mixed-use, etc), housing densities 
and/or floor area ratio (FAR) information, and 
any other land use restrictions and/or desig-
nations along El Camino Real.

In addition, results to date from the existing 
City/County Association of Governments of 
San Mateo County (C/CAG) Transit-Oriented 
Development (TOD) and El Camino Real In-
centive Programs and the Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority (VTA) Community 
Design and Transportation (CDT) Program 
are included to provide an understanding of 
the effects that grant and incentive programs 
may have on the corridor. 

Chapter 4: Multimodal 
Access Strategy
Chapter 4 provides an overview of mobility 
issues and current policies affecting multi-
modal access and design of capital improve-
ment projects along the El Camino Real 
Corridor. The Multimodal Access Strategy 
recommends basing future transportation 
network mobility planning on the Corridor 
on four key objectives:

Create space within the right-of-1. 
way for multiple travel modes

Provide the facilities needed to 2. 
promote multimodal travel

Differentiate mobility policies to re-3. 
flect corridor development policies

Apply GBI-based performance measures 4. 
in project planning and evaluation 

These strategies promote multimodal trans-
portation within the context of existing 
physical conditions and local community plan-
ning and development efforts. They focus 
on integrating transportation-related capital 
improvements and land use policies consis-
tent with the general vision for the corridor. 
This is essential if the corridor is to evolve as 
a unified, attractive Grand Boulevard, rather 
than a collection of competing facilities and 
development efforts.
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Chapter 5: Street 
Design Guidelines
Chapter Five builds on the Multimodal Access 
Strategy by recommending right-of-way im-
provements that promote multimodal travel 
and Transit-Oriented Development (TOD). 
The Chapter presents detailed guidance on 
street design issues commonly faced by ju-
risdictions on El Camino Real, and integrates 
these into prototypical examples of differ-
ent street segment types on the Corridor. 
The Design Guidelines and Street Design 
Prototypes focus on encouraging multimodal 
access and a boulevard street environment, 
and are specifically intended to encourage 
locally-initiated street improvement projects.  
The Street Design Prototypes illustrate dif-
ferent combinations of roadway design ele-
ments, frontage improvements and transit 
facilities.  The Guidelines and Prototypes 
both are keyed to a Design Guideline Matrix 
(in Appendix A) that lists relevant Caltrans 

standards, local community issues related to 
the standards, and the requirements for a 
Caltrans design exception.

The trees, lights, paving, and other materi-
als shown in the Guidelines’ images are not 
intended to establish a single design treat-
ment for the corridor. Instead, they support 
a context-sensitive approach which promotes 
design appropriate to the physical environ-
ment and considers aesthetic, environmental, 
and community goals.  The Guidelines and 
Prototypes are intended to be consistent 
with Caltrans, SamTrans, VTA, and C/CAG 
standards and policies. The extensive co-
ordination with local and regional agencies 
undertaken as part of this effort pointed to 
a common theme – that greater flexibility in 
the Caltrans design standard will be essential 
to achieving the long-term street improve-
ments needed to achieve the GBI vision.  The 
Guidelines and Prototypes are also available 
in the online Street Design Toolbox, located 
at: http://grandboulevard.net/toolbox.

Chapter 6: Future Transit 
and Land Use Scenarios
Chapter 6 presents the results of the travel 
demand modeling efforts used to analyze 
future transit and land use scenarios for the 
corridor. The modeling effort evaluated tran-
sit improvements along the Corridor and 
considered potential implementation of Bus 
Rapid Transit (BRT), types of development 
patterns and levels of development intensity 
required to sustain transit improvements 
along the corridor. 

Refuge at mid-block crossing. Physically-separated bikeway.
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For a horizon year of 2035, the results 
strongly supported the viability of an El 
Camino Corridor with rich transit service 
and nodes of dense development. Specifi-
cally, the modeling work resulted in three key 
conclusions:

There are synergies to changing land use  •
and transit service together. In other 
words, increasing land use densities and 
transit service levels together will have 
a greater effect on transit ridership than 
doing each separately. 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) can effectively  •
mitigate the effects of traffic volume in-
creases caused by land use intensification.

The lowest daily Vehicle Miles Traveled  •
(VMT) per household can be achieved 
with a combination of enhanced land use 
and enhanced transit.

The overall conclusion is that planning for 
growth in the corridor needs to be done in 
a more aggressive manner – with the highest 
land use intensifications come the greatest 
benefits. BRT and land use intensification can 
play a significant role in meeting greenhouse 
gas reduction goals. This has important policy 
implications for the future coordination of 
land use and transit policies on the Corridor. 

While the results of the modeling effort show 
long-term promise for a combination of BRT 
and strategic land use intensification, they 

are just one type of data input that should be 
considered when determining policy direc-
tion for the Corridor. Chapter 7 builds on 
this analysis and explores additional ways to 
inform long-term transit and land use planning 
along the El Camino corridor.

Chapter 7: Future Transit Needs 
and Recommended Service
Chapter 7 identifies future transit service 
needs and a recommended level and type 
of transit service for the GBI corridor.  The 
analysis includes a combination of quantitative 
and qualitative measures, which can generally 
be summarized as working towards five main 
objectives:

Summarizing input on transit needs for  •
the corridor

Identifying potential market segments and  •
transit characteristics

Assessing compatibility of existing and  •
projected land uses with enhanced transit

Identifying broad capital improvements  •
and estimating conceptual capital costs of 
enhanced transit

Exploring the potential for cross-county  •
enhanced transit service along the 
corridor

Based on the travel demand modeling and fu-
ture transit service planning analyses, several 

preliminary recommendations about the type 
and level of enhanced transit service for the 
GBI corridor have been developed. In Santa 
Clara County VTA should proceed with plan-
ning and design for BRT service along the El 
Camino Real/The Alameda corridor. In San 
Mateo County, BRT holds great promise, but 
more detailed study is needed and should 
proceed with SamTrans’ upcoming Compre-
hensive Operations Analysis.

SamTrans and VTA should consider a phased 
approach to implementing transit improve-
ments as land use intensifies along the corri-
dor.  In Santa Clara County, VTA has already 
been taking this approach, with the introduc-
tion of the Rapid 522 (“BRT 1”) service in 
2005, and current planning and design efforts 
for a “BRT 2” service along El Camino Real.  
In San Mateo County, it is possible that a 
similar approach could be adopted, with lim-
ited stop or BRT 1 service being implemented 
in the near term and fuller BRT service in the 
longer term.

Additionally, the analysis indicates that suf-
ficient land use densities are essential to sup-
port enhanced transit on the corridor. In San-
ta Clara County, the productivity of the Rapid 
522 and Local Route 22 suggests that BRT has 
the potential to be successful. In San Mateo 
County, current low densities along many 
parts of the corridor will need significant in-
vestment to provide the ridership to support 
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BRT. Cities, towns, counties, and other agen-
cies and advocacy groups should continue to 
promote transit-supportive growth along El 
Camino Real. 

The high level analysis of a potential cross-
county BRT, or “seamless” BRT, yielded 
mixed results. The modeling results indicated 
that there is some market for a seamless BRT 
service along the GBI corridor and that this 
service would be most attractive to travelers 
from roughly San Mateo to Sunnyvale. How-
ever, there are also potential issues related to 
farebox recovery associated with introducing 
a cross-county BRT service due to the longer 
service hours. It is clear that implementation 
would involve significant logistical hurdles, 
including fare policy, operations and main-
tenance responsibility, cost- and revenue-
sharing, labor policies at the two agencies, 
and other considerations. Further study of 
the potential benefits, costs, and logistics 
of such a service is needed to determine 
whether such a service is feasible and would 
yield greater benefits than costs. At the 
same time, VTA and SamTrans will continue 
to plan for enhanced transit service along 
the GBI corridor within each county – VTA 
through its El Camino Real BRT Conceptual 
Engineering project and SamTrans through its 
Comprehensive Operations Analysis (COA). 
The two agencies can build on the high level 
of coordination already taking place, which 
includes coordination of schedule changes 

for transfers at the Palo Alto Transit Center, 
shared bus stop usage and adjustments, and 
honoring of VTA and SamTrans passes at all 

bus stops in Palo Alto.

Chapter 8: Corridor Operations 
and Management
Chapter 8 identifies policy options and best 
practices for overall operations and manage-
ment of the GBI corridor. The chapter focus-
es primarily on options that involve multiple 
jurisdictions, or coordination between mul-
tiple public and private entities, and includes 
many case studies of such arrangements.

The goal of this effort is to develop a start-
ing point for a possible future agreement be-
tween the Congestion Management Agencies 
(CMAs), Caltrans, and possibly other agencies 
involved in the management of the corridor.

Based the research on policy options and 
best practices contained in this chapter, the 
following potential areas of collaboration and 
action areas were identified:

BRT/enhanced transit in both counties1. 

Signal priority and pre-emption 2. 
along the Corridor

Creation of a bi-county Smart Corridor3. 

Parking supply, design and management4. 

Linking land use and transportation5. 

Funding strategy and incentives 6. 
to meet the GBI vision

Chapter 9: Conclusion 
and Next Steps
Chapter 9 concludes the document with an 
overview of the findings of the Corridor Plan 
as well as recommendations for next steps to 
translate these findings into implementation 
strategies.  The recommended next steps are 
classified into four main areas and include the 
following:

Multimodal Access and Design:

Congestion Management Agencies  •
(CMAs) and local agencies should work 
with Caltrans to achieve greater flexibility 
in their design standards, and have that 
flexibility reflected in the 2010/11 update 
of the Highway Design Manual.

Cities and counties should continue to  •
plan for streetscape, pedestrian and bi-
cycle improvements along the corridor, 
facilitated by the guidelines contained in 
this document.

The transit agencies and CMAs, in coor- •
dination with the cities, counties and Cal-
trans, should advance multimodal street 
improvements along with enhanced tran-
sit, for instance through VTA’s El Camino 
Real BRT project.
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Planning for Future Land Use and Transit:

Agencies with land use authority over the  •
corridor should be aggressive in planning 
for increased densities at key transporta-
tion nodes.

SamTrans and VTA should continue to  •
seek funding to plan and implement an 
enhanced transit service on the corridor.

SamTrans and VTA should conduct fur- •
ther study of the potential benefits, costs, 
and logistics of a cross-county BRT.

CMAs should support TOD through  •
grant incentives where possible and ex-
plore the use of potential performance 
measures where suitable.

Management and Operations:

The agencies and cities should adopt a  •
phased approach to planning for and im-
plementing improvements along the corri-
dor. One possible approach could involve 
three phases – near term, mid-term, and 
long-term – with different policies and 
actions in each phase.

Those involved should maintain a long- •
term vision, but achieve it through incre-
mental change.

All parties should explore additional fund- •
ing opportunities, including opportunities 
for multi-agency or public-private part-
nerships. This should be a broad-based 

effort involving all the parties and users 
with an interest in the GBI corridor.  Par-
ticular attention should be paid to poten-
tial funding sources that are flexible and 
can be sustained over time.

Support should be given to the GBI part- •
ner agencies so they are prepared for op-
portunities as they arise.

Education and Outreach:

All parties involved should continue to  •
pursue a dialogue with decision-makers 
and the public about the potential for en-
hanced transit service as well as related 
multimodal street improvements.

The partner agencies should seek funding  •
to create and carry out an outreach and 
civic engagement plan to build support for 
TOD on El Camino Real.

The full Grand Boulevard Multimodal Trans-
portation Corridor Plan is available at 
www.grandboulevard.net.
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The Grand Boulevard Initiative is an historic inter-jurisdictional collaboration to 
bring about regional planning through a shared vision that links transportation 
and land use.  Nineteen cities, San Mateo and Santa Clara counties, two transit agencies 
and two Congestion Management Agencies, and a number of other agencies and groups 
have united to improve the performance, safety, and aesthetics of the El Camino Real 
corridor between San Francisco and San Jose, California. The Vision of the Initiative is that 
“El Camino Real will achieve its full potential as a place for residents to work, live, shop 
and play, creating links between communities that promote walking and transit and 
an improved quality of life.”  This State Highway “will become a grand boulevard of 
meaningful destinations shaped by all the cities along its length and with each 
community realizing its full potential to become a destination full of valued places.”

The Grand Boulevard Initiative began in 2006 with the creation of a Task 
Force of entities with purview over the roadway and its surrounding uses. 
The goal of coordinating land use and transportation policy decisions for 
43 miles of California State Highway 82 is ambitious. But the work of this 
“coalition of the willing” has demonstrated the potential to coordinate 
the transformation of an urban highway paralleled by two regional rail 
systems into a smart growth corridor. Success will expand the range 
of housing choices, spur economic development, and support existing 
investments in transportation and urban infrastructure and services.
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Envisioning a 1.1. 
Grand Boulevard

The Need for Inter-1.1.1. 
Jurisdictional Collaboration 
State Highway 82 is the only major north-
south arterial between San Francisco and 
San Jose.  Known as El Camino Real for most 
of its length, the road is also called Mission 
Street at the northern end of the corridor 
within Daly City and The Alameda at the cor-
ridor’s southern end within the City of San 
Jose. 

El Camino Real is like many other urban high-
ways throughout the United States. Unques-
tionably a critical arterial, it is all too often a 
bland, featureless, traffic funnel that functions 
more like a local street in some places and an 
urban highway in others. Development is car-
oriented and predominantly low density and 
strip-commercial, with few concentrations 
of both housing and jobs. The experience for 
pedestrians and bicyclists is not only poor but 
dangerous along most of the corridor. Walk-
able, vibrant public places are few and far 
between. 

Despite its historical function, the road-
way presents a substantial opportunity to 
develop mutually supportive transit infra-
structure and land use patterns. Existing 

transit infrastructure the El Camino Real is 
significant. Two regional rail agencies and two 
county transit districts provide service within 
the corridor. Five of the six San Mateo Coun-
ty BART rail stations are located on or in 
close proximity to the highway, with 52,000 
average weekday boardings. Ten Caltrain rail 
stations lie within ¼ mile of El Camino Real 
and another five stations are within ½ mile of 
the roadway, accounting for over half of aver-
age weekday passenger boardings. Bus service 
on El Camino is the backbone of both the San 
Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) 
and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority (VTA) systems. However the use of 
commute alternatives to the car (17%) is only 
slightly higher by residents living within ¼ 
mile of the corridor than for the counties as 
a whole (15%), reflecting the low density and 
lack of mixed use development and pedes-
trian accessibility. 

As is common in California cities, many other 
agencies have jurisdiction within the cor-
ridor.  The roadway is owned and operated 
by the California Department of Transporta-
tion (Caltrans) and each county has a State 
mandated Congestion Management Agency 
to develop Congestion Management and 
Countywide Transportation plans.  Nineteen 
cities and two counties control the land-use 
and development of property adjacent to the 
road and special districts provide additional 
services. Each entity has plans that include El 

Camino Real and all these entities perform 
well within their area of purview. But the lack 
of a coordinated vision for the highway has 
hindered implementation. Indications of exist-
ing and potentially growing problems include:  

The highway carries high volumes of traf- •
fic but a majority of key intersections ex-
perience noticeable traffic delays (level of 
service D) in peak hours

40 intersections exceed the state average  •
accident rate 

There are more jobs in each county than  •
there are households and this imbalance 
is projected to significantly increase by 
2030, causing even higher housing costs 
and in-commuting from other counties

El Camino Real carries more cars and hosts 
more businesses and residences than any 
other street on the Peninsula but has never 
had the benefit of an ongoing, coordinated 
planning process. 
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Evolution of 1.1.2. 
the Initiative
The idea to transform El Camino Real into 
a Grand Boulevard evolved from a number 
of efforts initiated by a range of agencies.  In 
San Mateo County, the concept originated in 
2002 with an effort by the San Mateo County 
Transit District to revitalize the areas around 
the county’s BART and Caltrain rail stations.  
In Santa Clara County in 2002/3, VTA, in 
partnership with the local jurisdictions along 
El Camino Real, identified this transit-rich 
corridor as an area to target development 
and implement new ideas about urban design 
as part of the Community Design and Trans-
portation Program. Beginning in 2002, the 
Project for Public Spaces led The Peninsula 
Corridor Plan to challenge communities to 
think of transportation as not simply mov-
ing people and vehicles, but as the key to 
improving livability on the Peninsula. As cities 
developed their concept plans, five commu-
nities with rail stations on El Camino Real 
found that the road was a barrier to livability. 
The vision that resulted was to transform El 
Camino Real into a great street – a Grand 
Boulevard – that was walkable and livable. A 
Symposium held in late 2004 to launch the 
idea in San Mateo County featured different 
views of the corridor’s potential by federal, 
state and local officials and leaders.  They 
were united in the belief that the corridor 

falls short of its potential to become a place 
to live, work, shop and play.

At the same time, another effort to focus on 
the corridor was underway by Joint Venture 
Silicon Valley Network through a grant by the 
James Irvine Foundation.  Silicon Valley Main 
Street (2004) helped the cities along the cor-
ridor in Santa Clara and San Mateo counties 
better understand the common challenges of 
Highway 82, highlighted success stories, and 
identified tools or models to guide local im-
provements. The excellent ideas brought for-
ward in the study begged for implementation. 

In late 2005 the leaders behind these two 
efforts agreed to explore whether both par-
ties could collaborate on a Grand Boulevard 
Initiative that would include both San Mateo 
and Santa Clara counties.  Other sponsors 
include VTA, the San Mateo County Eco-
nomic Development Association (SAMCEDA) 
and the City/County Association of Gov-
ernments of San Mateo County (C/CAG).  
Elected and appointed officials in all 19 cities, 
two counties, Caltrans, regional agencies and 
representatives from business, labor, housing 
and environmental conservation agreed to 
participate on a 47-member Grand Boulevard 
Task Force.

A March 2006 exploratory meeting led to the 
first official Task Force meeting in April 2006 
and quarterly meetings have ensued. It was 

apparent from the beginning that the partner-
ship brought a diversity of perspectives to the 
table and provided a forum for collaborative 
decision making, while respecting the auton-
omy and purview of each member. The Task 
Force adopted the Vision, Challenge State-
ment and Guiding Principles, demonstrat-
ing that different and potentially competing 
interests can collaborate to move the Grand 
Boulevard Initiative forward.  There are no 
by-laws, no quorum requirements, and no 
formally adopted meeting minutes.

The Task Force is supported by a Working 
Committee comprised of staff representa-
tives of the member entities. The San Mateo 
County Transit District provides the majority 
of staff support. 

Currently, the Task Force has representation 
from the following entities:

Association of Bay Area Governments  •
(ABAG)

Bridge Housing •

Building Trades Council, San Mateo  •
County

Building Trades Council, Santa Clara  •
County

Caltrans •

CHS Development Group, Inc. •

City of Belmont •
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City of Burlingame •

City of Daly City •

City of Los Altos •

City of Menlo Park •

City of Millbrae •

City of Mountain View •

City of Palo Alto •

City of Redwood City •

City of San Bruno •

City of San Carlos •

City of San Jose •

City of San Mateo •

City of Santa Clara •

City of South San Francisco •

City of Sunnyvale •

City/County Association of Governments  •
of San Mateo County

Committee for Green Foothills •

Dostart Development Company •

First Community Housing •

Genentech, Inc. •

Greenbelt Alliance •

Joint Venture: Silicon Valley Network •

Metropolitan Transportation Commission  •
(MTC)

Premier Properties Mgmt. •

San Mateo County Economic Develop- •
ment Association (SAMCEDA)

San Mateo County Transit District •

Santa Clara County •

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Au- •
thority (VTA)

Stanford University •

Town of Atherton •

Town of Colma  •

Town of Hillsborough •

Accomplishments 1.1.3. 
to Date

Adoption of Vision and Challenge 
Statement (October 2006)
Developing and adopting a Vision and Chal-
lenge was the Task Force’s first undertaking.

The Grand Boulevard Vision:

El Camino Real will achieve its full potential as 
a place for residents to work, live, shop and 
play, creating links between communities that 
promote walking and transit and an improved 
and meaningful quality of life.

The Challenge:

El Camino Real will become a “grand boule-
vard of meaningful destinations” shaped by all 

the cities along its length and with each com-
munity realizing its full potential to become a 
destination full of valued places.

The Grand Boulevard Task Force is a broad 
federation of interested public and private 
parties that challenges communities to re-
think the corridor’s potential for housing and 
urban development, balancing the need for 
cars and parking with viable options for tran-
sit, walking, and biking. 

Stretching from Daly City to San Jose, the vi-
sion is of a boulevard that connects communi-
ties by a mix of land uses designed to attract 
people. Cities are encouraged to design for 
neighborhoods that include high quality build-
ing designs and diverse land uses; preserve 
historic buildings and places; enhance our 
economic and cultural diversity; and employ 
the broad involvement of residents, workers, 
and local businesses in the proceedings. Rail 
stations and bus facilities are valued not only 
as vital transportation services, but as public 
gathering places and assets to spur transit 
oriented development. Roadway improve-
ments will be context-sensitive while continu-
ing to meet the need to move people and 
commerce and preserve environmental re-
sources. Above all, change will recognize and 
incorporate our history and create a sense of 
community.
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Adoption of the Guiding 
Principles (April 2007)
The Guiding Principles establish a working 
framework for each entity to improve El 
Camino Real. The Principles were drafted 
by staff from a review of the plans of various 
cities and agencies. The Task Force debated 
and refined the Principles at length and sub-
sequently adopted them. To date, 21 Task 
Force member entities have adopted the prin-
ciples in their own planning processes for El 
Camino.

Guiding Principles

Target housing and job growth in 1. 
strategic areas along the corridor

Encourage compact mixed-use de-2. 
velopment and high-quality ur-
ban design and construction

Create a pedestrian-oriented environ-3. 
ment and improve streetscapes, ensur-
ing full access to and between public 
areas and private developments 

Develop a balanced multimodal corri-4. 
dor to maintain and improve mobility of 
people and vehicles along the corridor

Manage Parking Assets5. 

Provide vibrant public spac-6. 
es and gathering places

Preserve and accentuate unique and desir-7. 
able community character and the existing 
quality of life in adjacent neighborhoods

Improve safety and public health8. 

Strengthen pedestrian and bicycle 9. 
connections with the corridor

Pursue environmentally sustainable and 10. 
economically viable development patterns

Building Momentum
Since its inception in 2006, the Grand Boule-
vard Initiative has been building momentum 
through bottom-up projects and plans de-
signed to enhance collaboration and coordi-
nated growth on the Corridor. Below is an 
overview of the many accomplishments over 
this short time period:

Developed Existing Conditions Report  •
(2006) as a first step toward understand-
ing the corridor 

Held quarterly meetings of the Grand  •
Boulevard Task Force 

Held monthly meetings of a Working  •
Committee comprised of city and agency 
staff 

Created a GBI Website, Google Earth  •
Project Map, and Development Resource 
Wiki

Recognized exemplary projects through  •
the 2007 & 2010 Grand Boulevard 
Awards Program

Provided grant funding for a number of lo- •
cal plans and projects along the corridor.  
The San Mateo County Transit District 
awarded $2 million in federal earmark 
funds to five cities in San Mateo County 
as part of the Grand Boulevard Initiative 
(2007).  VTA and C/CAG have provided a 
number of grants to cities along the corri-
dor through their own grant and incentive 
programs over the past several years

Published a 2008 Progress Report •

Held the 2009 Grand Boulevard Forum  •
with over 300 participants 

Secured funding for two bi-county plan- •
ning studies: this Corridor Plan, and Phase I 
of an Economic and Housing Opportuni-
ties Assessment of the Corridor (ECHO)

Received the 2009 “Excellence” award  •
from the San Mateo County Economic 
Development Association (SAMCEDA). 
The award is presented annually to a gov-
ernment entity, organization, department, 
board, commission or special district that 
applies a “positive approach to business 
development by implementing and devel-
oping methods to ease and simplify the 
regulatory process, and strives to achieve 
county-wide economic vitality.”
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Received the American Planning Associa- •
tion California Northern 2010 Award in 
the category of: Leadership and Service 
Award - Distinguished Leadership Award 
– Organization

During this time period, there has also been 
considerable investment by cities and other 
entities into the Corridor. There are current-
ly over 150 local policy documents in place 
that relate to the Corridor, including zoning 
codes, General Plans, Specific and Precise 
Plans.  Sixteen of the nineteen communities 
have adopted focused policy and/or improve-
ment plans for the Corridor. And all of this 
planning has started to translate into action. 
The 2008 GBI Progress Report showed over 
100 projects underway on Corridor. 

The Grand Boulevard 1.1.4. 
Multimodal Transportation 
Corridor Plan
The goal of the Corridor Plan is to facilitate 
development of a better match for land use 
and transportation on the El Camino Real 
Corridor from Daly City to San Jose’s Diridon 
Station in support of smart growth.  The plan 
is intended to guide the transformation of 
El Camino Real into a pedestrian and transit 
friendly, high-performing multimodal arterial 
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where all modes of transportation move ef-
ficiently and safely.  It explores potential en-
hanced transit service within the communities 
along the corridor and examines multimodal 
opportunities and innovative approaches to 
achieve these improvements.  Examples of 
the types of improvements explored include 
pedestrian bulb-outs, enhanced medians, 
queue jump or dedicated lanes for buses, im-
proved bicycle accommodations, signal timing, 
signal prioritization, pedestrian countdown 
signals and the integration/interoperability of 
these systems to provide seamless transitions 
across jurisdictional boundaries.

The project area for the Corridor Plan spans 
43 miles north-south along the El Camino 
Real (State Hwy 82) corridor in San Mateo 
and Santa Clara Counties. The study area end 
points are the San Francisco/Daly City border 
in the north and San Jose Diridon Caltrain 
Station in the south. An Existing Conditions 
Report produced for the Grand Boulevard 
Task Force in 2006 defined the corridor as ¼ 
mile on each side of the roadway and utilizes 
demographic data from census tracts coinci-
dent with El Camino.  Figure 1-1 shows the 
GBI corridor in its regional context and Fig-
ure 1-2 provides a more detailed focus on the 
corridor and its surroundings.

GBI corridor and
quarter-mile buffer

Caltrain line and station

BART line and station

Altamont Commuter
Express (ACE) and
Amtrak/Capitol Corridor

VTA light rail

Intermodal transfer station

County boundary

Legend
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The El Camino Real corridor is predomi-
nantly auto-oriented and signage and other 
streetscape amenities that could enhance 
safety and livability are limited.  The Grand 
Boulevard Multimodal Transportation Cor-
ridor Plan proposes vibrant nodes of com-
munity activity through a mix of land uses and 
transit-oriented development that will attract 
people and businesses.  Higher mixed-use 
density along the corridor will also support 
bus rapid transit (BRT) to serve mid-distance 
bus trips.  As a result, the Peninsula and the 
South Bay will benefit from better mobility in 
all modes, with increased safety, interconnec-
tivity, and quality of life.  

The Corridor Plan, as a multi-jurisdictional 
and long-range planning effort, is broad in 
scope. It touches on the key aspects of imple-
menting coordinated smart growth on the 
corridor, including land use planning, transit 
planning, multimodal access and design, and 
corridor operations and management policy.

Context1.2. 

Local/Corridor1.2.1. 
El Camino Real serves as the central spine 
connecting numerous central business dis-
tricts and downtowns throughout the San 
Francisco Peninsula and South Bay.  An in-
crease in the amount of development along 
the corridor is leading to additional traffic 
congestion and a plan to increase through-put 
for all travel modes is needed.  A majority of 
key intersections experience noticeable traf-
fic delays (level of service D) in peak hours 
and 40 intersections exceed the state average 
accident rate.
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Transit infrastructure and service on El 
Camino Real are significant. Five of the six 
San Mateo County BART stations are located 
in close proximity to El Camino Real, and 
15 Caltrain stations are located within ap-
proximately ½ mile of the Grand Boulevard 
corridor.  

Bus service on El Camino Real is the back-
bone of both the VTA and SamTrans systems 
in terms of both frequency and productivity.  
SamTrans’ 390 and 391 mainline El Camino 
Real bus routes account for 25% of daily pas-
senger trips.  VTA’s 522 Rapid service (intro-
duced in 2005) combined with Local Route 
22 in the corridor constitute approximately 
20% of all weekday boardings on the VTA bus 
system.  Yet pedestrian and bicycle access 
to transit on the El Camino Real corridor 
remains difficult and the mode split for trips 
by corridor residents does not reflect signifi-
cantly higher transit use than for the counties 
as a whole. 

Several plans for enhancements to transit ser-
vice within the GBI corridor are underway.  
VTA is planning to implement bus rapid tran-
sit (BRT) service along the El Camino Real/
The Alameda corridor as part of a larger ini-
tiative to introduce BRT on several corridors 
in Santa Clara County.  In San Mateo County, 
planning is underway for the Dumbarton Rail 
project, which would provide a commuter rail 
link between the central portion of the Grand 

Boulevard corridor and the East Bay.  At the 
southern end of the corridor, the BART Sili-
con Valley project would extend BART ser-
vice to San Jose Diridon Station and the Santa 
Clara Caltrain Station, as a continuation of 
the Warm Springs extension (currently under 
construction) and the planned BART exten-
sion to Milpitas and the Berryessa area of San 
Jose.

City and County plans support increased 
density in the corridor and concentrations of 
population and jobs at major activity centers, 
all of which provides tremendous potential 
to support BRT development in the corridor, 
an important strategy for dealing with traf-
fic congestion.  Pedestrian activity along El 
Camino Real is minimal due to narrow and 
sometimes discontinuous sidewalks, as well 
as crossings that are difficult and potentially 
dangerous. Although El Camino Real is not 
equipped or designed to serve bicyclists, 
bicyclists use the corridor because travel 
between cities on other roadways is often 
difficult due to discontinuous local street pat-
terns. The challenge is thus to balance the 
current and future need for cars and parking 
with enhanced options for transit and to en-
hance pedestrian and bicycle access and safety 
to support transit usage and improve quality 
of life.

San Francisco 1.2.2. 
Bay Region
The Grand Boulevard corridor is important 
in the context of the entire San Francisco 
Bay Area region.  The GBI corridor is one 
of the longest continuously developed urban 
arterial roadways in the Bay Area, and it 
runs through the largest city in the region by 
population (San Jose) as well as three other 
cities with populations of roughly 100,000 or 
more (Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, and San Ma-
teo).   The corridor is also located in close 
proximity to several of the Bay Area’s most 
prominent universities, a number of major 
regional shopping centers, several regionally 
significant hospitals and medical centers, and 
some of the Bay Area’s largest concentrations 
of technology employment.  

At the regional level, two primary agencies 
are responsible for transportation planning, 
coordination and financing, the production 
of demographic projections, and other re-
gional coordination activities, and have been 
involved as stakeholders in the Grand Boule-
vard Initiative.

The Metropolitan Transportation Commis-
sion (MTC) is the transportation planning, 
coordinating and financing agency for the 
nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. MTC 
functions as both the regional transportation 
planning agency – a state designation – and, 
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for federal purposes, as the region’s metro-
politan planning organization (MPO). As such, 
it is responsible for regularly updating the Re-
gional Transportation Plan, a comprehensive 
blueprint for the development of mass transit, 
highway, airport, seaport, railroad, bicycle, 
and pedestrian facilities. MTC has established 
several innovative grant programs, including 

the Transportation for Livable Communities 
(TLC) Program, which provides planning and 
capital grants for small-scale transportation 
projects that enhance community vitality and 
promote walking, bicycling, and public transit 
use. The Commission’s Low Income Flexible 
Transportation (LIFT) Program funds new 
or expanded services for getting low-income 

residents to and from work, school, and oth-
er essential destinations.

The Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG) is the regional planning agency for 
the nine counties and 101 cities and towns 
of the San Francisco Bay region.  ABAG is 
involved in planning, research, housing, and 
member services through programs that 
work to address regional economic, social, 
and environmental challenges.

In recent years, several regional agencies have 
collaborated to create the FOCUS Program 
in the Bay Area.  “Focusing Our Vision” (FO-
CUS) is a Bay Area-wide effort to promote 
compact and equitable development that 
protects and enhances quality of life, and pre-
serves open space and agricultural resources. 
FOCUS seeks to strengthen existing city cen-
ters, locate more housing near existing and 
future rail stations and quality bus lines, en-
courage more compact and walkable suburbs, 
and protect regional open space. FOCUS is 
being guided by the Joint Policy Committee 
(JPC). State legislation established the JPC to 
develop a regional planning forum including 
MTC, ABAG, the Bay Area Air Quality Man-
agement District (BAAQMD), and the Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDC).

In Santa Clara County, the VTA Community 
Design & Transportation Program (CDT) 

Figure 1-3. Priority development areas along GBI corridor
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Program preceded the development of the 
FOCUS Program and included a “blueprint” 
for development focused on the core urban 
areas, transit stations, and transit corridors 
(or “cores,” “corridors,” and “station areas”) 
throughout the county.  The CDT Program 
has been a model for emulation by other 
jurisdictions including the regional FOCUS 
program. 

In 2007, the San Mateo City/County Associa-
tion of Governments (C/CAG) and the Santa 
Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) 
applied to designate the sections of El Camino 
Real in their respective counties as FOCUS 
Priority Development Areas (PDA).  These 
sections have already been targeted and for-
mally endorsed for growth by the respective 
local jurisdictions.  

To be eligible to become a PDA, an area has 
to be within an existing community, near 
existing or planned fixed-transit, or served 
by comparable bus service, and planned for 
additional housing.  These communities wel-
come more residents and are committed to 
creating more housing choices in locations 
easily accessible to transit, jobs, shopping, 
and services.  The ABAG Executive Board ap-
proved both C/CAG’s and VTA’s applications 
and designated the one-quarter of a mile 
buffer around El Camino Real from Daly City 
(Mission Street) to San Jose (The Alameda) as 
a PDA. Figure 1-3 displays a map of this and 

other PDAs along the GBI corridor.

In addition to the GBI priority develop-
ment area, seven cities along the corridor in 
San Mateo County and three in Santa Clara 
County nominated and achieved their own 
PDAs.  They are: Daly City, San Bruno, Mill-
brae, San Mateo, San Carlos, Redwood City, 
and Menlo Park in San Mateo County, and 
Palo Alto, Mountain View, and San Jose in 
Santa Clara County. 

Regional agencies have begun directing incen-
tives to designated PDAs in the El Camino 
Real corridor to support sustainable develop-
ment.  In 2008, a competitive application pro-
cess involving Bay Area jurisdictions resulted 
in $1.6 million in planning funds being awarded 
to the cities of San Jose and San Mateo and 
to the unincorporated San Mateo County 
area of North Fair Oaks for the creation of 
land use and transportation plans to support 
the development of livable communities near 
transit.

Statewide1.2.3. 

Planning for Climate Change
California Senate Bill 375 (2008) aims to re-
duce greenhouse gas emissions through devel-
opment of a Sustainable Communities Strat-
egy, which integrates transportation and land-
use planning. The law calls upon metropolitan 

planning organizations (MPOs) in 18 regions 
in California to develop an integrated trans-
portation, land-use and housing plan known 
as a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), 
with the ultimate goal of reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions for cars and light-duty trucks. 
In the Bay Area, this involves the Metropoli-
tan Transportation Commission (MTC), as 
the MPO, and the region’s Council of Govern-
ments, the Association of Bay Area Govern-
ments (ABAG).

SB 375 also waives certain requirements of 
the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) for projects in regions that develop 
a Sustainable Communities Strategy. The 
Strategy must integrate planning for trans-
portation, land use and housing. Specifically, it 
must:

Identify specific areas in the nine-1. 
county Bay Area to accommodate 
all the region’s projected population 
growth, including all income groups, 
for at least the next 25 years; and

Try to achieve targeted reduc-2. 
tions in greenhouse gas emis-
sions from cars and light trucks

The benefits of integrated land use and 
transportation:

Integrating land uses (jobs, stores,  •
schools, homes, etc.) and encouraging 
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more complete communities can reduce 
automobile trips and emissions

Clustering more homes, jobs, and other  •
activities around transit can make it easier 
to make trips by foot, bicycle, or public 
transit

Planning land uses and transportation to- •
gether can help improve the vitality and 
quality of life for our communities, while 
improving public health

ABAG and MTC will develop the SCS in 
partnership with the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District and the San Francisco 
Bay Conservation and Development Com-
mission. The four regional agencies will team 
with local governments, county congestion 
management agencies, local planning and 
public works directors, city and county man-
agers, public transit agencies, interested resi-
dents, stakeholders, and community groups 
to ensure that all those with a stake in the 
outcome are actively involved in the prepara-
tion of the SCS. In San Mateo and Santa Clara 
Counties, the strong partnerships already 
forged through the success of the Grand 
Boulevard Initiative offer a solid foundation 
on which build the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy. The El Camino Corridor’s status as 
a PDA also confirms the central role of the 
roadway in the Peninsula and South Bay. The 
Corridor Plan takes an important step to-
wards establishing a common vision and plan 
for the area. 

Caltrans Policy
Deputy Directive 64: Complete Streets Policy

In October 2008, Caltrans strengthened its 
“Deputy Directive 64” to reflect changing 
priorities and challenges. This “Complete 
Streets” policy1 now reads as follows:

“The Department views all transporta-
tion improvements as opportunities to 
improve safety, access, and mobility for 
all travelers in California and recognizes 
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit modes as 
integral elements of the transportation 
system.”

Providing safe mobility for all users, including 
motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians and transit 
riders, contributes to the Department’s mis-
sion/vision: “Improving Mobility Across Cali-
fornia.” Successful long-term implementation 
of this policy is intended to result in: 

More options for people to go from one  •
place to another

Less traffic congestion and greenhouse  •
gas emissions

More walkable communities (with healthi- •
er, more active people)

Fewer barriers for older adults, children,  •
and people with disabilities

Economically, complete streets can help revi-
talize communities, and they can give families 

the option to lower transportation costs by 
using transit, walking, or bicycling rather than 
driving to reach their destinations. Caltrans is 
actively engaged in implementing its complete 
streets policy in all planning, programming, 
design, construction, operations and main-
tenance activities, and products on the State 
Highway System.

Smart Mobility 2010

In February of 2010, Caltrans approved 
“Smart Mobility 2010: A Call to Action for 
the New Decade.”2 This document addresses 
the State mandate to find solutions to climate 
change, the need to reduce per-capita vehicle 
miles traveled, the demand for a safe trans-
portation system that gets people and goods 
to their destinations, and the commitment to 
create a transportation system that advances 
social equity and environmental justice. 

This publication supports Smart Mobility by:

1. Focusing attention on Smart Mobility 
as a response to the State’s interrelated 
challenges of mobility and sustainability

2. Introducing the six principles that shape 
the Smart Mobility Framework: Loca-

1. Source: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/complete_
streets.html

2. Document posted online at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/of-
fices/ocp/smf_files/SmMblty_v6-3.22.10_150DPI.pdf
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tion Efficiency, Reliable Mobility, Health 
and Safety, Environmental Stewardship, 
Social Equity, and Robust Economy

3. Introducing the concept of place types, 
a contemporary approach to planning 
and design. Seven place types are spe-
cifically designed as tools for planning 
and programming that implement Smart 
Mobility. The place types are: Urban 
Centers, Close-in Compact Communi-
ties, Compact Communities, Suburban 
areas, Rural and Agricultural Lands, Pro-
tected Lands, and Special Use Areas

The El Camino Real Corridor would fall 
under the “Close-in Compact Communi-
ties” category, as a “Close-in Corridor.” As 
Caltrans shifts to a Smart Mobility approach, 
their design policies for an urban state high-
way such as El Camino Real should better 
reflect the local land use and transportation 
context.

Federal1.2.4. 
In June of 2009, the United States Depart-
ment of Transportation (DOT), Environmen-
tal Protection Agency (EPA), and Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
created the unprecedented interagency Part-
nership for Sustainable Communities. Rooted 
in six Livability Principles, the three agencies 
are working together more closely than ever 
before to meet President Obama’s challenge 
to coordinate federal policies, programs, and 
resources to help urban, suburban, and rural 
areas build more sustainable communities. 
Traditionally there has been no coordina-
tion among federal housing, transportation, 
and land use investments. The intent is that 
for the first time the federal government will 
speak with one voice when it comes to hous-
ing, transportation and environmental policy, 
and in doing so will be a partner to regions 
and local governments instead of a barrier. 

In February of 2010, the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development announced 
the launch of HUD’s new Office of Sustain-
able Housing and Communities (OSHC). The 
mission of the Office of Sustainable Housing 
and Communities is to create strong, sustain-
able communities by connecting housing to 
jobs, fostering local innovation, and helping 
to build a clean energy economy. In order 
to better connect housing to jobs, the office 
will work to coordinate federal housing and 

transportation investments with local land 
use decisions in order to reduce transporta-
tion costs for families, improve housing af-
fordability, save energy, and increase access to 
housing and employment opportunities.  

In the 2010 budget, Congress provided $150 
million to HUD for a Sustainable Communi-
ties Initiative to improve regional planning 
efforts that integrate housing and transpor-
tation decisions and increase capacity to 
improve land use and zoning. Approximately 
$100 million of that total will be given to re-
gional integrated planning initiatives through 
HUD’s Sustainable Communities Planning 
Grant Program.
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This chapter provides an overview of existing conditions and local community 
policies for the GBI corridor as reflected in the current configuration of the roadway, 
frontage land use conditions, and adopted street guidelines. These conditions are depicted 
through detailed existing conditions “prototypes.” 

Initial research focused on confirming the general elements of a corridor-wide 
vision, identifying common pedestrian-, transit-, and bicycle-oriented streetscape design 
elements that provide a basis for Caltrans-supported street improvement guidelines. 

Background information was gathered in four ways:

Existing policy documents and plans were obtained and reviewed• 

A questionnaire was distributed to staff in the participating 19 communities• 

Follow-up in-person and phone interviews were conducted• 

Existing conditions were confirmed with supplemental field and map • 
reviews

This chapter provides a summary of existing conditions, while Chapter 3 
provides more information on planned corridor improvements, including 
land use, transportation, and streetscape planning efforts.
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Corridor 2.1. 
Conditions
Existing conditions findings are outlined in 
Table  2.1 and summarized below. Three gen-
eral categories of existing roadway conditions 
are described below. They are listed in order 
of relative proportion to the corridor as a 
whole. 

6 Through Lanes / Striped or Landscaped 1. 
Median / Curbside Parking - This condition 
occurs over 65% of the corridor, ap-
proximately 28 miles. It exists in Daly City, 
Colma, South San Francisco, San Bruno, 
Millbrae, Burlingame, Redwood City, 
Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Los Altos, Moun-
tain View, Sunnyvale (portions), and Santa 
Clara. Frontage land uses are a mix of 
storefront, shopping center, and auto-ori-
ented commercial, with limited residential 
and/or mixed-use development. Land-
scape medians exist throughout 22 miles, 
or approximately 80%, of these areas. 

4 Through Lanes / Striped or Landscaped 2. 
Median / Curbside Parking - This condi-
tion occurs over 23% of the corridor, 
approximately 10 miles and is illustrated 
in Figure 2-1. It exists in Daly City, San 
Mateo, Belmont, San Carlos, Redwood 
City, and San Jose. Shallow frontage parcels 
create a land use pattern that consists 

primarily of storefront or right-of-way-
abutting commercial development. With 
the exception of The Alameda in San Jose, 
this condition occurs only in San Mateo 
County communities. In some loca-
tions (e.g., Belmont, San Carlos) there 
are segments of roadway with 5 through 
lanes, 2 northbound and 3 southbound, 
but these segments are not continu-
ous. Approximately 5.4 miles, or 54%, of 
these areas contain landscaped medians. 

4-6 Through Lanes / No Parking3.  – This 
condition occurs for the most part in 
the residential areas of Burlingame and 
Atherton, and comprises approximately 
5 miles, or 12%, of the overall corridor. 
The roadway is as narrow as 40 feet in 
Burlingame, the narrowest along the GBI 
corridor. There are no left turn lanes, 
and the roadway is bordered by large 
“heritage” eucalyptus trees and single 
family residential properties. In Ather-
ton the roadway is much wider at 5 to 6 
lanes, with a painted median and left turn 
pockets.  Large, wooded, estate residen-
tial properties line the frontage. Atherton 
limits sidewalks along El Camino Real 
except at select commercial properties.

Right-of-way width, curb-to-curb dimen-
sions, and frontage conditions vary sig-
nificantly. Unique conditions exist in Colma, 
where much of the frontage consists of large 

cemetery properties; in South San Francisco, 
a portion of the roadway is bordered by a 
steep hillside on one side and a steep slope 
to a shallow valley on the other. In Millbrae’s 
storefront commercial area, an “international 
boulevard” configuration exists with front-
age access and angled parking separated from 
through travel lanes by a landscaped traffic 
island. Stanford University also has a unique 
frontage along El Camino Real, including ath-
letic fields, the arboretum, and three of the 
five entrances to the campus, including Stan-
ford’s historic and formal entrance at Palm 
Drive.  The entryways and arboretum are 
designated as Campus Open Space and must 
characteristically remain park-like and unim-
proved open space.

Figure 2-1. Four through lane condition with landscaped 
median in Belmont
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Municipality Number 
of Lanes - 
Median

Frontage 
Land Use 
Conditions

Specific 
Land Use 
Vision(s)

1st Floor 
Residential 
Permitted

Sidewalk 
Cafes  
Permitted

Project 
Planned or 
Underway

General 
Plan-Desig-
nated Bike 
Route

Street 
Guidelines 
Adopted

Atherton 5 / 6 - PM Res No Yes  - No  - No
Belmont 4 - M Mx C/SF Yes Yes / CUP Yes / CUP No No Yes
Burlingame 6 - M Res Yes No NA No No Yes
Colma 4 / 6 Mx C/Cem Yes No No Yes / P Yes No
Daly City 4 - M Mx C/SF/Res Yes Yes / Ltd  - Yes / U No Yes
Hillsborough 4 Res No Yes NA Yes / U No No
Los Altos 6 - M Mx C/Res No Yes  -  -  -  -
Menlo Park 4 / 6 - M Mx C/SF Yes  -  -  -  - Yes
Millbrae 6 - M Mx C/SF Yes  -  -  -  - Yes
Mountain View 6 - M Mx C/SF/Res Yes Yes / Ltd Yes Yes No No
Palo Alto 6 - PM Mx C / Res Yes Yes / Ltd Yes / CUP Yes / U No / Planned No
Redwood City 4 / 6 - M Mx C/SF/Res Yes Yes / Ltd Yes Yes / U No Yes
San Bruno 6+ - M Mx C/SF Yes Yes / Full Yes Yes / P No No
San Carlos 4 / 5 - M Mx C/SF Yes Yes / Ltd  - Yes No Yes
San Jose 4 Mx C/SF Yes Yes / Ltd Yes Yes / P No / Planned No / Planned
San Mateo 4 / 6 - PM Mx C/SF/Res Yes Yes / Ltd Yes Yes / U No Yes
Santa Clara 6+ - M Mx C/Res Yes Yes / Ltd No No Yes/Planned No
South San Francisco 6+ - PM Mx C/SF Yes No No No Yes Yes
Sunnyvale 6 - PM Mx C/Res Yes Yes / Ltd Yes Yes / P Yes No

Abbreviations Mx C SF Res Ltd CUP
Mixed Commercial/

Office
Storefront 
Commercial

Residential Limited Area Conditional 
Use Permit

Table 2-1. Background Conditions Summary
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Street Design and 2.2. 
Caltrans Standards
Communities and agencies promoting land 
use and urban design changes along the cor-
ridor have identified a number of recurring 
specific issues related to street design. In gen-
eral, communities are attempting to increase 
opportunities for amenities and multimodal 
transportation within the confines of the ex-
isting right-of-way, and seek exemptions from 
Caltrans highway design standards. These 
standards are listed below. A number are the 
subject of Design Exception applications to 
Caltrans for projects currently underway. 

Travel lane width - Current stan-1. 
dard is 12 feet minimum.

Turn lane width - Current stan-2. 
dard is 12 feet minimum. 

Shoulder/breakdown lane width - Cur-3. 
rent standard is 8 feet minimum.

Corner bulb-outs - Current curb clear-4. 
ance standard is 4 feet minimum.

U-turn radii - Current stan-5. 
dard is 50 feet minimum.

Mid-block pedestrian crossings - Sig-6. 
nalized crossings required.

Bikeways/bike lanes - Current stan-7. 
dard is 4 feet minimum bike lane 
width adjacent to parallel parking. 

Gateways/monuments - Current stan-8. 
dards not specific to feature(s). 

Design speed - Current roadway 9. 
configuration(s) allow for design speeds 
up to 50 miles per hour; no current stan-
dard exists for traffic calming measures.

Median width for street trees - Cur-10. 
rent standard is 6 feet setback from 
face of curb to trunk of tree; requires 
median to be 11 to 12 feet minimum.

Median end setback for street trees 11. 
- Current sight distance standards re-
quire 100 feet setback minimum. 

Parking zone street trees - Current curb 12. 
clearance standard is 4 feet minimum.

Stormwater absorption - Com-13. 
plete runoff required (i.e. deten-
tion/percolation not permitted).

Street lighting fixtures - Type of fix-14. 
tures (e.g. mast arm lengths) limited.

Land Use and 2.3. 
Roadway Typologies
Based on existing conditions, local policy 
plans, and the objectives of the Grand Boule-
vard Initiative, five general land use and road-
way typology conditions are identified. The 
typologies reflect the basic “node” and “link” 
policy approaches that are being pursued 
implicitly or explicitly by local communities, 
and they provide a basis for the Street Design 
Guidelines and Street Design Prototypes con-
tained in Chapters 4 and 5. Node areas are 
generally adjacent to downtown commercial 
districts and/or transit hubs and have higher 
levels of density and pedestrian activity. Link 

Figure 2-2. Sidewalk frontage improvements along El 
Camino Real
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areas accommodate a wider variety of land 
uses and forms of development. 

4-Lane Node1.  

Adjacent to downtown commer-• 
cial district and/or transit center.

Curbside parking.• 

Vertical mixed-use with residen-• 
tial/office over commercial.

Relatively shallow frontage properties. • 

4-Lane Link2. 

Between Node areas.• 

Horizontal mixed-use, vertical mixed-• 
use, or single use development.

Curbside parking.• 

Relatively shallow frontage properties.• 

6-Lane Node3. 

Adjacent to downtown commer-• 
cial district and/or transit center.

Curbside parking.• 

Vertical mixed-use with residen-• 

tial/office over commercial.

Relatively deep frontage properties. • 

6-Lane Link4. 

Between Node areas.• 

Horizontal mixed-use, vertical mixed-• 
use, or single use development.

Curbside parking.• 

Relatively deep frontage properties.• 

4- or 6-Lane with No Parking5. 

Between Node areas.• 

Curbside parking removed for a • 
variety of potential reasons; e.g., bike 
lanes, transit lanes, sidewalk widening. 

Prototype illustrations of these typologies 
are provided in Figures 2-4 through 2-8 on 
the following pages. Existing right-of-way and 
curb-to-curb dimensions vary slightly from 
what is depicted, and even slight variations 
may affect opportunities for street improve-
ments. Following the prototype illustrations is 
a selection of existing condition photographs 
taken along the GBI corridor.

Figure 2-3. Downtown San Carlos intersects with El 
Camino Real
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Curb-to-Curb 84’ - 90’ +/-

ROW 100’ - 112’ +/-

Figure 2-4. Four-lane node configuration
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Curb-to-Curb 84’ - 90’ +/-

ROW 100’ - 112’ +/-

Figure 2-5. Four-lane link configuration
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Figure 2-6. Six-lane node configuration

Curb-to-Curb 102’ - 106’ +/-

ROW 120’ +/-
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Curb-to-Curb 102’ - 106’ +/-

ROW 120’ +/-

Figure 2-7. Six-lane link configuration
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Curb-to-Curb 102’ - 106’ +/-

ROW 120’ +/-

Figure 2-8. Four- to six-lane no parking configuration
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10 11

1312

14 15

`1,2. Large-footprint commercial buildings on 
deep lots with parking in front.

3. Storefront commercial buildings on 
shallow lots with parking in front.

4,5. Storefront commercial buildings on 
shallow lots with curbside parking.

6.  Mixed-use building with residential units 
over storefront retail.

7. Mid-rise residential and office 
development.

8. Frontage townhouses.

9. Residential buildings along The Alameda.

10. Four-lane condition at The Alameda.

11. Four-lane condition in Redwood City.

12. Six-lane condition along the Caltrain right-
of-way.

13. Six-lane condition with large-block office 
frontage.

14.  Six-lane condition with strip commercial 
style development.

15. No parking / narrow sidewalk condition.
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10 11

1312

14 15

`1. Improved sidewalks with new paving and 
street trees to encourage walking.

2. Narrow sidewalks and right-turn lanes in 
the place of curbside parking may affect 
the viability of frontage businesses.

3. Narrow, unimproved sidewalks are 
uninviting to pedestrians.

4,5. Long crosswalks could be shortened 
through the use of bulb-outs and 
pedestrian refuges.

6.  Mid-block crossings could create safer 
conditions along long blocks.

7. Conifer trees in medians interfere with 
visibility.

8. Existing auto-oriented cobra-head street 
lights.

9. Bicyclists have limited designated road 
space.

10. Some existing bus stops need 
improvements such as bus shelters and 
adequate lighting.

11. Wider sidewalks and/or bus bulb-outs 
provide space for bus stop-associated 
amenities.

12. SamTrans bus in mixed-flow traffic.

13. VTA articulated bus in mixed-flow traffic.

14.  Caltrain parallels El Camino Real along 
much of its alignment.

15. Caltrain stations are often located 
adjacent to or a few blocks from El 
Camino Real.
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This chapter provides a summary of land use, streetscape, and transportation 
plans and changes within one-quarter mile of the El Camino Real corridor that will 
shape future conditions on the corridor. These plans helped inform the land use and 
transit scenarios modeled in the Grand Boulevard Multimodal Transportation Corridor 
Plan. All plans included in this document are created by cities and counties along the GBI 
corridor and have either been adopted since 2005, have draft documents available for 
public review, or are currently in the development process.

In addition, results to date from the City/County Association of Governments of San 
Mateo County’s (C/CAG) existing Transit-oriented Development (TOD) and El Camino 
Real Incentive Programs and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Association’s (VTA) 
Community Design and Transportation (CDT) Program are included to provide an 
understanding of the effects that grant and incentive programs may 
have on the corridor. 

Information used to create this report includes base data on zoning changes, 
development designations for specific areas (for example TOD near station, 
downtown mixed-use, etc), housing densities and/or floor area ratio (FAR) 
information, and any other land use restrictions and/or designations along 
El Camino Real. 



G R A N D  B O U L E V A R D  M U LT I M O D A L  T R A N S P O R TAT I O N  C O R R I D O R  P L A N 43

3 .  P L A N N E D  C O R R I D O R  I M P R O V E M E N T S

Land Use 3.1. 
Planning Overview

San Mateo County3.1.1. 
Between 2005 and the present, eleven cities 
in San Mateo County and San Mateo County 
developed, or are in the process of develop-
ing, policy documents which affect the land 
uses on the El Camino Real corridor. An 
overview of these changes is given below, be-
ginning with the most northern city and mov-
ing south towards Santa Clara County:

City of Daly City: General Plan Update •

City of South San Francisco: South El  •
Camino Real General Plan Amendment

City of South San Francisco: El Camino  •
Real/Chestnut Avenue Land Use & Spe-
cific Plan

City of San Bruno: General Plan  •

City of San Bruno: Downtown and Transit  •
Corridors Plan

City of Millbrae: Zoning Ordinance and  •
Zoning Map Update

Town of Hillsborough: General Plan  •

City of Burlingame: Downtown Specific  •
Plan

City of San Mateo: General Plan Update •

City of San Mateo: Bay Meadows Phase II •

City of San Mateo: Rail Corridor Transit- •
Oriented Development Plan

City of San Mateo: Hillsdale Station Area  •
Plan

City of Belmont:  Economic Develop- •
ment/Target Site Policy Amendments

City of San Carlos: General Plan Update •

City of Redwood City: General Plan  •
Update

City of Redwood City: Downtown Pre- •
cise Plan

San Mateo County: North Fair Oaks Sta- •
tion Area Plan

City of Menlo Park: El Camino Real/ •
Downtown Specific Plan

City of Daly City:  General 
Plan Update
The City of Daly City is currently in the 
process of updating the General Plan and 
based on the public input at the Mission 
Street Urban Design Charrette conducted 
in November 2008. One of the goals is to 
transform Mission Street into a vibrant urban 
corridor. The draft Housing and Land Use 
Elements identify the need to rezone Mis-
sion Street from Light Commercial to a new 
designation, Commercial Mixed-Use.  The 
Draft General Plan includes policies and in-
centives to support higher density mixed-use 

development.  Incentives to be considered 
are reduced parking standards for transit-
proximate mixed-use developments, an in-
creased height allowance, and incentives to 
merge parcels to create larger development 
sites.

City of South San Francisco:  
South El Camino Real 
General Plan Amendment
In April 2010, the City of South San Fran-
cisco adopted a General Plan Amendment 
for the southern portion of El Camino Real 
to target higher intensities and to allow for 
mixed-use development throughout the plan-
ning corridor.  The area covered by this plan 
encompasses the area between Chestnut 
Avenue and the City’s southern boundary. 
The general plan amendment will allow more 
uses and increase the allowable floor area 
ratio, heights, bulk and mass and site planning. 
The amendment incorporates a new land use 
designation, El Camino Real Mixed Use, into 
the General Plan. This designation is intended 
to accommodate high-intensity active uses 
and mixed-use development in the South El 
Camino Real area and allows for a FAR of 
2.50 with a FAR of 3.5 permitted through 
discretionary approval. In addition, building 
heights are increased to 80 feet, with height 
up to 120 feet allowed through discretionary 
review and approval. 
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residential developments can only be lo-
cated on second and upper floors of new 
developments. A FAR of 2.0 for develop-
ments less than 15,000 square feet and 
3.0 for those over 15,000 square feet is 
established for the downtown mixed-use. 

The remaining length of El Camino Real,  •
from Crystal Springs Rd. to San Juan Ave. 
is designated as multi-use residential and 
focuses on multi-family housing and new 
developments. It is given a base FAR of 
2.0, with a maximum FAR of 3.0 for par-
cels more than 20,000 square feet with 
non-residential use not exceeding 0.6 
FAR. New retail is only allowed on the 
condition that they are concentrated in 
existing retail districts. 

Continued commercial use is proposed  •
for the existing Towne Center and The 
Shops at Tanforan with a Floor Area Ra-
tio (FAR) of 1.2. 

The majority of San Mateo Ave. from I-380 to 
El Camino Real, San Bruno Ave. east of San 
Mateo Ave., and portions of El Camino Real 
north of San Mateo Ave. were previously des-
ignated for Commercial and Industrial/Auto-
Related uses. This plan changes the land use 
designations for these to Transit Oriented 
Development and/or Central Business Dis-
trict (Downtown Mixed Use), both of which 
allow residential developments. This General 
Plan update therefore could have high impact 

A zoning code update is being performed 
with this effort and is complimentary to 
citywide zoning code update effort.  Design 
guidelines have also been developed with the 
amendment and provide visual tools to as-
sist in implementing regulations. The design 
guidelines reflect zoning code revisions. 

The General Plan Amendment, with the 
change from commercial zoning to El Camino 
Real Mixed Use, will no doubt have an impact 
on land use densities and transit ridership in 
the area.  

City of South San Francisco:   
El Camino Real/ Chestnut Avenue 
Land Use & Specific Plan
The Chestnut Avenue Land Use Plan and Spe-
cific Plan, currently in progress, will encom-
pass an approximately 50 acre area along El 
Camino Real from Chestnut Avenue to South 
San Francisco BART. The plans will encour-
age development of the current commercially 
zoned area into a vibrant high density mixed-
use neighborhood allowing for improved auto 
access as well as bicycle, pedestrian and open 
space connections. Development allowances 
will generally keep with those proposed as 
part of the South El Camino Real General 
Plan Amendment. 

While the final plan for the Specific Plan has 
not been approved at this stage, the increased 

residential and commercial densities will no 
doubt have an impact on land use densities 
and transit ridership in the area.

City of San Bruno:  General Plan 
In March 2009, the City of San Bruno ad-
opted their General Plan, which promotes 
balanced development through combining the 
conservation of established neighborhoods 
with the revitalization of the downtown area 
and other commercial and industrial areas. 
The information and decisions in the General 
Plan will be used in the upcoming Corridors 
Plan.

The General Plan includes proposed land use 
classifications for San Bruno and establishes a 
mix of uses for El Camino Real.  A map of the 
land use classifications for the parcels along 
El Camino Real and in the surrounding areas 
is provided in Figure 3-1. The highlights for El 
Camino include:

Transit-oriented development is slated  •
along El Camino Real, from I-380 to the 
Civic Center located at Angus Ave, and 
has been designated a FAR of 2.0 for de-
velopments less than 20,000 square feet 
and 3.0 for those over 20,000 square feet. 

Mixed-use is planned for the downtown  •
area from the Civic Center to Crystal 
Springs Rd. and requires that active uses 
be located on the ground floor while 
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on transit ridership and therefore a high im-
pact on the Multimodal Transportation Cor-
ridor Plan. 

City of San Bruno:  Downtown 
and Transit Corridors Plan
The city of San Bruno is currently developing 
a San Bruno Downtown and Transit Corridor 
Plan, which is a Specific Plan that will imple-
ment the General Plan through the develop-
ment of policies, programs and regulations for 
a localized area and in greater detail. The pur-
pose of the San Bruno Downtown and Transit 
Corridors Plan is to craft a vision and steps 
to improve the public and private realm along 
the streets of El Camino Real, San Bruno 
Avenue, San Mateo Avenue and Huntington 
Avenue in the core of the city near the San 
Bruno Caltrain station. Design guidelines will 
be developed with this effort. This document 
may expand on the land use designations 
made in the General Plan and may therefore 
have an additional impact on land use densi-
ties and transit ridership in the project area. 
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Figure 3-1. San Bruno General Plan Land Use Classifications: El Camino Real Area



46 G R A N D  B O U L E V A R D  I N I T I AT I V E

3 .  P L A N N E D  C O R R I D O R  I M P R O V E M E N T S

City of Millbrae:  Zoning 
Ordinance and Zoning 
Map Update
The updated Zoning Ordinance and Zoning 
Map, which became effective in November 
2009, include a “Grand Boulevard Planned 
Development” (GBPD) Zone. This new zone 
allows for mixed-use and more intensive de-
velopment along El Camino Real. Although a 
mixing of uses is possible through Conditional 
Use Permits and other mechanisms under 
the existing zoning, the GBPD Zone allows 
potentially higher densities and streamlines 
the process for achieving it. This emphasis on 
mixed-use along the entire Millbrae segment 
of El Camino Real will help facilitate plans 
for revitalization and intensification all along 

the corridor and will complement similar 
PD zoning that has been in use since 1998 in 
and around the Millbrae BART/Caltrain Sta-
tion (under the Millbrae Station Area Specific 
Plan). The GBPD Zone will replace the exist-
ing zoning on a parcel-by-parcel basis as quali-
fying mixed-use projects are approved by the 
City. Over time, this new zone is envisioned 
to have a dramatic impact on land use densi-
ties within Millbrae and on transit ridership to 
and from Millbrae.

Town of Hillsborough:  
General Plan 
The Town of Hillsborough adopted a new 
General Plan in March 2005. Only approxi-
mately one-fifth of a mile of El Camino Real is 

located in Hillsborough, specifically the west 
side from just north of Floribunda Ave. south 
to Bellevue Ave. See Figure 3-2 for a map of 
the land use designations. 

The entire Town of Hillsborough, including 
the section along El Camino Real, is zoned as 
Residential and allows single-family dwellings 
and may also allow home businesses, second 
units, and other compatible uses as identi-
fied in the Hillsborough Municipal Code. The 
maximum allowed density is one single-family 
dwelling per one-half acre. 

The Town Hall facilities are located on the 
north-west corner of El Camino Real and Flo-
ribunda Ave. This area has a land use designa-
tion of Public Facilities and Services (though 

Figure 3-2. Hillsborough General Plan Land Use Designations: El Camino Real Area
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still zoned as Residential) and has a maximum 
allowed density of 25 percent floor area ratio 
for the first acre, and 15 percent for addi-
tional acreage. 

Hillsborough has almost reached maximum 
development capacity and can only allow for 
164 more homes within the entire town. The 
land use planned by this document will there-
fore have minimal impact on the Multimodal 
Transportation Corridor Plan.

City of Burlingame:  
Downtown Specific Plan
In early 2010, the City of Burlingame adopted 
the Downtown Specific Plan which guides the 
future development of Downtown Burlingame 
and builds upon the successful Burlingame 
Ave. commercial area. The downtown area 
studied in this plan encompasses the area 
between El Camino Real and the railroad 
right-of-way to the east, and between Oak 
Grove Ave. and Peninsula Ave. to the north 
and south, respectively. The focused devel-
opment alternative, which is currently being 
developed, would allow new development 
throughout the downtown area under the 
existing regulations, but would encourage 
higher-density mixed-use developments along 
Howard Ave. and the streets between How-
ard Ave. and Burlingame Ave. 

The increased residential and commercial 
densities planned for the downtown area will 

no doubt have an impact on land use densities 
and transit ridership in the area.   

City of San Mateo: 
General Plan Update
The City of San Mateo is in the process of 
updating its General Plan, which provides the 
framework for all zoning and land use deci-
sions. The San Mateo General Plan seeks to 
establish a balance between the need for new 
growth and preserving the existing high qual-
ity of life. 

The General Plan supports new commercial 
and residential growth in the downtown and 
proposes to concentrate major new develop-
ments near transportation and transit cor-
ridors. Along El Camino Real, high density 
residential (36-50 units per acre and 3 to 5 
stories) will be continue to be allowed from 
the northern city border south to Tilton. 
Commercial (FAR 1 to 2.5 and 35 to 55 foot 
building height) and high density residential 
will be allowed along the remainder of El 
Camino Real.  In addition, the policies set 
forth in the General Plan allow for the imple-
mentation of the TOD land use designations 
created in the Rail Corridor Transit-Oriented 
Development and the development plans 
set forth in the Bay Meadows Specific Plan. 
See respective sections for the Rail Corri-
dor Transit-Oriented Development and Bay 
Meadows Specific Plans for additional details 
on land use designations. 

The update does not include changes to the 
land use designations. However, it does make 
several key changes. The changes relevant to 
El Camino Real are summarized below:

It modifies land use policies to limit resi- •
dential development in service commer-
cial areas. Specifically, a new Policy LU 
1.14 would require a “special use permit 
… for residential uses in areas designated 
as neighborhood commercial, regional 
community commercial, and executive 
office on the Land Use Plan except for 
mixed use land use designations.”

It contains new Circulation Element poli- •
cies, including those that encourage bicy-
cle and pedestrian connections and those 
incorporated from the Rail Corridor 
Transit-Oriented Development Plan.

It contains policies to improve the City’s  •
sustainability and address climate change. 

City of San Mateo:  Bay 
Meadows Phase II 
The Bay Meadows project is large transit-
oriented development in San Mateo, with high 
density offices, housing, retail, and restau-
rants within a comfortable walking distance of 
the Hillsdale Caltrain Station. 

The Bay Meadows II Specific Plan Amendment 
for the Bay Meadows Main Rack Trace area, 
approved November 7, 2005, established 
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the framework for the redevelopment of 
the Phase II area. The Bay Meadows Specific 
Plan for the Bay Meadows Race Track area, 
adopted in 1997, assumed that racing would 
continue on the main track, but allowed for 
future amendments should this change; the 
Phase II Amendment plans for full redevelop-
ment of the main track area. 

In June, 2005, the City Council adopted the 
San Mateo Rail Corridor Rail Transit-Orient-
ed Development Plan. This policy document 
changed the General Plan land use designa-
tion for the Phase II Specific Plan Area from 
major institutions/special facilities to a new 
category called “transit-oriented develop-
ment” and adopted a maximum height limit of 
55 feet for that land use designation. Land use 
designations are shown in Figure 3-3. The Bay 
Meadows II Specific Plan Amendment imple-
ments the Corridor Plan and designates three 
main development types in the Hillsdale Sta-
tion Area:

The five station blocks total 11.6 acres  •
and are located adjacent to the railway 
and the Caltrain Hillsdale Station. All of 
the station blocks area located within 
one-quarter of a mile of El Camino Real 
and within one-half of a mile of the Cal-
train Hillsdale Station. The maximum FAR 
for the blocks is 2.5. Commercial (office 
and retail) uses are permitted on all five 
blocks, with residential permitted at a 

Figure 3-3. Bay Meadows Phase II Land Use Designations
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maximum of 35 units per net acre on the 
three middle station blocks between 28th 
Avenue and 31st Avenue. 

The four mixed-use blocks total 8.4 acres  •
and are located to the east of Delaware 
Street and west of the Community and 
Linear parks. Commercial, retail and resi-
dential uses at a maximum of 50 units per 
net acre are permitted on these blocks. 
The maximum FAR for the blocks is 2.5 
for non-residential projects and 3.0 for 
residential projects. 

The nine residential blocks total 29.5  •
acres and area located in the eastern and 
southern are of the Bay Meadows II site, 
and allow residential at a minimum of 12 
units per net acre and a maximum of 50 
units per net acre. Retail uses are permit-
ted on the Town Square frontages on 
Residential Blocks #7 and #9. The maxi-
mum FAR for the blocks is 3.0 for apart-
ment, condominium and loft units, 1.5 for 
townhomes/rowhomes, and 1.0 for small 
lot single-family residences. 

In 2008, the City of San Mateo approved 
three large planning applications for the de-
velopment of almost the entire Bay Meadows 
Transit-Oriented Development site, consist-
ing of 17 private blocks covering 50 acres. The 
approvals in 2008 include 750,000 square feet 
of Class A office space, 93,000 square feet 
of retail and restaurant space, 1,066 housing 

units, and two new neighborhood parks. 

Most of the work related to the Site Develop-
ment Permit for demolition and tree removal 
issued on May 15, 2008 has been completed. 
This work included the site clearing, tree 
removal, minor grading of the site related to 
the demolition, and associated Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan measures in con-
junction with demolition. The next phase of 
construction is scheduled to start construc-
tion in April 2009, which is authorized under 
the Phase I Site Development Permit. The 
scope of work consists of the infrastructure 
for blocks RES 1, 2, 3 (public streets and as-
sociated utilities), rough grading of the pads 
for blocks RES 1, 2, 3 and construction of the 
stormwater retention pond. Vertical con-
struction on these three residential blocks is 
anticipated to begin as early as 2011. 

The Bay Meadows project is an important 
component toward achieving increases in 
development density and transit ridership on 
the corridor, and is clearly an important fac-
tor for the land use scenarios proposed in the 
Multimodal Transportation Corridor Plan. 

City of San Mateo:   
Rail Corridor Transit-Oriented 
Development Plan 
The San Mateo Rail Corridor Transit-Orient-
ed Development Plan was adopted on June 6, 
2005. The plan created two TOD zones, gen-
erally located within one-half of a mile of ei-
ther the Hayward Park Caltrain station or the 
Hillsdale Caltrain station. These two zones, as 
well as their respective land use designations, 
are provided in Figure 3-4. When adopting 
the TOD plan, the City also redesignated 
these areas as TOD in the General Plan and 
also changed the zoning to TOD.  These 
areas are currently reflected as such on the 
General Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps. 

Existing land uses with the Hayward Park and 
Hillsdale TOD zones are permitted to re-
main. However, all new developments are en-
couraged to be transit supportive and include 
elements such as housing, major employment 
centers, and local retail (cafes, grocery stores, 
etc). All new development within the TOD 
zones may have a reduced amount of park-
ing from the city-wide standard along with a 
variety of other transportation demand man-
agement measures, and they must all join a 
Transportation Management Association that 
has been established. Large scale retail is dis-
couraged as public transportation riders are 
unlikely to carry bulk purchase onto buses 
or trains. The maximum height restrictions 
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range from 24 to 55 feet. The land use details 
for these two zones are as follows.

Hillsdale TOD zone:

East of Delaware St. Extension.:  Multi- •
family residential with a maximum of 50 
units per net acre, a maximum FAR of 2.0 
for employment and 3.0 for residential. 
Buildings are to be residential or employ-
ment only with no mixed-use. (Note, a 
majority of this area is further than one-
quarter of a mile of El Camino Real but is 
still within one half of a mile of the Cal-
train station). 

Adjacent to Delaware St. Extension: Me- •
dium density mixed-use developments 
with retail on the ground floor and resi-
dences or offices on upper floors. Maxi-
mum net residential density is 50 units 
per acre with a maximum FAR of 3.0. 

Between El Camino Real and Delaware  •
St. Extension: High density mixed-use 
developments with retail on the ground 
floor and residences or offices on upper 
floors. Maximum net residential density 
is 50 units per acre with a maximum FAR 
of 3.0. 

South of 31st Ave, between El Camino  •
Real and the Caltrain tracks: Medium 
density mixed-use developments with a 
maximum net residential density is 50 
units per acre with a maximum FAR of 
2.0.

Figure 3-4. Rail Corridor TOD Plan 
Land Use Designations
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Hayward Park TOD zone:

Between El Camino Real and Delaware  •
St., north of SR-92:  Multi-family residen-
tial with net density between 35 to 50 
units per acre, with the most intensive 
density development closest to the Cal-
train station. Retail is designated a maxi-
mum overall FAR of 2.0 for this area, and 
3.0 for retail fronting Concar Dr. 

Between El Camino Real and Delaware  •
St., south of SR-92:  Multi-family residen-
tial mixed-use with net density between 
35 to 50 units per acre, permits employ-
ment use (adjacent to SR-92) with a maxi-
mum FAR of 1.0 and a maximum overall 
FAR of 2.0. A new public park or plaza is 
required (0.3 to 0.5 acres in size).

East of Delaware St., between Concar Dr.  •
and SR-92:  Mixed-use development with 
24 to 45 units per acre, a maximum FAR 
of 0.30 for retail and a maximum overall 
FAR of 2.0. (Note this area is between 
one-quarter and on-half mile from El 
Camino Real) 

The creation of these TOD zones, particu-
larly at the Hillsdale Station, which is served 
by Caltrain Baby Bullet service, is an impor-
tant factor in the determination of potential 
high density land use nodes in the Multimodal 
Transportation Corridor Plan.   

City of San Mateo:   
Hillsdale Station Area Plan
The scope of work for the Hillsdale Sta-
tion Area Plan includes evaluating existing 
and alternative land uses of underutilized 
properties; analyzing market, regulatory and 
infrastructure conditions; preparing an envi-
ronmental review document and a compre-
hensive station area plan with design guide-
lines, zoning regulations, and implementation 
strategies that encourage TOD in and around 
the study area. The Plan Area encompasses 
151 acres (roughly .25 miles by 1.25 miles) of 
land in the City. The area stretches from the 
Caltrain right-of-way west to Flores Street 
and from 25th Avenue south to 36th Avenue.
The Station Area Plan will establish criteria 
for new mixed-use developments and encour-
age shared parking with Caltrain users; facili-
tate the establishment of a new transporta-
tion hub for Caltrain, AC Transit, Sam Trans, 
and other mass transit services; and plan for 
new pedestrian and bicycle access connec-
tions from west of El Camino Real to the sta-
tion area. The Station Area Plan will establish 
transitions to the future Bay Meadows Phase 
II neighborhood on the east side of the train 
tracks, as well as to the established commer-
cial and residential neighborhoods west of El 
Camino Real.
Although this project is still in the early 
stages, the scope of work for this plan may 
require amendments to the General Plan and 

Zoning Ordinance and will therefore have an 
impact on land use densities and transit rider-
ship in the area. 

City of Belmont:  Economic 
Development/Target Site 
Policy Amendments
Belmont continues to implement its compre-
hensive General  Plan Update & Economic 
Development programs. The program in-
cludes targeting specific economic develop-
ment sites (business recruitment, encourage-
ment of mixed-use (residential/commercial) 
opportunities), aggressive property acquisi-
tion to facilitate Master Development proj-
ects, and offering a host of services to the 
business community to encourage business 
retention and growth. The long-term goals 
for the Emmett’s Plaza, Firehouse Square, 
Belmont Station sites envision high quality 
redevelopment with an attractive mix of com-
mercial, hotel, office, residential, open space 
and public gathering opportunities. 

To further these goals, the City is in the 
midst of revising zoning regulations for these 
“Downtown Village Areas”, the above-
described Economic Development Target 
Sites, and the Downtown Specific Plan Area 
(DTSP). This project will update the City’s 
planning and regulatory documents to be 
consistent with goals for Belmont Village, 
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Figure 3-5. Proposed Belmont Village Zoning
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including the three target sites. Draft zon-
ing districts are being prepared to clarify, 
streamline, and update land use regulations, 
development standards, and design guidelines 
for the Belmont Village area. New develop-
ment standards and design guidelines will be 
added to existing regulations to achieve the 
desired quality and character in development 
projects. 

Proposed Belmont “Village Districts” Zoning

A draft zoning map of the proposed Belmont 
Village, displayed in Figure 3-5, includes four 
new districts and one existing residential 
district. The permitted land uses, develop-
ment standards and design guidelines will 
be regulated in a new section of the Zoning 
Ordinance, Village Districts. Each district’s 
purpose is defined as follows:

V-1 Reserved. This district is reserved for  •
future use.

V-2 Pedestrian Core. The regulations for  •
the V-2 District are intended to support 
the development and redevelopment of 
an active pedestrian-oriented village cen-
ter. Retail, restaurant, and commercial 
service uses are the predominant uses on 
the ground floor. Public plazas and side-
walk areas with pedestrian amenities are 
provided. Office and residential uses are 
located on upper floors. The V-2 District 
also provides for hotel and entertainment 

uses. This district replaces the existing 
C2, C/R, CBD, C1, and E1 districts.

V-3 Corridors. The V-3 District recog- •
nizes El Camino Real, Ralston Avenue and 
Old County Road as major transportation 
corridors within the Village. The regula-
tions in this district are intended to pro-
vide a range of community and regional 
commercial uses, including auto-oriented 
uses, while supporting alternative modes 
of travel. Office and residential uses are 
allowed, particularly above the ground 
floor. Sidewalk areas are designed to be 
pedestrian-oriented, with street trees, 
street furniture, and other amenities. This 
district replaces the existing C3 and A 
Districts.

V-4 Mixed Use Commercial. The V-4  •
District is intended to maintain and en-
courage a mix of retail, restaurant, of-
fice, commercial service, and public uses. 
Residential uses are allowed on upper 
floors. This district replaces the existing 
C4 district. 

V-R Residential Mixed Use. The V-R Dis- •
trict is intended to provide for residential 
mixed use development which supports 
an active and vibrant Belmont Village by 
creating additional unique housing op-
portunities within the Village area. This 
district allows for a variety of housing 
types, such as small lot single family, live/

work units, townhouses, condos, and 
apartments. In addition, certain retail and 
commercial service uses will be allowed 
on the ground floor. This district replaces 
the existing R4 district.

R-2 Duplex Residential. No changes are  •
being presented for the R2 District at this 
time.

The Belmont Village Districts Zoning Amend-
ments are scheduled for Public Hearings with 
the Planning Commission & City Council in 
Summer/Fall 2010.

While the policy amendments to the Eco-
nomic Development/Target Site are still 
underway, the direction that Belmont is mov-
ing in regards to land use, such as increasing 
mixed-use developments in the Belmont Vil-
lage plan, will no doubt have a high impact on 
land use densities and transit ridership in the 
area.

City of San Carlos:  
General Plan Update
In October 2009, the City of San Carlos ad-
opted the General Plan update, which plans 
for mixed-use developments in the down-
town area and along El Camino Real. The 
plan will retain and enhance the vitality of 
the Downtown to ensure it remains a central 
point for social interaction and commercial 
activity. 
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The General Plan update introduces “mixed 
use” land use designations, which are located 
along previously Commercially designated El 
Camino Real and Laurel St. in the Downtown. 
A map of the land use for San Carlos is pro-
vided in Figure 3-6. The majority of El Cami-
no Real and the area within two blocks are 
designated as medium density mixed use or 
retail/mixed use which allow 21 to 50 dwelling 
units per acre. Additional mixed use is located 
within the San Carlos downtown area along 
San Carlos Ave. 

The introduction of higher-density residen-
tial housing within mixed use areas near the 
existing Caltrain station will no doubt have a 
high impact on land use densities and transit 
ridership in the area. 

City of Redwood City:  
General Plan Update
The City of Redwood City is currently in the 
process of preparing a new General Plan. The 
focus for the El Camino Real corridor is to 
provide more housing and mixed-use devel-
opments in order to take advantage of the 
existing services, facilities, and public transit 
along the corridor.

The General Plan designates all of El Camino 
Real as mixed-use and varies the density lev-
els from Mixed Use – Neighborhood (maxi-
mum 40 dwelling units per acre) along the 

south end of the city to Mixed Use – Cor-
ridor (maximum 60 dwelling units per acre), 
to Mixed Use – Downtown in the downtown 
area surrounding the Caltrain station where 
a limit is placed on the number of additional 
units and square feet of residential space in-
stead of a density or FAR. The new General 
Plan calls for a moderate growth of 2,500 
units for the Downtown area and 400,000 sq. 
ft. of additional nonresidential space. Medium, 
medium high, and high density residential, 
which allow 20, 30, and 40 dwelling units per 
acre, respectively, then begin within a block 
or two of El Camino Real. The draft land use 
map, as given in the November 2009 draft, is 
provided in Figure 3-7. 

The concentration of mixed-use and residen-
tial developments in this plan along El Camino 
Real will influence overall densities and sup-
port transit ridership in the area.

City of Redwood City:  
Downtown Precise Plan 
The City of Redwood City is currently in the 
process of revising and re-adopting the Red-
wood City Downtown Precise Plan (DTPP). 
This document established a vision for devel-
opment in the heart of the city. It incorpo-
rates zoning regulations for private actions 
including standards for site development, 
street design, landscaping, public spaces, park-
ing, architecture, and signage.  The goal is to 

transform downtown Redwood City into a 
dense, mixed-use, walkable neighborhood 
featuring a large job base and a regional mass 
transit connection. Maximum height limits 
range from 3 to 12 stories, with the most 
common limit being 8 stories. See Figure 3-8 
for a map of the DTPP Use Zones. 

The DTPP includes extensive plans for 
mixed-use development in the downtown 
area, which includes a segment of El Camino 
Real and nearly 200 acres of land, most of 
which lies to the east of El Camino Real but 
is within one-half of a mile of it. The vision 
of the plan is that the DTPP will transform 
El Camino Real, from Brewster to Maple, 
from the existing strip development style to a 
pedestrian friendly, residential corridor with 
limited retail/commercial space. The west side 
of El Camino Real will have a maximum height 
of four stories.  The east side, with the ex-
ception of the area between James Ave. and 
Jefferson Ave, will have a maximum height of 
eight stories with a four story streetwall to 
match the west side. There is a 10 story limit 
between James Ave. and Jefferson Ave. with a 
four story streetwall to match the west side.  
These changes are directly in line with the 
vision of the Grand Boulevard Initiative, and 
are important components of the land use 
scenarios to be modeled in the Multimodal 
Transportation Corridor Plan.

The increased population density to be 
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Figure 3-7. Redwood City Draft General Plan Land Use Map
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Figure 3-8. Redwood City Draft 
Downtown Precise Plan Use Zones
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brought about by the zoning changes in the 
DTPP and the planned developments in the 
downtown area will almost certainly increase 
public transit use and will therefore impact 
the Multimodal Transportation Corridor Plan.

San Mateo County:  North 
Fair Oaks Station Area Plan
North Fair Oaks is an unincorporated com-
munity situated west of El Camino Real be-
tween Redwood City, Atherton, and Menlo 
Park. The area is currently zoned primarily as 
residential, with some commercial designa-
tions along El Camino Real and Middlefield, 
and some industrial areas in the north east 
portion of the community. Commercial and 
other non-residential uses, as well as mixed-
use development, are precluded in the areas 
of North Fair Oaks that are zoned for resi-
dential uses.

The goal of the North Fair Oaks Station Area 
is to transform the community into a diverse, 
transit-centered neighborhood with mixed-
income housing. The plan will focus higher 
density residential zoning along El Camino 
Real and Middlefield Rd, the two main transit 
corridors in the community. 

This plan will involve changes to zoning, land 
use designations, subdivision regulations, 
and changes to land use policies specific to 
North Fair Oaks, as well as the creation and 

identification of other policies and programs 
needed to support new development and 
transportation patterns in the area. The plan 
and its implementation will no doubt impact 
land use and transit ridership in the area.

City of Menlo Park:  El Camino 
Real/Downtown Specific Plan
In early 2007, the City of Menlo Park City 
Council identified a goal to set a clear long-
term plan for the El Camino Real and down-
town areas. To achieve this goal, a two phase 
study was implemented. Phase I emphasized 
the community visioning process and in July 
2008, the City of Menlo Park City Council ac-
cepted the El Camino Real/Downtown Vision 
Plan. This plan, which was developed through 
intensive outreach and discussion, reflects the 
vision of the community for the downtown 
and El Camino Real corridor and presents a 
starting point for future discussion and com-
munity planning. Included in the Vision Plan 
is the desire to provide additional housing in 
the project area, such as increasing activity 
near the Caltrain station through the addi-
tion of housing opportunities and mixed-use 
developments. 

The City of Menlo Park is currently working 
on Phase II, the development of a Specific 
Plan. The Specific Plan will determine the 
implementation strategy for the vision de-
veloped in Phase I and will address questions 

such as the impacts and benefits to traffic 
and land use zoning/designation changes. In 
addition to the development and adoption of 
the Specific Plan, amendments to the Gen-
eral Plan and Zoning Ordinance, along with 
an Environmental Impact Report, will also be 
completed.

Although the specific land use designations 
have not yet been finalized, the direction 
that Menlo Park is moving in regards to their 
vision for land use, such as introducing resi-
dential and mixed-use developments at the 
Caltrain, and the possible amendments to the 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, are an-
ticipated to have an impact on land use densi-
ties and transit ridership in the area. 

Santa Clara County3.1.2. 
Between 2005 and the present, four cities 
in Santa Clara County developed, or are in 
the process of developing, policy documents 
which affect the land uses on the El Camino 
Real corridor. An overview of these changes 
is given below, beginning with the most 
northern city and moving towards San Jose:

City of Mountain View:  General Plan  •
Update

City of Mountain View:  San Antonio  •
Center Precise Plan Update

City of Sunnyvale:  El Camino Real Pre- •
cise Plan 
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City of Santa Clara:  General Plan Update •

City of Santa Clara:  Santa Clara Station  •
Area Plan 

City of San Jose: General Plan Update •

City of San Jose: Diridon Station Area  •

Plan 

City of Mountain View:  
General Plan Update
The City Of Mountain View is currently up-
dating its General Plan through the Mountain 
View 2030 process. The General Plan is the 
City of Mountain View’s blueprint for the fu-
ture, a guide for the City that includes all of 
the aspects essential to creating a thriving and 
well-balanced community such as housing, 
transportation, parks and open space, com-
munity services and facilities, and land use. It 
establishes future growth and land use devel-
opment goals and policies for the City. Moun-
tain View’s General Plan was last updated in 
1992. The General Plan update will provide 
the City with goals and policies that more 
accurately reflect shared community values, 
potential change areas, and compliance with 
state law and local ordinances. The update 
will also provide a guide for future land use 
decisions.

In March 2008, the City began the vision-
ing process for the General Plan update. 
This city-wide process actively engaged the 

community and key stakeholders in helping 
to envision the city’s future through the year 
2030. Through an extensive outreach effort, 
many residents were given the opportunity 
to share their ideas and opinions of the city’s 
assets, challenges, values, and vision for the 
future. The product of this visioning process, 
the visioning report, is a synthesis and reflec-
tion of the community’s input and feedback 
received from participants in the community 
process. The document serves as a start-
ing point for the City’s General Plan Update 
and provides guidance for future policy and 
planning decisions related to land use, hous-
ing, economic development, sustainability, 
and community services and facilities, along 
with other related planning efforts in the city. 
These include the Housing Element update, 
Environmental Sustainability Task Force rec-
ommendations, Parks and Open Space Plan, 
the Recreation Plan, Economic Development 
Strategy, and the Senior Advisory Task Force 
report.

Over the past year and a half, the Mountain 
View 2030 process has advanced from vision-
ing to more specific planning and analysis. The 
City is currently considering alternate land 
use scenarios for the potential change areas, 
including the El Camino Real corridor. While 
specific land use densities have not been 
drafted at this stage, the growth and land use 
plans to be included in the General Plan Up-
date may have an impact on land use densities 
and transit ridership in the area.

City of Mountain View:  
San Antonio Center 
Precise Plan Update
In January 2009, the Mountain View City 
Council approved a “gatekeeper request” to 
authorize the assignment of staff and other 
resources for an application for a General 
Plan amendment and an amendment to the 
San Antonio Center Precise Plan. The San 
Antonio Center Precise Plan covers an area 
that is directly adjacent to the Grand Boule-
vard Corridor, bounded by California Street 
to the north, San Antonio Road to the west, 
EI Camino Real to the south, and Showers 
Drive to the east. The applicants for these 
amendments envision a revised Precise Plan 
which includes the following:

Introduction of multi-family housing and  •
parking structures to the existing mix of 
retail office and hospitality uses

Intensification of the current allowed  •
building area from 1.2 million square feet 
(about 0.5 FAR) to a higher density and 
revised development guidelines for set-
backs, parking, etc.

Improving site access and creating an in- •
ternal circulation framework

Development of an open space frame- •
work and design criteria.
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The City’s 1992 General Plan recognized 
the San Antonio Center as a major regional 
commercial center and the important role 
of maintaining the center’s competitiveness 
by providing opportunities to rejuvenate and 
redevelop the area. The City’s General Plan 
visioning process identified the center as a 
focus area in the General Plan update and 
emphasized the importance of the area as a 
major regional shopping destination and cre-
ating an exciting place to shop, work and live. 
The project is consistent with these goals and 
the City’s Economic Development Strategy to 
stabilize and diversify the City’s revenue and 
employment base.

The increased concentration of people to 
be brought about by the increased density, 
revised development guidelines, and introduc-
tion of housing to the San Antonio Center 
will likely increase public transit usage and 
will therefore have an impact the Multimodal 
Transportation Corridor Plan. 

City of Sunnyvale:   
El Camino Real Precise Plan 
The El Camino Precise Plan, adopted by the 
City of Sunnyvale on January 23, 2007, offers 
strategies to transform El Camino Real into 
a major commercial and transportation spine 
that provides desirable services in inviting, 
well-planned human scale-developments. Figure 3-9. City of Mountain View Visioning Plan - Strategy Framework
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El Camino Real in Sunnyvale currently con-
sists of general retail, auto dealerships, hotels, 
restaurants, and higher-density retail. The 
plan identifies four major areas (nodes) where 
relatively high-density development is encour-
aged. These four nodes, displayed graphically 
in Figure 3-10, are: 

Western border of Sunnyvale at El 1. 
Camino Real and Bernardo Ave.

Downtown, from west of Hol-2. 
lenbeck Ave. to Cezanne Dr. 

Community center at El Camino Real 3. 
and Fair Oaks Ave./Remington Dr.

El Camino Real between Wolfe 4. 
Rd. and Fremont Ave.

The plan encourages developing mixed-use 
projects at the four nodes and discourages 
mid-block mixed-use developments. A mini-
mum two-acre parcel is required for mixed-
use projects that include residential unit 
and a minimum goal of 25 percent retail is 
suggested. 

The plan establishes the vision for El Camino 
Real and sets forth design guidelines that will 
apply to all new developments in all locations 
along the street, as well as changes to the site 
development and building design of existing 
buildings.  However, the Precise Plan does not 
change any existing land use designations, and 

future mixed-use or residential uses would be 
reviewed on a case-by-case basis, depending 
on how it works with the surrounding neigh-
borhood and other local and regional issues.  
The level of impact that this plan should have 
on the Multimodal Transportation Corridor 
Plan is therefore uncertain, though may be 
high due to the potential increase in public 
transit use to, from and around the nodes.

City of Santa Clara:  
General Plan Update
The City of Santa Clara is currently undertak-
ing a comprehensive update of its General 
Plan. The development of the General Plan is 
a collaborative effort between the City and 
the community to create a shared vision and 
outline policies that will guide development 
through 2035. The City has undertaken an 
aggressive community outreach approach to 
gather input from residents, business owners 

Figure 3-10. Sunnyvale El Camino Real Precise Plan Node Locations
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and other stakeholders to help guide the 
planning process.

The City of Santa Clara has undergone great 
changes since the current General Plan was 
prepared in 1992. Market conditions and the 
larger metropolitan context surrounding the 
City have fluctuated over the past fifteen 
years; however, Santa Clara’s economy has 
been resilient. The City’s many assets have 
continued to attract residents and businesses 
and set the foundation for an even stronger 
future. In 2007, the City was home to over 
114,000 residents, making it the third most 
populous city in Santa Clara County. 

Many of the objectives of the City of Santa 
Clara’s existing General Plan have been met 
and many new opportunities and challenges 
have emerged. As the City is surrounded by 
other incorporated communities, physical 
expansion is no longer a possibility. New de-
velopment will need to fit within the existing 
community fabric. Santa Clara’s evolution into 
a “built-out” City is an appropriate reason 
to take a fresh look at the vision for the City 
and it is a chance for residents, businesses 
and visitors to define its future. Much of the 
City, especially its residential neighborhoods, 
will not undergo land use changes in the new 
General Plan; however, in order to accommo-
date the City’s share of the projected regional 
population, additional housing will need to be 
built in a way that is sensitive to established 

neighborhoods, respects historical resources, 
and supports transit use. As the City looks 
toward a future of infill growth, new develop-
ment provides opportunities to enhance the 
existing community, creating more walkable 
places and new neighborhood-scale commer-
cial destinations. The General Plan Update 
will also address new planning efforts now 
underway, such as the Downtown, near Lafay-
ette and Homestead, and Santa Clara Station 
Area, at El Camino Real and Benton. To en-
sure the preservation of the City’s existing as-
sets and natural resources, the General Plan 
will incorporate additional elements, over and 
above the State’s requirements, that address 
sustainability, historic preservation and neigh-
borhood compatibility.

While specific land uses have not yet been 
adopted at this stage, infill growth for new 
housing and commercial development will 
likely result in increased land use densities 
and transit ridership in the area.

City of Santa Clara:   
Santa Clara Station Area Plan 
The City of Santa Clara’s General Plan Up-
date highlights development for several Focus 
Areas including the area around the Santa 
Clara Transit Center. The Santa Clara Sta-
tion Focus Area incorporates the elements 
developed in a cooperative planning effort be-
tween the City of Santa Clara, the City of San 

José and the Valley Transportation Authority 
(VTA). To implement the community vision, 
this Focus Area includes policies for the fu-
ture development of the area surrounding 
the station. It provides guidance for land use, 
urban design, open space, streets, and other 
improvements. It also includes policies to in-
tegrate the Santa Clara Station and proposed 
new development in the Focus Area with ex-
isting surrounding neighborhoods, as well as 
with current and future plans for Santa Clara 
University. 

In the Santa Clara Station Focus Area, exist-
ing development of low-intensity retail, office, 
residential and light industrial uses along El 
Camino Real would generally be replaced by 
larger scale, mixed-use development. This Fo-
cus Area will serve as a gateway into the City, 
improve the City’s economic base with ex-
panded office, hotel and retail uses, maximize 
opportunities for residential development 
and provide improved pedestrian, bicycle and 
transit connections.

A public review draft of the Santa Clara Sta-
tion Area Plan has been prepared, but the 
plan has not yet been adopted by the City 
of Santa Clara or the City of San Jose. The 
Santa Clara Station Focus Area will be for-
warded for consideration to the City Council 
as part of the City of Santa Clara’s General 
Plan Update process. Zoning changes would 
be considered through project applications 
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Figure 3-11. Santa Clara Station Area Plan 
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for development in the Focus Area. The land 
use changes introduced for the Santa Clara 
Station Focus Area are anticipated to pro-
mote an increase in public transit use along 
El Camino Real and support the Multimodal 
Transportation Corridor Plan.

City of San Jose:  General 
Plan Update
The City of San Jose is also conducting a Gen-
eral Plan update, to adjust their 1994 docu-
ment to meet the changing needs of the city. 
On June 26, 2007 the City Council approved 
the proposed Guiding Principles, Work Pro-
gram and Community Participation Program 
for the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan 
Update. On August 7, 2007 the Council ap-
proved of the proposed membership of the 
Envision San Jose Task Force of community 
members to guide the General Plan Update 
process. 

Over the past two and a half years, the En-
vision San Jose 2040 process has moved 
forward, and land use scenarios including dif-
ferent uses and densities have been proposed 
and evaluated. While specific land use densi-
ties have not been adopted at this stage, the 
development of this plan will have an impact 
on land use densities and transit ridership in 
the area.

City of San Jose:  Diridon 
Station Area Plan 
In 2008, the City of San Jose received a grant 
from the Metropolitan Transportation Com-
mission (MTC) to develop a Station Area Plan 
for the Diridon Station Area as part of MTC’s 
Station Area Planning Program. The Diridon 
Station Area, defined as the area within one 
half of a mile of Diridon Station, occupies a 
unique position in San Jose, and it the termi-
nus of the Grand Boulevard Initiative study 
area. As Downtown San Jose continues to 
be transformed into a vital urban center, the 
Diridon Station is expected to be it major 
transit hub. With bus and light rail service, 
expanded commuter rail, a new BART sta-
tion, and future high speed rail connections, 
the study area will also be a key regional hub 
for the entire Bay Area.

In June, 2009, the San Jose City Council ap-
proved the scope for the plan. The focus of 
the Plan will be to establish a strong but flexi-
ble planning framework that will maximize the 
TOD potential at the station area and create 
a vibrant regional center with high transit 
use and sense of place. The Station Area Plan 
project goals include:

Enhance the existing residential neigh- •
borhood and add high density residential 
development.

Provide a variety of commercial and  •

mixed used development opportunities, 
ranging from large scale corporate or 
institutional sites to incremental infill de-
velopment zones.

Create a high, activity, lively pedestrian  •
environment with excellent connectivity 
to downtown destinations and transit.

Expand Diridon Station to create a well  •
integrated center of architectural and 
functional significance.

While specific land use densities have not 
been adopted at this stage, the development 
of this plan will no doubt have a high impact 
on land use densities and transit ridership in 
the area.

City of San Jose: The Alameda: 
A Plan for the Beautiful Way
The Alameda: A Plan for “The Beautiful 
Way”, is a vision designed to reinvigorate a 
commercial center, encourage multi-modal 
transportation, serve residents of surround-
ing neighborhoods, transit users, and business 
owners; contribute to a more livable and co-
hesive community; and foster economic and 
residential development. 

The Redevelopment Agency, City of San Jose 
and The Alameda community were awarded a 
$250,000 Caltrans Community-Based Trans-
portation Planning Grant for The Alameda 
corridor, an area covering approximately 1.5 
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miles between Diridon Station and Interstate 
Route 880. Included in this plan are design 
recommendations that are intended to help 
enliven The Alameda as a retail center and 
multi-modal transportation corridor and to 
foster economic development, while at the 
same time protecting the historic neighbor-
hoods that surround it and making it the des-
tination of choice for residents of the area.

Transportation 3.2. 
and Streetscape 
Plans and Changes
As summarized in the prior sections of this 
chapter, numerous adopted policy documents 
have a bearing on land use, development, 
and capital improvements along the corridor. 
These include local general plans and zon-
ing codes as well as focused area and specific 
plans that address discrete properties or por-
tions of the corridor. 

In general, these local land use policy plans, 
regulations, and development guidelines cre-
ate a corridor land use pattern consisting of 
“nodes” and “links.” Nodes are areas planned 
for mixed-use development, with higher den-
sities and higher levels of pedestrian activity 
than link areas. Nodes are generally associ-
ated with transit centers, special development 
sites, or downtown commercial districts; 

eleven of the nineteen communities located 
within the boundaries of the GBI corridor 
have downtown districts that intersect or in-
clude a portion of El Camino Real. A number 
of the policy plans prepared for the corridor 
focus specifically on node areas. Examples 
include the Milbrae Station Area Specific Plan 
(1998), and the Santa Clara Station Area Plan 
(ongoing). 

Links are areas located between nodes, 
where some land use change is anticipated 
but typical arterial commercial forms of 
development are also planned to remain. A 
number of these areas contain major shop-
ping centers and “auto rows” that are im-
portant to local community tax bases. Other 
forms of development in these areas include 
apartment complexes, office campuses, and 
smaller-scale strip commercial developments. 
Links could also be considered to include res-
idential and lower density properties that line 
the corridor frontage in Colma, Burlingame, 
and Atherton. Examples of focused plans that 
address link areas include the Palo Alto South 
El Camino Real Design Guidelines (2002) and 
the San Mateo El Camino Real Master Plan 
(2001).

Most local community plans address private 
development along the corridor but not 
improvements to the street right-of-way. 
Interviews indicate this is generally because 
of the lack of local jurisdiction and the real 

and perceived challenges associated with the 
Caltrans project review process. Fourteen 
adopted policy plans contain specific policy 
recommendations for capital improvements, 
including the three Transforming El Camino 
Real plans. Palo Alto’s Master Schematic De-
sign Plan for El Camino (2003) is no  for its 
comprehensive background assessment of 
traffic calming and lane reduction approaches, 
and the participation of Caltrans staff. South 
San Francisco’s recent El Camino Real Master 
Plan (2006) focuses on landscape improve-
ments to medians and sidewalk frontages. 
Additionally, the City of San Jose recently 
completed The Alameda: A Plan for the 
Beautiful Way, a multimodal design and street 
improvement plan for The Alameda through 
a Caltrans-funded ‘Community-Based Trans-
portation Planning’ grant.

VTA’s Community Design and Transportation 
Manual (2003), Pedestrian Technical Guidelines 
(2003), and Bicycle Technical Guidelines (2007) 
contain specific recommendations and dimen-
sioned plans for improvements to regional 
corridors, major roads, corridor streets, and 
multi-use streets that are directly applicable 
to the SR 82 corridor. 

VTA has also recently completed a Bus 
Rapid Transit (BRT) Strategic Plan, which 
evaluates the feasibility and effectiveness of 
BRT service on six corridors in Santa Clara 
County. The June 2009 Final Report proposes 
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a combination of dedicated bus-only median 
lanes and mixed flow bus-and-auto lanes 
along El Camino Real and The Alameda be-
tween downtown Palo Alto and San Jose, 
with substantial “LRT-comparable” shelters 
and other amenities at BRT stations. Concep-
tual engineering for BRT along El Camino Real 
and The Alameda in Santa Clara County is 
scheduled to being in mid-2010.

A number of local communities currently 
have street improvement projects under-
way on El Camino Real. These include the 
following: 

Daly City: •  Between John Daly Boulevard 
and Parkview Avenue; includes transit 
plaza, sidewalk widening, median renova-
tions, pedestrian crossings, street trees, 
and and lighting improvements. 

San Bruno: •  Between Noor Avenue and 
Jenevein Avenue; includes landscaped me-
dian islands and pedestrian signal installa-
tion at 9 intersections.

Millbrae: •  Victoria Avenue and El Camino 
Real; includes new traffic signal, enhanced 
landscape median, pedestrian refuge, and 
improved crosswalks. 

Hillsborough/Burlingame: •  Floribunda Ave-
nue/El Camino Real intersection, and be-
tween Oak Grove and Bellevue Avenue; 
includes turn lanes, pedestrian crossings, 
and frontage landscaping.

San Mateo: •  Between 28th and 31st Av-
enues; includes landscaped median, pe-
destrian crossings, street tree and lighting 
improvements, and a monument sign. 

San Carlos: •  Between Oak Street and Ol-
ive Street; includes median renovation, 
pedestrian crossings, and street tree and 
lighting improvements. 

Redwood City: •  Project between Brewster 
Avenue and Broadway; includes sidewalk 
widening, median renovation, pedestrian 
crossings,  and street tree and lighting 
improvements.

Palo Alto: •  Stanford Avenue/El Camino Real 
intersection; includes improved pedestri-
an crossings, pedestrian refuges, widened 
medians, street trees, lighting, and bike 
lane improvements. 

San Jose: Pedestrian safety and  •
streetscape improvements to the “Town 
Center” portion of The Alameda, be-
tween Stockton Avenue and Fremont 
Street; this project implements Phase 1A 
of the improvements identified in The 
Alameda: A Plan for the Beautiful Way 
and will be funded in part with a regional 
Transportation for Livable Communities 
grant, with design beginning in late 2010 
and construction completion expected by 
February 2013.

CMA Grant and 3.3. 
Incentive Programs
The following is a summary of projects that 
have received grants and or incentives for 
planning and capital projects through C/
CAG’s existing TOD and El Camino Real 
Incentive Programs and VTA’s Community 
Design and Transportation Program. These 
results provide an understanding of the ef-
fects that these  
grant and incentive programs may have on the 
corridor. 

SamTrans kicked off its Comprehensive 
Operational Analysis (COA) in July of this 
year. The goal of the COA is to evaluate and 
restructure SamTrans services and opera-
tions to more efficiently and effectively serve 
the county’s transit needs and meet regional 
transportation goals, within the constraints of 
the current financial and operating environ-
ment. Key Objectives of the COA include:

Implementing the District’s Strategic Plan  •
goal of improving financial stability 

Identifying improvements to the bus tran- •
sit system 

Evaluating opportunities to improve tran- •
sit system’s market share.



G R A N D  B O U L E V A R D  M U LT I M O D A L  T R A N S P O R TAT I O N  C O R R I D O R  P L A N 67

3 .  P L A N N E D  C O R R I D O R  I M P R O V E M E N T S

Program Project Name City Status
TOD Housing Incentive Program Franklin Street Apartments Redwood City Funded
TOD Housing Incentive Program Colma BART Apartments County of San Mateo Funded
TOD Housing Incentive Program 1000 El Camino Real San Carlos Committed
TOD Housing Incentive Program Montgomery Villas Redwood City Funded
TOD Housing Incentive Program South San Francisco BART Station Transit Village South San Francisco Funded
TOD Housing Incentive Program Landmark Plaza Development Daly City Funded
TOD Housing Incentive Program Goodyear Site/Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition San Mateo Committed
TOD Housing Incentive Program Mission & Westlake - Mixed Use Daly City Committed
TOD Housing Incentive Program Peninsula Habitat for Humanity Daly City Committed
TOD Housing Incentive Program Park Paradise Millbrae Committed
TOD Housing Incentive Program San Carlos Transit Village San Carlos Committed
El Camino Real Incentive Program San Bruno Downtown and Transit Corridors Specific Plan San Bruno Funded

Table 3-1. Projects funded on El Camino Real by C/CAG Incentive Programs

Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority Community Design 
& Transportation Program
The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Au-
thority Community Design & Transportation 
Program (2003) recommends best practices 
for the integration of transportation, land-use 
planning, community design and decision-
making in Santa Clara County.  The CDT 
Program was developed through an extensive 
community outreach strategy in partner-
ship with VTA Member Agencies, and was 
endorsed by all 15 Santa Clara cities and the 
county. The resulting CDT Manual of Best 
Practices for Integrating Transportation and 

Land Use is written to address the land-use 
and transportation choices of Santa Clara 
County, but could also benefit other juris-
dictions. The CDT Manual identifies critical 
transportation corridors—including El Cami-
no Real/The Alameda—and recommends pol-
icies and practices that cities can implement 
to promote transit- and pedestrian-friendly 
environments. The CDT Manual serves as 
a policy, technical, and design guide for city 
and regional planners, engineers, architects, 
and decision-makers, and highlights the im-
portance of well designed, amenity-rich, 
compact development near transit, as well as 
the benefits of offering multiple transporta-
tion options. The Manual also emphasizes the 

importance of good design in improving the 
pedestrian environment and creating a sense 
of place.

VTA supports implementation of the CDT 
Program principles through with financial 
incentives, administered through the CDT 
Grant Program, which provides both Planning 
and Capital grants.  

CDT Planning Grants are intended to  •
help the cities, towns, and county of 
Santa Clara develop, refine, and build on 
promising ideas, and prepare those plans, 
projects, and policies for implementation.  
The expected outcomes of this planning 
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process are projects that enhance pedes-
trian connections with transit facilities, 
improve the overall pedestrian environ-
ment, employ innovative and high-quality 
design, and make better use of land, 
infrastructure, and resources. The funds 
are from local sources of revenue and are 
available in amounts up to $150,000.

The CDT Capital Grant Program funds  •
capital projects that implement the guide-
lines of the CDT Manual.  Outcomes of 
this process should be projects that are 
creative, employ innovative and high-
quality design, improve the pedestrian 
environment, enhance connections with 
transit facilities, make better use of the 
land, infrastructure, and resources, and/
or improve community mobility, livability, 
sustainability, and sense-of-place.  The 
funds, from the Federal Transportation 
Enhancements and Congestion Manage-
ment/Air Quality programs, are available 
in amounts up to $1.5 million and require 
a 20 percent local match.

To date, two rounds of planning grants and 
three rounds of capital grants have been 
awarded under the CDT Program. The first 
cycle of planning grants was awarded in 
2004, and the second round was awarded 
in late 2008. The first cycle of capital grants 
was awarded in 2006, the second round was 
awarded in 2007, and the third round was 
awarded in spring 2009. Of the planning and 

capital grants awarded to date, two were 
awarded for plans or projects directly along 
the GBI corridor:

Palo Alto – Stanford Avenue/El Camino  •
Real Streetscape & Intersection Improve-
ments (Capital Grants – Cycle 1)

Sunnyvale – El Camino Real Multimodal  •
Design Guidelines (Planning Grants – 
Cycle 2)

In addition, several additional grants have 
been awarded for citywide plans that may 
have an impact on the GBI corridor. These 
have included:

San Jose – Pedestrian Master Plan (Plan- •
ning Grants – Cycle 1)

Mountain View – Pedestrian Master Plan  •
(Planning Grants – Cycle 2)

C/CAG TOD and El Camino 
Real Incentive Programs
The purpose of studying El Camino Real is to 
examine the potential for increased housing 
in the County and to improve upon the mo-
bility and “sense of place” along the corridor. 
The City/County Association of Governments 
of San Mateo County (C/CAG) has a vested 
interest in seeing that this vital county thor-
oughfare has capacity preserved while the 
roadway itself is improved upon both in terms 
of safety and aesthetics. As the Congestion 

Management Agency, C/CAG hopes to foster 
insightful thinking about ways that this oppor-
tunity corridor can help in the reduction of 
congestion through increased mixed-use den-
sities and transit usage along the El Camino 
Real.

The El Camino Real incentive planning grants 
are available to all jurisdictions along El 
Camino Real in San Mateo County and funds 
will be available until the end of fiscal year 
2010/2011 (June 30, 2011). The planning grant 
incentive funds are available up $50,000 and 
require a 50 percent match.  In order to be 
eligible for the grant, the jurisdiction must 
commit to studying the land use, transporta-
tion, aesthetics, and potential issues along El 
Camino Real. 

Table 3.1 summarizes the projects that have 
been funded and/or have funding committed 
through the C/CAG Incentive Programs on El 
Camino Real. 
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This chapter provides an overview of mobility issues and current policies affecting 
multimodal access and design of capital improvement projects along the SR 82 corridor. 
It also recommends a revised approach to network mobility planning based on the 
following four-pronged access strategy:

1. Create Space within the right-of-way for Multiple Travel Modes

2. Provide the Facilities Needed to Promote Multimodal Travel

3. Differentiate Mobility Policies to Reflect Corridor Development Policies

4. Apply GBI-Based Performance Measures in Project Planning and Evaluation 

The strategies promote multimodal transportation within the context of 
existing physical conditions and local community planning and 
development efforts. They focus on integrating transportation-related 
capital improvements and land use policies consistent with the general vision 
for the corridor. This is essential if the corridor is to evolve as a unified, 
attractive Grand Boulevard, rather than a collection of competing facilities 
and development efforts. 
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Mobility 4.1. 
Issues Overview
As State Route 82, El Camino Real has im-
portant transportation, economic, and public 
service functions on the San Francisco Pen-
insula. It is the primary  thoroughfare con-
necting San Jose in the south to Daly City in 
the north, but also serves as a local street for 
the 19 communities its passes through. It is a 
commercial main street in some communities, 
as it passes through downtown and town cen-
ter areas. SR 82 is also a critical conduit for 
local and regional transit, freight movement, 
emergency access, and in some areas, for 
incident management when Highway 101 is 
obstructed. With these various roles the road 
must accommodate multiple users and modes 
of travel. The needs of these users invariably 
compete, and therefore require a balance of 
mobility, accessibility, economic development, 
and livability.

The Different Needs 4.1.1. 
of Different Users
As SR 82 extends from one area to another it 
may function differently and require different 
design features to serve the needs of different 
users. However, with a limited right-of-way, 
the roadway can not be designed to optimize 
mobility for all users simultaneously. For 

example, drivers predominately want minimal 
delays, minimal conflicts, and consistently de-
signed facilities; they benefit from having sepa-
rate turn lanes to increase capacity and more 
green signal time to reduce waiting. Designing 
to improve mobility for motorists means re-
ducing the number of traffic signals and pro-
viding wider lanes for higher travel speeds. 

By contrast, designing to improve mobility 
and access for pedestrians requires frequent 
opportunities to cross streets, longer pe-
destrian signal phases, wide sidewalks, and 
slower car traffic to improve safety. Pedestri-
ans prefer to feel protected, with landscape 
strips, bike lanes, or parking lanes to buffer 
adjacent traffic. Attractive and interest-
ing surroundings often encourage longer 
distance walking, and pedestrian-oriented 
lighting improves pedestrian safety at night. 
Disabled people have an even more significant 
challenge when a route is not accessible. Ex-
amples include gaps in sidewalks or a lack of 
signalized crossings.

Bicyclists’ needs are fairly similar to those of 
pedestrians. While many cyclists also appreci-
ate the street amenities favored by pedestri-
ans, a higher priority for cyclists is a desig-
nated route or path that clarifies their status 
as a road user. Many cyclists prefer bike lanes 
or routes that connect in a continuous net-
work. Bicyclists also need a smooth surface 
to ride on and secure bike parking at their 

destinations. Other useful amenities include 
signs to designate the bike routes and direc-
tional signs to key destinations.

In the continuum of user-oriented street de-
sign criteria, with auto-oriented design at one 
end pedestrian-oriented design at the other,  
transit is near the center. Like car drivers, bus 
drivers prefer wider lanes for easy maneuver-
ability and minimal delays, but their patrons 
need ample sidewalks and frequent opportu-
nities to cross the street to get to and  from  
bus stops and stations. Patrons also benefit 
from benches, trash receptacles, bus shelters, 
trees, and lighting to feel comfortable and 
safe while they wait. 

There are other important user groups too. 
Businesses need deliveries of products they 
use on a daily basis, and expect that the 
trucks that deliver these products can readily 
access their facilities. Emergency service pro-
viders use SR 82 as a primary response route.  
Because of its length and proximity to High-
way 101 in some areas, freeway commuters 
find that it naturally serves as a bypass when 
the highway is obstructed. 

Multimodal 4.1.2. 
Access Issues 
Although SR 82 has served multiple users 
for many years, until recently the focus of 
roadway design and capital improvements has 
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been on the mobility of motorists. As noted 
in Chapter 3, local communities and the GBI 
are working to establish a vision that empha-
sizes walkability, environmental sustainability, 
and the creation of attractive public places 
along the corridor and at adjacent nodes and 
town centers. To achieve this vision, a num-
ber of issues need to be addressed at the pol-
icy level as well as at the design level. Some of 
these issues include:

Traffic speed •

Vehicle-orientation of the roadway and  •
adjacent land uses

Poor pedestrian connectivity around  •
node and town center areas

Lack of bus stop/waiting area facilities and  •
amenities

Perception (and reality) of SR 82 as a bar- •
rier to walking and bicycling

Lack of sidewalks and/or narrow and ob- •
structed sidewalks

Non-conformance with Americans with  •
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements

Long distances between protected cross- •
ings and lack of safe crossings at unsignal-
ized intersections.

Lack of pedestrian-oriented lighting •

Lack of dedicated bicycle lanes or conve- •
nient alternate bicycle routes

Lack of landscaping and other pedestrian  •
amenities

Inability for businesses to use public right- •
of-way for economic development pur-
poses (i.e., street cafes).

The design guidelines in Chapter 5 provide 
recommendations and prototypical designs to 
address the issues listed above, as well as oth-
er issues within the parameters of Caltrans 
design standards and the Caltrans “Design 
Exception” process.

Existing Multi-4.2. 
modal Transportation 
Policies and Programs 
State, regional, and local policies and pro-
grams govern or influence the design and op-
erations of SR 82. Key policies and programs 
are described below. 

State and Local Level 4.2.1. 
of Service Standards
Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic 
Impact Studies (2002) states that Caltrans 
“endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the 
transition between LOS “C” and LOS “D” on 
State highway facilities.” Caltrans acknowl-
edges that this is not always feasible and en-
courages local and regional agencies to work 

with the State to develop  appropriate target 
levels of service. Caltrans frequently defers 
to County Congestion Management Program 
standards on this issue.

The San Mateo County Congestion Manage-
ment Program, established by State legislation 
and administered by the City/County As-
sociation of Governments (C/CAG) has es-
tablished a minimum standard of LOS E on El 
Camino Real within its jurisdiction. The Santa 
Clara County Congestion Management Pro-
gram has established a systemwide intersec-
tion standard of LOS E but maintains a goal 
of LOS D, although local jurisdictions are not 
required to conform to this goal. If an inter-
section was operating at LOS F in the baseline 
year (1991), its standard is set at LOS F.

Local agencies and cities have various level 
of service standards adopted through their 
general plans, typically ranging from LOS D to 
LOS E and deferring to Congestion Manage-
ment Program standards where applicable.

Caltrans/C/4.2.2. 
CAG Joint Principles 
for Improvements on 
El Camino Real
In 2006, Caltrans and the San Mateo City/
County Association of Governments (C/
CAG) jointly agreed on policies and principles 
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to guide certain aspects of the design of El 
Camino Real. Key elements of this agreement 
include: 

Create mobility for multiple modes of  •
transportation such as public transit 
and private and commercial vehicles, 
and consideration of bicycle and pedes-
trian movement along and crossing the 
corridor.   

Preserve the through-lane capacity on El  •
Camino Real to allow for planned growth 
and increased densities (minimum two 
through-lanes required); consider po-
tential dedicated bus lanes for express 
bus or bus rapid transit and incident 
management.

Provide flexibility in turning capacity as  •
determined by operating characteristics 
and safety considerations on a location 
specific basis.  

Consider development of express bus  •
or bus rapid transit to encourage transit 
ridership, with better pedestrian con-
nections between downtown centers 
and Caltrain/BART stations through 
design, aesthetics, and special crosswalk 
treatments.

The agreement emphasizes that “reason-
able flexibility will be provided in the design 
standards” provided that safety and the basic 
transportation principles of the policy are 
maintained.

 State “Complete 4.2.3. 
Streets” Policies
California’s 2007 Complete Streets Act (AB 
1358) requires that when local agencies (e.g., 
cities and counties) update their general plan 
circulation elements, they identify how they 
will provide for the routine accommoda-
tion of all users of the roadway, including 
motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, individuals 
with disabilities, seniors, and users of public 
transportation. 

Caltrans’ Deputy 4.2.4. 
Directive 64
In 2008, Caltrans revised and strengthened 
Deputy Directive 64, Complete Streets – Inte-
grating the Transportation System. This directive 
provides for the needs of all travelers who 
have legal access to state highways, requir-
ing that the safety and mobility needs of 
bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit users be 
addressed in all projects. The Directive’s ob-
jective is to facilitate bicycle, pedestrian, and 
transit travel by creating “complete streets” 
early in system planning and continuing 
through project delivery, maintenance, and 
operations. Key aspects of the directive as it 
relates to the design of SR 82 include:

Ensure bicycle, pedestrian, and transit  •
user needs are addressed and deficiencies 

identified during system and corridor 
planning, project initiation, scoping, and 
programming.

Collaborate with local and regional  •
partners to plan, develop, and maintain 
effective bicycle, pedestrian, and transit 
networks.

Consult locally adopted bicycle, pedestri- •
an, and transit plans to ensure that State 
highway system plans are compatible.

Ensure projects are planned, designed,  •
constructed, operated, and maintained 
consistent with project type and funding 
program to provide for the safety and 
mobility needs of all users with legal ac-
cess to a transportation facility.

Implement current design standards that  •
meet the needs of bicyclists, pedestrians, 
and transit users in design, construc-
tion and maintenance work zones, en-
croachment permit work, and in system 
operations.

Provide information to staff, local agen- •
cies, and stakeholders on available funding 
programs addressing bicycle, pedestrian, 
and transit travel needs.
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Metropolitan 4.2.5. 
Transportation 
Commission (MTC) 
“Complete Streets 
Checklist”
In 2006, MTC adopted regional policies for 
the accommodation of non-motorized travel-
ers. For projects funded in whole or in part 
with regional funds, this policy (MTC Resolu-
tion No. 3765) calls for the routine accommo-
dation of bicyclists and pedestrians consistent 
with Caltrans’ Deputy Directive 64. MTC 
created a checklist encouraging agencies to 
consider routine accommodation of non-mo-
torized travelers in project planning and de-
sign. The “Complete Streets Checklist” is in-
tended for use early in the conception and/or 
design phase of projects so that any potential 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities can be includ-
ed in the project budget. Local Congestion 
Management Agencies (CMAs) must ensure 
that project sponsors complete the Checklist 
before projects are submitted to MTC. 

Recommended 4.3. 
Access Strategy
The access strategy recommended for the 
Grand Boulevard has four basic elements:

Create space within the right-of-way to 1. 
accommodate multiple travel modes. 
Current roadway and right-of-way condi-
tions tend to accommodate automobile 
circulation at the expense of pedestrian, 
transit, and bicycle travel. There are two 
general ways to create the space needed 
to accommodate multiple modes: a) ex-
pand the existing ROW; and b) share the 
existing ROW more effectively. Though it 
may be accomplished in a limited num-
ber of areas, expanding ROW is for the 
most part prohibitively expensive. Sharing 
the existing ROW is the recommended 
strategy and is the focus of the Street 
Design Guidelines contained in Section IV.

Provide the facilities needed to promote 2. 
multimodal travel. These facilities include 
bus shelters, bike ways, wider sidewalks, 
pedestrian crossing refuges, lighting, 
street trees, and other improvements and 
amenities that encourage non-auto travel. 
Guidelines for planning and installation of 
these facilities are provided in Chapter 5.

Differentiate mobility policies accord-3. 
ing to corridor conditions. Planning and 

design for travel modes should reflect 
the general land use approach being 
pursued by local communities. Land use 
approaches along SR 82 can be catego-
rized as a linear network of “Node” and 
“Link” areas, as described in Chapter 3. 
Recommendations for tailoring multi-
modal access and improvements to these 
areas are provided under “Network 
Mobility Recommendations,” below. 

Apply GBI-based performance measures 4. 
in project planning and evaluation. Per-
formance measures should be estab-
lished that promote the GBI vision and 
the requirements of Complete Streets 
legislation, while incorporating the op-
erational objectives of SamTrans, VTA, 
C/CAG, Caltrans, and the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission if pursu-
ing regional funding. A summary of ex-
isting San Mateo County, Santa Clara 
County, and potential GBI performance 
measures is provided in Appendix A2.
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Network Mobility 4.4. 
Recommendations 

Network 4.4.1. 
Mobility Concept
Improving mobility for all users of a network 
of streets involves trade-offs, particularly in 
a constrained right-of-way environment. De-
signing streets for multiple modes requires 
sensitivity to how the street functions in the 
context of surrounding land uses and the 
needs of various user groups. Identifying the 
user groups and facilities that should receive 
preferential treatment is based on assessing 
each particular user’s needs on a particular 
segment of a street, and how that street seg-
ment functions in that environment and with-
in the surrounding network of streets. 

Streets that extend through many cities, like 
SR 82, can support regional travel. However, 
where they pass through a town center or a 
node of higher density mixed-uses, they func-
tion as local streets serving local mobility. 
The basic challenge in establishing planning 
and design criteria is identifying where land 
use character and user needs change, and tai-
loring mobility policies as appropriate.  

The Multimodal Access Strategy and accom-
panying Street Design Guidelines  (Chapter 
5) simplify this challenge based on the “node 

and link” land use policies being pursued by 
local communities. Nodes are areas planned 
for mixed-use development, with higher den-
sities and higher levels of pedestrian activity 
than link areas. Nodes are generally associ-
ated with transit centers, special development 
sites, and/or downtown commercial districts. 
Links are areas located between nodes, 
where some land use change is anticipated 
but typical arterial commercial forms of de-
velopment are also planned to remain. These 
areas typically include major shopping centers 
and “auto rows” that are important to local 
community tax bases. Other forms of devel-
opment include apartment complexes, office 
campuses, and smaller-scale strip commercial 
centers. 

The network mobility concept reflects the 
following objectives: 

Promote a high level of cross-street con- •
nectivity, particularly in node areas. High 
connectivity generally corresponds to 
a pedestrian scaled grid of small blocks 
and/or a high frequency of pedestrian 
crossings.

Provide a greater frequency of signalized  •
pedestrian crossings.

Establish lower targeted operating speeds  •
in Node areas, with synchronized traffic 
signals and other measures as needed. 

Provide direct pedestrian and bike access  •

from the SR 82 corridor to major transit 
centers, particularly Caltrain, BART, and 
future High-Speed Rail, via intersecting 
arterial or collector streets.

Accommodate commuter- and local  •
access-oriented bicycle facilities on the 
corridor where feasible, supplemented by 
alternative facilities on parallel streets ori-
ented to less experienced riders.

Provide significant transit station facilities  •
in node areas; signals, major BRT stations, 
and/or transfer points for multiple transit 
lines. 

Complete a continuous network of pe- •
destrian facilities within ½-mile radius of 
node area. These facilities should include 
sidewalks on both sides of streets, pedes-
trian connections through long blocks, 
etc.

Improve east-west transit, pedestrian, and  •
bicycle links to the El Camino Real cor-
ridor and its concentration of commercial 
and transit facilities. 

Network 4.4.2. 
Connectivity Prototypes
The Connectivity Diagrams in Figures 4-1 and 
4-2 illustrate prototypical multimodal con-
nectivity guidelines for node and link areas 
consistent with the network mobility recom-
mendations outlined in the previous section. 
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Figure 4-1 shows prototypical connectivity for 
four-lane segments with small block patterns; 
Figure 4-2 shows prototypical connectivity for 
six-lane segments with large block patterns. 
The fundamental connectivity guidelines are 
illustrated as follows.

Street Network
Prototypical street network conditions are:

One-mile spacing of arterial streets. •

Typical minor street spacing (collector  •
and local streets):

Four-lane, small block, Node areas =  •
200-400 feet

Four-lane, small block, Link areas =  •
400-800 feet

Six-lane, large block, Node areas =  •
800-1200 feet

Six-lane, large block, Link areas =  •
1200-2200 feet

Pedestrian Network Guidelines
Sidewalks on both sides of public streets. •

Maximum distance between signalized  •
crossings in Node areas of 660 feet (1/8 
mile).

Maximum distance between signalized  •
crossings in Link areas of 1,320 feet (1/4 
mile).

Minimum distance between signalized and  •
unsignalized crossing with pedestrian ref-
uge in Node areas of 330 feet, or as close 
to 330 feet as possible given block size.

On blocks 800 feet or longer, maximum  •
distance of 400 to 600 feet (based on 
800 and 1,300 foot long blocks) between 
public street and mid-block pedestrian 
path to parking or neighborhoods behind 
block.

Signalized mid-block pedestrian crossings  •
on blocks of 1,320 feet or greater where 
demand warrants signalization.

Bicycle Network Guidelines
Bike lanes on corridor or, alternatively,  •
sharrow markings in shared lanes.

If no bike facilities on corridor (i.e. se- •
verely constrained right-of-way), parallel 
corridor with bike lanes, sharrow mark-
ings in shared lanes, or bicycle boulevard.

Transit Network Guidelines
Local bus stops located per transit agency  •
preference.1 

Bus Rapid Transit stations located per  •
transit agency preference.2 

Transit transfer point within Node area  •
or at major arterial intersections in Link 
areas.

Caltrain station connection desirable  •
within Node area if station outside of 
10-minute walk distance.

Concentration of transit-oriented mixed- •
use and infill development within Node 
areas and along the street frontage of 
Link areas. 

1 In Santa Clara County, VTA’s Community Design & Transporta-
tion Manual recommends local bus stop spacing of 500-900 feet 
in Downtowns/Urban Areas (essentially Nodes), and 1,000-
1,300 feet in Suburban Areas (essentially Links).

2 In Santa Clara County, VTA’s Service Design Guidelines 

recommend BRT station spacing of 3/4 mile, with exceptions for 
major trip generators.
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Figure 4-2. Connectivity Diagram. 4-lane, small blocks
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Figure 4-2. Connectivity Diagram. 6-lane, large blocks
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The Street Design Guidelines and Street Design Prototypes contained in this chapter 
promote the basic elements of the Grand Boulevard vision. They focus on encouraging 
multimodal access and a boulevard street environment, and are specifically 
intended to encourage locally-initiated street improvement projects. The trees, 
lights, paving, and other materials shown in the Guidelines images are not intended to 
establish a single design treatment for the corridor. Individual communities and agencies are 
encouraged to establish materials and design treatments as they consider appropriate. 

The Guidelines and Prototypes are intended to be consistent with Caltrans, SamTrans, 
VTA, and C/CAG standards and policies, but should be supplemented as needed with 
other reference sources as needed. These include the local community and agency 
policies and plans described in Chapter 3, as well as guidelines set forth in the State 
of California Highway Design Manual (HDM). 
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Context-5.1. 
Sensitive Design 
Guidelines Overview
The Street Design Guidelines support the 
Multimodal Access Strategy with recom-
mendations for right-of-way improvements 
that promote multimodal travel and transit-
oriented development (TOD). The guidelines 
range from addressing general issues, such as 
the importance of designing street improve-
ments to add value to frontage land uses, 
to configuration of specific facilities, such as 
travel lanes, median islands, curb bulb-outs, 
and pedestrian crossings. The Guidelines 
support a context-sensitive approach which 
promotes design appropriate to the physical 

environment and considers aesthetic, envi-
ronmental, and community goals. The Guide-
lines incorporate a number of the many tran-
sit agency and local community design policies 
and guidelines that have been prepared to 
date, and are intended to provide a common 
framework for the participating entities and 
Caltrans to work together toward the Grand 
Boulevard vision. 

The Guidelines include Street Design Proto-
types that illustrate different combinations of 
roadway design elements, frontage improve-
ments, and transit facilities. Improvements 
that are consistent with basic Caltrans design 
standards are depicted, as well as modifica-
tions that may be considered for a “design 
exception.” 

The Guidelines and Prototypes both are 
keyed to a Design Guideline Matrix that lists 
relevant Caltrans standards, local commu-
nity issues related to the standards, and the 
requirements for a design exception. The 
Design Guideline Matrix is provided in Ap-
pendix A1 to this document. Appendix A3 
presents Caltrans Design Standard Excep-
tions Procedures, which outline the Caltrans 
project review and approval process. Finally, 
Appendix A4 contains Caltrans Fact Sheet 
summaries that provide examples of the kinds 
of information Caltrans requires of local com-
munities and agencies when requesting design 
exemptions.
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Design Issue: Street and right-of-way improve-
ments related to multimodal transportation, 
transit oriented development (TOD), district 
revitalization, beautification and other objec-
tives should be designed to complement front-
age land use and development. 

Recommendation: Base street design recom-
mendations on a local corridor vision integrat-
ing frontage buildings, sidewalk spaces, and 
roadway/shoulder conditions. For example, 
storefront commercial space in mixed-use or 
standalone development generally benefits 
from on-street parking and/or convenient off-

Figure 5-1a. Mixed-use “node” frontage

street parking, and from high roadway visibility. 
This condition is typical of node areas (see 
Figure 5-1a). Residential development, as might 
be typical in link areas, can be successful with-
out curbside parking, with additional landscape 
materials to screen passing traffic (see Figure 
5-1b).

5.2.1. Street Design/Land Use Relationship

5.
2.
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Figure 5-1b. Residential “link” frontage

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Not applicable.
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Design Issue: Accommodating multiple alterna-
tive transportation modes effectively requires 
additional space within the SR 82 right of way. 
This can be accomplished by expanding the 
right-of-way – which can be costly, time-con-
suming, and disruptive to the frontage proper-
ties – or efficiently sharing space within the 
existing right-of-way. 

Recommendation: Automobile travel lanes 
should be narrowed to the maximum extent 
feasible to accommodate multimodal trans-
portation options. Figures 5-2a through 5-2d 
depict lane narrowing effects relative to pe-
destrian, bicycle, and transit travel modes:

Existing lanes, typically 12+ feet in width.a. 

Improved pedestrian facilities, including b. 
bulb-outs and median refuges. 

Designated bike lane.c. 

Dedicated transit lanes for BRT and/or d. 
other transit modes, with curbside parking 
and corner curb bulb-outs.

60’

Figure 5-2a. Existing conditions

60’

Figure 5-2b. Improved pedestrian facilities

5.2.2. Lane Narrowing
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60’

Figure 5-2c. Designated bike lane

60’

Figure 5-2d. Designated transit lanes

Multiple modes can be accommodated in 
many locations along SR 82. Lane narrowing 
generally has a traffic calming effect as well, 
which can further promote multimodal trans-
portation objectives. 

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Design exception 
required; see Matrix section E. 
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11’

8’

11’

14’

5.2.3. Lane Sharing
Design Issue: Even with lane narrowing, it may 
not be possible to accommodate dedicated 
facilities for different travel modes within ex-
isting or proposed right-of-way. 

Recommendation: Options to explore multi-
use of designated travel lanes should be 

explored. For example, some lanes may be 
narrowed to allow widening of others to ac-
commodate multiple travel modes. 

Figure 5-3 shows a 14-foot wide lane created 
to accommodate bus stop areas and bicycle 
as well as auto travel. Narrowed through- and 

turn lanes provide the additional width need-
ed to include an 11-foot minimum bus stop 
area and expanded parking/travel lane width. 

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Design exceptions 
required; see Matrix sections E and H.

Figure 5-3. Shared travel lane
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Design Issue: An 8-foot shoulder area is 
required for state roadways. However, the 
shoulder can serve a variety of different func-
tions. 

Recommendation: Shoulder areas should be 
configured to serve a variety of Grand Bou-
levard- and transportation-related functions. 
They should be designed as an integral part of 
the improvement concept for the street and 
policies for frontage land use and develop-
ment.

Figures 5-4a through 5-4f depict different im-
provement approaches:

Curbside parking is recommended for a. 
storefront commercial and mixed use 
frontages where allowed by roadway 

5.2.4. Shoulder Conditions

Figure 5-4a. Curbside parking Figure 5-4c. Curbside parking with rain garden bulb-outs 
and planters

Figure 5-4b. Curbside parking with parking zone planters 
(narrow sidewalk conditions)

width, taking into account all roadway 
users (transit, bicycles, and automobiles). 
Where curbside parking is provided, 
time-limited or metered parking should be 
considered.

Locating street trees within parking zone b. 
planters is an option where sidewalks 
are narrow and unlikely to be widened; a 
minimum 4-foot clearance is required be-
tween the planter and the adjacent travel 
lane. Subsurface utility conditions must be 
determined. A structural soil trench, and, 
depending on local conditions, pervious 
paving, are recommended for the parking 
zone.

Incorporating “rain garden” bulb-outs and c. 
planters to capture and biofilter runoff 
is an option that can be combined with 

curbside parking; minimum 4-foot clear-
ance to adjacent travel lane required.

Where roadway width allows, a combined d. 
bike lane/parking area is an option where 
bike lanes are desired in a storefront com-
mercial or mixed use area (11 or 12-foot 
minimum depending on curb type).

A dedicated bike lane is an option for e. 
frontages that do not contain storefront 
commercial space; minimum 6-foot width 
recommended (1-foot gutter, 5-foot lane).

If roadway width allows, a lane divider f. 
with a roll curb is an option to provide 
bicyclist protection. 

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Design exceptions 
may be required; see Matrix sections G and 
H. 
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Figure 5-4d. Curbside parking and Class II bike lane Figure 5-4f. Curbside Class II bike lane with rolled curb 
divider

Figure 5-4e. Curbside Class II bike lane
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Design Issue: Intersections are the most 
complex roadway facilities, with turn lanes, 
pedestrian crossings, transit stops, signage, 
signals, and other elements all concentrated 
in one location. Multiple travel movements 
and modes all must share a limited area; the 

tions. For example, in node area intersections 
with high levels of pedestrian and/or transit 
transfer activity, corners should have the 
minimum radius feasible in order to reduce 
vehicle-turning speeds, shorten crosswalk 
distances, and to maximize bus stop waiting 
area. Dual left turn lanes should be eliminated 
to accommodate pedestrian refuges where 
possible, with longer stacking turn lanes and/
or modified signal timing employed instead. 
Building setbacks should be considered to 
create additional sidewalk space and visibility 
of first floor businesses. Figures 5-5a through 
5-5d depict the various intersection configu-
ration possibilities for the GBI corridor.

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Design 
exception(s) may be required; see Matrix sec-
tions B, C, and T.Figure 5-5a. Dual left turn lanes

Figure 5-5c. Slip lanes and large curb radiiFigure 5-5b. Single left turn lane with pedestrian refuge 
and bulb-outs

Figure 5-5d. Traditional street corners with smaller curb 
radii

5.3.1. Intersection Geometry
land value associated with the access and 
visibility of corner properties adds another 
dimension. However, vehicle-related design 
considerations alone generally determine 
intersection geometry, and accommodating 
cars and trucks often comes at the expense 
of other travel modes. For example, designing 
intersections for large vehicle- and/or higher-
speed turning movements limits the potential 
to provide pedestrian refuges, small radius 
corners, bus stop bulb-outs, bike lanes, and 
other multimodal facilities. 

Recommendation: Local communities and 
agencies should evaluate the function of an 
intersection relative to the full range of travel 
modes as well as frontage land use. The ap-
propriate design vehicle should be used to 
support multimodal travel through intersec-

5.
3.
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5.3.2. Intersection Crossings
Design Issue: State law allows pedestrians 
to cross any street at an intersection unless 
otherwise prohibited. Pedestrian safety is a 
paramount concern, and intersections should 
therefore include facilities that reduce the 
potential for pedestrian and vehicle conflict 
consistent with multimodal and “Complete 
Streets” policy objectives. However, not all 
side streets and potential crossing locations 
are equal in terms of traffic levels, pedestrian 
activity, or visibility. 

Many agencies do not mark crosswalks at un-
signalized intersections because of concerns 
they provide a false sense of security. Howev-
er, whether marked with crosswalks or not, 
unsignalized intersections remain important 
crossing points and are the most challenging 
condition for pedestrians. Particularly when 
crossing multiple lanes of traffic, pedestrians 
can face long crossings, continuous flow in 
both directions of traffic, and multiple threat 
risks (e.g., when a vehicle stopped for a pe-
destrian blocks the sightline of a vehicle pass-
ing in the adjacent lane). 

Recommendation: Design and installation of 
street crossing improvements should reflect 
the range of pedestrian activity levels. The 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
report Safety Effects of Marked vs. Unmarked 
Crosswalks at Uncontrolled Locations, refer-

enced by Caltrans in the appendix, does not 
recommend the use of marked crosswalks 
alone without other substantial improve-
ments (see recommendations below) on 
multi-lane streets with speeds between 25 
and 35 mph and traffic volumes of 15,000 
vehicles per day or more (which represents 
most of SR 82). Figures 5-6a through 5-6e 
illustrate a range of crossing improvements 
from least to most pedestrian activity. 
 

Existing Unsignalized Intersectiona. 

Unsignalized Intersection - Median refuge b. 
island, overhead pedestrian safety lighting

Unsignalized Intersection - Median refuge c. 
island, corner curb bulb-outs, overhead 
pedestrian safety lighting

Unsignalized Intersection with High d. 
Pedestrian Activity - Median refuge island 
and corner curb bulb-outs, continental 
crosswalk marking (potentially with in-
pavement safety lighting), overhead pedes-
trian safety lighting, advanced high-visibility 
warning signs and pavement markings, 
advanced stop lines with supplemental 
signing (“Stop Here for Crosswalk”), and 
potentially in-street pedestrian crossing 
sign. 

Signalized Intersection – Median refuge is-e. 

land on long crossings (80 feet or greater), 
corner curb bulb-outs, pedestrian count-
down timers, standard crosswalk marking 
or special crosswalk paving, and advanced 
stop lines with supplemental signing 
(“Stop Here for Crosswalk”). 

Refuge islands are typically the most cost ef-
fective crossing improvement, in that they 
generally do not require grading and/or storm 
drain system modifications that can be re-
quired for corner curb bulb-outs. Refuges 
allow pedestrians to cross one direction of 
traffic at a time and thus only need to wait 
for a gap in one direction of traffic for each 
leg of the crossing. Refuges are therefore rec-
ommended as the first for priority for instal-
lation, roadway conditions permitting, with 
corner bulb-outs and other improvements 
second. 

Caltrans Matrix Reference: May require de-
sign exception(s); see Matrix sections U, V, 
W, X, and Y.
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Figure 5-6a. Existing unsignalized intersection

Figure 5-6e. Signalized intersection with refuge, bulb-outs, and striped crosswalk

Figure 5-6c. Unsignalized intersection with refuge and bulb-outs Figure 5-6d. Unsignalized intersection with refuge, bulb-outs, striped crosswalk and op-
tional in-pavement pedestrian-activated flashers

Figure 5-6b. Unsignalized intersection with pedestrian refuge
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5.3.3. Mid-Block and Median-Obstructed Crossings
Design Issue: Distances between intersec-
tions and pedestrian crossings can be long 
– in some areas 2,000 feet or more. In other 
areas landscaped median islands extend 
through side street intersections and equally 
hinder crossing (see Figure 5-7a). Long dis-
tances between crossings deter pedestrian 
and bicycle circulation to and from mid-block 
or median obstructed locations within the 
corridor. Long block conditions are prevalent 
in Santa Clara County. Shorter blocks with 
median-obstructed crossings are more com-
mon in San Mateo County. 

Recommendation: In node areas, signalized 
mid-block and/or median-obstructed cross-
ings should be installed to provide for a maxi-
mum distance between crossings of approxi-
mately 660 feet (1/8 mile), or a 3.5-minute 
walk (see Figure 5-7b). In link areas, signalized 
mid-block crossings should be installed to 
provide a maximum distance between cross-
ings of approximately 1,320 feet (1/4 mile), 
or a 7-minute walk. In addition to traffic and 
countdown pedestrian signals, sidewalk bulb-
outs, advanced stop lines, safety lighting, and 
special paving treatments should be provided 
to encourage walking.

Mid-block pedestrian refuge islands may be 
configured as diagonal or “Z” crossings com-
prised of offset crosswalks with channeliza-

tion or barriers that create a ‘two-stage” 
crossing and direct pedestrians to face up-
stream to increase the pedestrian’s awareness 
of traffic (see Figure 5-7c).

Figure 5-7c. Mid-block crossing with bulb-outs, angled refuge, striped crosswalk, and pedestrian-activated signal

Figure 5-7a. Existing median-obstructed intersection Figure 5-7b. Median-obstructed intersection with proposed 
crosswalk and mid-block refuge

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Design exception 
required; see Matrix section V. 
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Design Issue: Pedestrian crossing distances on SR 82 are relatively 
long, which exposes pedestrians to traffic for significant periods 
of time and can deter walking. Long crossing distances are of 
particular concern for seniors, children, and those with mobility 
impairments. Pedestrians who cannot cross completely in the time 
allotted by traffic signals, or who must wait for passing traffic, can 
be stranded in the roadway. 

Recommendation: Signalized intersections should provide for pe-
destrian crossings timed at 3.5 feet/second (per recent MUTCD 
requirements). At signalized crossings 80 feet long or greater, or 
at unsignalized intersection crossings, pedestrian refuge islands 
should be installed as local conditions allow. In general, refuges 
should be installed in combination with corner curb bulb-outs 
(see Section 5.3.5). Because refuges are generally less costly to 
install, they are the first crossing improvement recommended if 
a construction budget is constrained. Refuges may or may not be 
located at signalized intersections; however, signals are strongly 
recommended for mid-block crossings and refuges.

Refuges should be a minimum 6 feet in width if a pedestrian signal 
control button is provided; without signal control the minimum 
should be 4 feet. A width of 8 feet or more is recommended to 
accommodate wheeled devices such as bicycles or strollers. Gen-
erally, signals should be timed to complete the entire crossing at 
3.5 feet/second. A pedestrian control button can be installed on 
the refuge island only if the crossing is designed to be crossed in 
two stages.  Figures 5-8a and 5-8b illustrate intersection and mid-
block or median-obstructed refuge conditions. 

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Design Exception may be required; see 
Matrix section V.

5.3.4. Crossing Refuges 

6’ minimum
with signal control button

Figure 5-8a. Refuge at intersection

Figure 5-8b. Refuge at mid-block crossing
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Design Issues: Long street crossings can deter pedestrian circulation, and 
many locations, traffic and parked cars reduce the visibility of pedestrians at 
crosswalks. Additionally, storm drainage inlets at street corners are often lo-
cated within pedestrian crosswalk areas. 

Recommendation: Corner curb bulb-outs should be installed at all pedestrian 
crossings as conditions allow. A minimum 4-foot clearance is required be-
tween the bulb-out and the outside edge of the adjacent travel lane. Corner 
curb radii should be the minimum needed to accommodate vehicle turning 
movements given the local context; e.g., a radius of 15 feet is recommended 
in node areas that have substantial levels of existing or planned pedestrian or 
transit transfer activity. Curb radii may be increased to 25 to 30 feet to ac-
commodate regular and frequent turning large vehicles such as buses. Curb 
radii in node areas should be as small as practical to reduce pedestrian cross-
ing distance and reduce the speed of turning vehicles. Infrequent turning large 
vehicles should be allowed to encroach into opposing lanes on narrow side 
streets. 

In general, the flat side of a bulb-out should be 20 to 30 feet in length along 
SR 82, allowing generous space for pedestrians as well as directional signs, 
pedestrian-oriented lighting, street furnishings and other amenities. Longer 
bulb-outs are recommended for bus stops consistent with local transit agency 
requirements. Shorter bulb-outs may be appropriate in storefront commer-
cial areas to conserve on-street parking. Figures 5-9a through 5-9c illustrate 
these concepts.

Bulb-outs provide an opportunity to relocate storm inlets out of crosswalk 
areas, and to reduce crosswalk slopes to the 5% maximum required by ADA. 
However, the new drainage inlets and grading that can be associated with 
bulb-out construction can be costly. Where they exist, traffic signals typically 
need to be relocated as well. Refuge islands are recommended as the first pri-
ority crossing improvement, followed by corner bulb-outs and other crossing 
improvements as described above. 

5.3.5. Corner Curb Bulb-Outs 

Figure 5-9b. Typical bulb-out

20-30’

Figure 5-9c. Bus bulb-out

length varies

Figure 5-9a. Short bulb-out (adjacent to storefront commercial curbside parking)

4’ clear
min.

11’ lane
min.

10’

R=15’ typ

Caltrans Matrix Reference: There are no State Highway stan-
dards for bulb-outs; see Matrix section U. 
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36”
max

16’ min 
truck/bus
clearance

Design Issue: Plant materials in median islands benefit a Grand Bou-
levard street environment in multiple ways. However, plant species 
should be selected to reflect the visibility requirements and support 
the land use and development objectives of a boulevard street. 

Recommendation: In general, median plant materials should be “high-
low” to provide for corridor visibility; i.e., high-branching trees and 
low-growing shrubs (see Figure 5-10). To promote a boulevard ap-
pearance and maximize environmental benefits, trees should be regu-
larly spaced, with species characteristics including a high-branching, 
broad spreading canopy; a more columnar form may be appropriate 
in locations with narrow clearances. Dense 
screen landscape plantings should 
be discouraged unless 
screening is needed to 
support frontage devel-
opment, for example a 
designated residential 
boulevard area. 

Caltrans Matrix
Reference: Caltrans 
review of plant materi-
als required; see Matrix 
section K.

5.4.1. General Median Design 5.4.2. Plant Materials

Figure 5-10. 
High-low median 
plantings

Design Issue: Median islands are typically installed to perform a traf-
fic engineering function; e.g., channelize through-traffic, limit left turn 
movements, protect left turn pockets, etc. Additional features such 
as street lighting and informational signs are often incorporated, as is 
landscape beautification, which can also include light-mounted ban-
ners, architectural signs, and other features. In many cases, however, 
the function of these features conflict with frontage land uses. A typi-
cal mismatch occurs when tall shrubs and/or dense, low branching 
evergreen trees are planted within a commercial area, blocking cross-
street views of storefronts, pedestrian crosswalks, and other district 
features. 

Recommendation: Median design elements should be designed as part 
of an overall vision that incorporates frontage land use, development, 
and sidewalk improvements, consistent with Guideline 5.2.1 above. 
In general, median design elements should allow for side-to-side cor-
ridor visibility. Median islands should be considered as aesthetic ele-
ments in their own right, incorporating low planter walls, attractive 
light fixtures, and other design approaches that make them more than 
leftover roadway space. Figures 5-11a and 5-11b on the following page 
illustrate typical median cross-sections.

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Caltrans review of plant materials re-
quired; see Matrix section K.

5.
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Figure 5-11a. Commercial frontage and median with high-branching broad-canopy trees

Figure 5-11b. Residential frontage with double row of columnar trees
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Design Issue: General policy for state high-
ways is a minimum 100-foot sight distance 
setback of median street tree from intersec-
tion cross walk or stop bar. This significantly 
reduces the number of trees than can be 
planted, with associated effects on corridor 
beautification, pavement shading, greenhouse 
gas reduction, and other corridor improve-
ment objectives. In areas with short blocks 
it may not be possible to plant any median 
street trees.

Recommendation: Street trees should be 
maximized along the corridor consistent 
with the GBI guidelines noted above. Median 
street trees may be located closer to cross 
walks or stop bars if a Caltrans-approved 
sight distance study determines that proposed 
tree location(s) meets safety requirements. 
All median streetscape design plans should 
incorporate sight distance studies in order to 
promote effective and attractive capital im-
provement investments.

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Design exception 
required; see Matrix section M.

5.4.3. Longitudinal Tree Clearance / Sight Distance 5.4.4. Lateral Tree 
Clearance / Median Barrers
Design Issue: Basic clearance requirement for 
state highways is minimum 5-foot setback of 
median street tree from face of median curb. 
If a mature tree is expected to have a trunk 
diameter of 1 foot, the median must be a 
minimum width of 11 feet. In many locations 
along the corridor through- and left-turn 
lanes do not leave room for an 11-foot medi-
an, but there may be room for a median that 
is narrower. Even if 11 feet is available, this 
requirement requires that trees be located 
in “single file” rather than a double or offset 
row, limiting options for planting design. 
 
Recommendation: If roadway conditions are 
constrained and/or additional flexibility in 
streetscape design is desired, install planter 
wall/traffic barrier consistent with NCHRP 
350 safety requirements. These barriers must 
be 18 inches in height, and can be solid con-
crete or a combination of concrete base and 
metal railing. They can be designed as attrac-
tive features of the streetscape. Figure 5-13a 
depicts a wide median with a typical concrete 
curb; Figure 5-13b depicts a narrow median 
with barrier and a single row of trees as well 
as a wide median with a staggered double 
row of trees. 

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Design exception 
not required; see Matrix section L.

Figure 5-12a. 100’ sight distance setback per Caltrans 
standard

Figure 5-12b. Reduced sight distance setback with sight 
distance study
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18”

Outward 
Batter

Top of 
Median

Reinforced 
Concrete

18” min to tree

Top of 
Roadway

6”

Inward 
Batter

Top of 
Median

5’ min to tree

Top of 
Roadway

20:1
Taper Zone

18” min 
from tree 
to face of 
curb

20:1
Taper Zone

18” min 
from tree 
to face of 
curb5’ min 

from tree 
to face of 
curb

Concrete BarrierTypical Concrete Curb
5’ Setback from Tree 
to Face of Curb

18” Setback from Tree 
to Face of Concrete 
Barrier

5’
min

11’ min

5’
min

1’ 18”
min

4’ min

18”
min

1’

Note: Use of barrier subject to passing crash test according to NCHRP-350 standards. Other designs may be approved)

Figure 5-13a. Wide median with single row of trees

Figure 5-13c. Tree setback and curb/barrier details

Figure 5-13b. Narrow median with single row of trees and barrier (left) and wide median with double row of trees and 
barrier (right)

Typical Required Lateral Clearance

Lateral Setback Detail Curb and Barrier Detail

Reduced Required Lateral Clearance with Barrier
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Figure 5-14. Typical existing sidewalk

Design Issue: Existing sidewalks throughout 
the SR 82 corridor are generally too narrow 
to support the “boulevard” street environ-
ment required to promote investment in 
transit-oriented mixed-use and infill resi-
dential development (see Figure 5-14). The 
predominant sidewalk width throughout the 
corridor is 8 feet. By comparison, sidewalks 

Boulevard objectives to be achieved. Expand-
ing sidewalks into the roadway is costly and 
requires substantial excess roadway area 
(though there are locations where this exists). 
Instead, new and re-development projects 
along the corridor frontage should provide a 
10-foot or greater setback as needed to cre-
ate a minimum 18-foot frontage sidewalk; see 
Sidewalk Zones, section below. 

If walks cannot be widened to 18 feet due to 
adjacent property conditions or other fac-
tors, smaller setbacks are recommended as 
possible to promote GBI objectives. To the 
extent feasible, sidewalks should be config-
ured to reflect Sidewalk Zones, and alterna-
tive design approaches, such as locating street 
trees in the parking zone (Guideline 5.2.4), 
should be considered. 

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Not applicable.

5.5.1. Boulevard Sidewalk Width
in heavily transit- and pedestrian-oriented ar-
eas, such as Market Street in San Francisco or 
First Street in San Jose, are 30 feet or more in 
width; internationally, even wider boulevard 
sidewalk areas are common. 

Recommendation: Wider, more amenity-
oriented sidewalks are essential for Grand 

5.
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5.5.2. Sidewalk Zones
Design Issue: Among their functions, side-
walks provide a linear through-circulation 
route for pedestrians; “spillout” space for 
people entering and exiting frontage buildings 
and parked cars, and; area for boulevard ame-

nities such as street trees, transit shelters, 
lighting, benches, outdoor cafes, and vendors. 

Recommendation: Sidewalks should be config-
ured to reflect the three basic sidewalk func-

tions note above. As depicted in Figure 5-15, 
guideline recommendations include a 4-foot 
spillout zone adjacent to frontage buildings, 
a minimum 8-foot through walking zone, and 
a 6-foot amenity zone adjacent to the curb 

line for street trees, 
street lighting, and 
spillout area for curb-
side parking. 

In link areas with 
residential or office 
frontage land uses, 
the amenity zone 
could be used for a 
buffer landscape area. 
Variations in sidewalk 
paving patterns and/
or materials should 
be considered to 
highlight the different 
sidewalk zones. 

Caltrans Matrix Ref-
erence: Not appli-
cable. 

Figure 5-15. Sidewalk zones

18’ 
Minimum Recommended Sidewalk Width

6’ 
Amenity Zone

8’ min 
Walking Zone

4’ 
Spillout Zone

10’ 
Minimum Recommended Setback

8’
Typical Right-of-Way
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5.5.3. Sidewalk Street Trees
Design Issue: Sidewalk street trees are an essential part of a Grand Bou-
levard vision for the corridor. In addition to beautification, benefits in-
clude pavement shading, greenhouse reduction, and, in combination with 
Low Impact Development elements, absorption of stormwater runoff. 

Recommendation: Sidewalk street trees should be planted along all 
frontage sidewalks given sidewalk space and roadway visibility con-
straints. To promote a boulevard appearance and maximize environmen-
tal benefits, trees should be regularly spaced, with species characteristics 
including a high-branching, broad spreading canopy; a more columnar 
form may be appropriate in locations with narrow clearances. High-
branching trees are recommended for visibility as well as street light and 
truck/bus clearance. Deciduous species are strongly recommended to 
provide sun in winter months. 

Trees must be located a minimum 18 inches from face of curb per State 
highway design standards. However, a minimum tree well width of 4 feet 
and minimum setback of 2 feet 6 inches from face of curb is recommend-
ed. The location of street trees and streetlights should be coordinated 
to minimize conflicts. 

Figure 5-16 depicts sidewalk street trees located at approximately 50 
feet on center, with 6-foot square tree wells and a continuous pervious 
paving and subsurface structural soil trench located within the amenity 
zone area. Streetlights are depicted mid-way between the street trees. 
Figure 5-16 illustrates clearance and visibility considerations for sidewalk 
street trees.

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Caltrans review of plant materials required; 
see Matrix section K.

16’ min 
truck/bus
clearanceStorefront Visibility

Varies

Figure 5-16. Street tree clearance and visibility
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5.5.4. Pedestrian-Oriented Lighting
Design Issue: In most locations along the 
corridor, highway-type street lighting is the 
only type of lighting employed. This lighting is 
focused primarily on the roadway rather than 
on sidewalk areas. The sidewalk illumination 
provided is often blocked by frontage street 
trees, where they exist. These lighting condi-
tions do not encourage pedestrian circulation, 
support investment in frontage properties, or 
promote the boulevard image desired for the 
corridor.

Recommendation: Pedestrian-oriented street 

lighting should be installed throughout the 
corridor, with supplemental highway-type 
lighting located at intersections if required. 
As shown in Figure 5-17, lights should be 
located mid-way between street trees, with 
heads mounted at levels to provide illumina-
tion beneath the street tree canopy. Heads 
should contain “cutoff” fixtures with shielding 
to support “dark sky” objectives and mini-
mize impacts on adjacent buildings. Street 
light poles and fixtures should be attractive 
in design and coordinated with the design of 
frontage amenities and furnishings, such as 

bus shelters, benches, and kiosks. 

Streetlights must be located a minimum 18 
inches from face of curb per State highway 
design standards. However, a minimum set-
back of 2 feet 6 inches is recommended to 
allow for curbside parking door swing and/or 
frontage visibility. Aligning street lights with 
street trees can help create an orderly front-
age appearance. 

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Pedestrian-orient-
ed streetlights require a Maintenance Agree-
ment between the local community and/or 
agency and Caltrans; see Matrix section J.

Figure 5-17. Pedestrian-oriented lighting
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12” min 4’ min

4’

Design Issue: Supporting increased transit access to and from corridor des-
tinations requires bus shelters, map/schedule kiosks and other facilities. For 
standard local bus service or BRT service operating in mixed-flow lanes with 
curbside stations, these transit-related facilities will be located in sidewalk areas. 
Sidewalk space is limited and these facilities have specific functional and spatial 
requirements. 

Recommendation: Transit shelters, bicycle racks, and related facilities should be 
integrated into sidewalk design approaches. Sidewalk widening as recommended 
by the Guidelines allows flexibility to accommodate these elements. However, in 
many locations sidewalks will not be widened in the near term, if ever, yet these 
facilities will need to be accommodated. 

Figures 5-18a through 5-18c depict a range of possible bus facilities and loca-
tions. For all conditions, a minimum 4-foot clearance between face of shelter 
and face of curb is assumed. Figure 5-18a shows an existing 8-foot sidewalk con-
dition with no room for a shelter along a typical building frontage; Figure 5-18b 
shows a shelter on a 10-foot sidewalk adjacent to a non-storefront building 
with maintenance clearance behind and walking clearance in front; Figure 5-18c 
shows a shelter on a widened sidewalk area created by building setbacks or con-
struction of a bus bulb-out. 

Further discussion of elements and potential capital improvements associated 
with BRT, such as dedicated bus lanes and enhanced stations, is included in 
Chapter 7.

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Design exception may be required; see Matrix sec-
tion Z. 

5.5.5. Transit-Related Facilities

Figure 5-18c. 18’ sidewalk: Bus shelter at curbside

Figure 5-18b. 10’ sidewalk: Bus shelter adjacent to building

Figure 5-18a. 8’ sidewalk: No space for bus shelter
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18” 
min

36” 
min

5.5.6. Bicycle-Related Facilities
Design Issue: Supporting increased bicycle 
access to and from corridor destinations 
requires bike racks and other facilities in 
sidewalk areas. Sidewalk space is limited and 
these facilities have specific functional and 
spatial requirements. 

Recommendation: Bicycle racks and related 
facilities should be integrated into sidewalk 
design approaches. Sidewalk widening as rec-
ommended by the Guidelines allows flexibility 
to accommodate these elements. However, in 
many locations sidewalks will not be widened 
in the near term, if ever, yet these facilities 
will need to be accommodated. 

Figures 5-19a and 5-19b depict alternate loca-
tions for bike bicycle parking: one adjacent to 
a frontage building with parallel orientation(s), 
the other perpendicular or diagonal to the 
frontage and adjacent to street tree wells. 
Minimum recommended clearance for parallel 
bike racks is 24 inches; minimum recommend-
ed clearance for perpendicular or angle racks 
is 36 inches. Large, multi-bike racks should 
have the same clearance requirements, but 
should be sited in locations where they do 
not conflict with pedestrian through access 
and spillout areas. 

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Not applicable.

Figure 5-19b. “U”-rack bicycle parking adjacent to street tree wells

Figure 5-19a. “U”-rack bicycle parking adjacent to building frontage
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5.6.2. Curbside Parking5.6.1. Stormwater Management Overview
Design Issue: Low impact design (LID) related to storm water infiltration 
and treatment has become a local, State, and Federal policy goal. With 
approximately 42 linear miles of roadway, stormwater management ele-
ments along SR 82 offer the potential to capture and biofilter significant 
amounts of stormwater.

Recommendation: A range of stormwater management elements should 
be considered for implementation along SR 82. This range of options is 
shown in the following stormwater management sections and the ac-
companying Figures 5-20 through 5-22. Pervious pavers can be used in 
areas such as sidewalk amenity zones to accept stormwater runoff from 
sidewalk surfaces. Stormwater curb extensions, planters, and swales 
can be used to accept runoff from street surfaces as well as bike lanes, 
sidewalks, and BRT platforms. “Green gutters” can accept stormwater 
runoff while providing a buffer between pedestrians and bike lanes. 

New median islands should incorporate features to capture, biofilter, 
and perhaps detain the storm water that falls on them. Existing medians 
planned for renovation should also incorporate these features. In cases 
where a major roadway reconfiguration is planned, and/or where exist-
ing roadway grades permit, median stormwater swales can be designed 
to accept roadway storm water runoff as well. The San Mateo County 
Sustainable Green Streets and Parking Lots Design Guidebook and other 
State and regional best management practices guidelines should be con-
sulted.

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Not applicable.

5.
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Figure 5-20. Key design elements as indicated in figure:
Stormwater curb extensions accept runoff from street surfaces, and extend into the 1. 
street as well as into the amenity zone.
Pervious pavers in the amenity zone accept stormwater runoff from sidewalk 2. 
surfaces.



106 G R A N D  B O U L E V A R D  I N I T I AT I V E

5 .  S T R E E T  D E S I G N  G U I D E L I N E S

1

11

1

2 2

22

3

3

1

1

2

2

1

1

2

22

3

4

1

1

1 1
1

1
1

4

3

1

2

2

2 2 2

2 2 2
2

3

3

5.6.4. Center Running BRT5.6.3. Physically-Separated Bike Lane

Source: Nevue Ngan Associates Source: Nevue Ngan Associates

Figure 5-21. Key design elements as indicated in figure:
Stormwater planter separates auto traffic from bike traffic. Planter accepts runoff 1. 
from street and bike lane.
Green gutter accepts stormwater runoff from sidewalk zone and helps provide a 2. 
buffer between bike traffic and pedestrians.
Dedicated crossings over the green gutter.3. 

Figure 5-22. Key design elements as indicated in figure:
Stormwater curb extensions accept runoff from street surfaces, and extend into the 1. 
street as well as into the amenity zone.
Pervious pavers in the amenity zone accept stormwater runoff from sidewalk 2. 
surfaces, including bus stops.
Stormwater curb extension accepts runoff from BRT platform.3. 
Stormwater swale accepts runoff from BRT travel lanes.4. 
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5.7.1. Frontage Treatment Concepts Overview

Figure 5-23. Typical existing frontage conditions

Creating a “grand boulevard” depends greatly 
on the quality of the sidewalk and frontage 
environment. The following frontage treat-
ment guidelines depict a range of poten-
tial frontage design approaches, reflecting 
concepts developed by local communities 
and agencies, and/or feasible given frontage 
property conditions, and consistent with the 
objectives of the Grand Boulevard Initiative. 
The improvements depicted are not intended 
to be mutually exclusive; instead, they can 

be mixed and matched according to local con-
ditions and local community objectives. 

Figure 5-23 depicts a typical mid-block node 
or link area; though a 6-lane roadway is de-
picted the frontage condition shown is also 
typical of many 4-lane areas. Frontage prop-
erties vary in depth, with frontage develop-
ment ranging from storefront commercial 
buildings to larger scale shopping centers, 
offices, and public facilities. Sidewalks are nar-
row, generally 8 feet in width, and curbside 

parking is provided along the frontage. 

Highway-type cobra head streetlights are 
typical, and sidewalks are generally too nar-
row for significant street trees and other 
amenities. Median islands are discontinuous, 
and contain evergreen trees and other plant 
materials that block views of street frontages. 
This frontage condition is typical of many loca-
tions along the corridor, including portions of 
Belmont, San Carlos, Redwood City, Palo Alto, 
and Santa Clara. 
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5.7.2. Stormwater Infiltration
Design Issue: Cities, counties, and local agen-
cies are promoting sustainable development 
and capital improvements in a variety of dif-
ferent ways. Low impact design (LID) related 
to stormwater infiltration and treatment is 
a common goal. As noted previously, San 
Mateo County’s Sustainable Green Streets and 
Parking Lots Design Guidebook is a notable re-
source and reference. SB 790 and other State 

and Federal regulations can be expected to 
promote and likely require such treatment of 
stormwater runoff in the near future. How-
ever, current State highway design standards 
require complete drainage of stormwater. 

Recommendation: Street improvements 
should incorporate stormwater infiltration 
and biofiltration features wherever feasible. 

Figure 5-24 depicts a basic street improve-
ment condition (i.e. widened sidewalk, con-
sistent shade trees, ornamental streetlights) 
with stormwater infiltration features. These 
include: a) pervious paving, structural soil, 
and appropriate subsurface drainage facilities 
within the curbside amenity zone; b) a “rain 
garden” bulb-out with drainage inlets and 
subsurface drainage facilities, and: c) pervious 
paving with subsurface drainage facilities in 
the parking zone. 

Dining within the right-of-way as depicted 
requires sidewalk relinquishment; Caltrans 
typically requires a minimum relinquishment 
of 1 to 2 blocks.

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Design 
exception(s) required; see Matrix section 
Q. Similar to requirements for streetscape 
amenities, Caltrans review of plant materials 
required; see Matrix section K.

Figure 5-24. Basic street improvement package

6’ 
Pervious Paving

18’ min 
Sidewalk

8’ 
Parallel Parking with 

Bio-Infiltration Planters
10’ 

Setback

ROW

Note: Sidewalk relinquishment or legislation allowing sidewalk seating on state right-of-way required.
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5.7.3. Physically-Separated Bikeway
Design Issue: In some communities, phys-
ically-separated (Class I) bikeways may be 
desired to encourage bicycle use and mini-
mize conflicts with autos and other vehicles. 
Physically-separated bikeways are common 
in the city of Davis and other locations in the 
US and around the world.

Recommendation: Physically-separated bike-
ways can be a valuable element in a multi-
modal transportation strategy. However, they 
would be difficult to implement over large 
portions of the SR 82 corridor given the land 
area and associated parcel assembly required. 
Special intersection design approaches would 
be needed to accommodate the transition be-
tween off-street and on-street bikeway condi-
tions. Redevelopment of large shopping cen-
ter sites, office complexes, and government 
or institution-owned properties are potential 
candidates. 

Figure 5-25 depicts a physically-separated 
bikeway along a link area residential and 
mixed-use frontage. A dismount area adjacent 
to an intersection is shown in the foreground; 
however, extensive use of dismount zones is 
discouraged. 

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Not applicable 
for bikeways located outside the right-of-way. 
Caltrans review of plant materials required; 
see Matrix section K.

Figure 5-25. Basic street improvement package
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5.7.4. Boulevard Frontage Access and Parking
Design Issue: In some locations it may be de-
sirable to provide a frontage parking and ac-
cess area that is separated from through traf-
fic. This condition exists along a three-block 
stretch of El Camino Real in Millbrae north of 
Millbrae Avenue, and was proposed by Proj-
ect for Public Spaces for San Carlos and other 
locations as part of the Peninsula Corridor Plan. 
This “international boulevard” design is also 
similar to the central portion of Shattuck Av-
enue in Berkeley, and is commonly employed 
in cities around the world. 

Recommendation: This frontage treatment 
can be particularly effective in supporting 

street-oriented mixed-use and even residen-
tial development. Figure 5-26 depicts a typical 
condition, with frontage parking and one-way 
frontage access drive separated from adjacent 
through-traffic lanes by a landscaped island. 
Similar to the physically-separated bikeway 
frontage, a significant parcel size and/or parcel 
assembly would be required to implement 
this approach. However, unlike the physically-
separated bikeway, continuity from parcel 
to parcel is less of an issue; i.e., the angled 
parking frontage could be implemented on a 
site-by-site basis provided the frontage is long 
enough to allow for efficient parking and safe 
access to and from the through-lanes.

In Paris, where this configuration was initially 
popularized, the City has reconfigured many 
of the boulevards to eliminate the front-
age parking and access drive to create even 
more expansive sidewalk areas. The change 
is dramatic along the Champs Elysees, where 
grand-scale walkways accommodate pavilions, 
outdoor events, and extensive outdoor dining 
areas. 

Caltrans Matrix Reference: Design exception 
may be required; see Matrix section P. 
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Figure 5-26. Typical international boulevard configuration
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The Street Design Prototypes illustrate street 
improvements consistent with this document’s 
Street Design Guidelines and local community 
and Grand Boulevard Initiative objectives. The 
Prototypes focus on the features of a general 
corridor-wide vision with common pedes-
trian-, transit-, and bicycle-oriented design 
elements, and are intended to be consistent 
with Caltrans, SamTrans, VTA, and C/CAG 
standards and policies. 

The Prototypes show a range of options for 
roadway improvements. Like the Guidelines, 
the Prototypes are specifically intended to 
encourage locally-initiated street improvement 
projects. The trees, lights, paving, and other 
materials shown in the prototype images are 
not intended to establish a single design treat-
ment for the corridor. Rather, individual com-
munities and/or agencies are encouraged to 
establish materials and design treatments as 
they consider appropriate.

Special attention will need to be paid to 
unique frontage conditions along the corridor, 
such as the Stanford University frontage in 
Santa Clara County, which according to the 
2000 Stanford Community Plan and General 
Use Permit must retain an informal, park-like 
character. In areas such as these, local agency 
or institution plans or design guidelines (such 
as the Stanford University Plan for El Camino 
Frontage and the City of Palo Alto El Camino 

Real Master Schematic Design Plan) will form 
the basis for future improvements. However, a 
possible outcome of the GBI Multimodal Cor-
ridor Plan effort would be for local agencies/
institutions to align their future plans to the 
GBI vision to the greatest extent possible.

Existing Conditions Prototypes
The prototypes reflect the “node” and “link” 
land use and development policy approaches 
being pursued by local communities. Node ar-
eas are generally adjacent to downtown com-
mercial districts and/or transit hubs, and have 
higher densities and higher levels of pedestrian 
activity. Link areas accommodate a wider va-
riety of land uses and forms of development 
than node areas, and are generally lower in 
density. Link areas typically include shopping 
centers, auto dealers, and office and residential 
complexes. Existing “prototype” conditions 
include the following:

4-Lane Node •  - Adjacent to a downtown 
commercial district and/or transit center. 
Curbside parking. Vertical mixed-use with 
residential/office over commercial. Rela-
tively shallow frontage properties. 

4-Lane Link •  - Between node areas. Hori-
zontal mixed-use, vertical mixed-use, or 
single use development. Curbside parking. 
Relatively shallow frontage properties.

6-Lane Node •  - Adjacent to downtown 
commercial district and/or transit center. 
Curbside parking. Vertical mixed-use with 
residential/office over commercial. Rela-
tively deep frontage properties. 

6-Lane Link •  - Between node areas. Hori-
zontal mixed-use, vertical mixed-use, or 
single use development. Curbside parking. 
Relatively deep frontage properties.

4- or 6-Lane Link with No Parking •  - Be-
tween node areas. No curbside parking 
due to bike lanes, transit lanes, sidewalk 
widening, or other factors. 

The prototype images are organized into two 
categories:

Caltrans Standards: These images depict (a) 
existing conditions, (b) street improvements 
possible under current Caltrans standards, and 
(c) enhanced and/or alternate improvements 
that are possible with Caltrans-approved De-
sign Exceptions. Exception 1 is an enhanced 
version of the basic Caltrans Standard im-
provements. Exception 2 addresses a particu-
lar condition; for the 4-lane node this is a nar-
row frontage sidewalk; for the 6-lane link it is 
a frontage bike lane. 

BRT (Bus Rapid Transit) Conditions: These 
images depict the range of BRT scenarios en-
visioned by VTA and SamTrans consistent with 
Caltrans Standards and/or Design Exceptions. 

5.8.1. Street Design Prototypes Overview
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The 4-lane condition is limited by ROW width 
to “mixed flow” service, with BRT vehicles 
sharing automobile lanes. The 6-lane condi-
tions show either “mixed-flow” service or 
dedicated busways in the center of the ROW, 
with a variety of lane and median configura-
tions. Figures 5-37 through 5-39 depict exist-
ing 6-lane conditions reduced to 4 lanes to 
accommodate dedicated busways. In Figures 
5-40 and 5-41, generous existing ROW or ac-
quisition of additional ROW allows for 6 lanes 
to be retained. All BRT stations are depicted at 
node locations.

Prototype Design Assumptions 
Cross-Section Dimensions - The prototypes 
are based on minimum ROW and curb-to 
curb dimensions typical within the corridor. 
This requires that traffic engineering-related 

features be reduced as feasible to accommo-
date Boulevard-oriented multimodal circula-
tion and streetscape improvements. Curb lines 
are generally depicted in the existing location 
to reflect the significant cost associated with 
relocation. If a street segment’s curb-to-curb 
and/or ROW dimensions are greater than 
those depicted, the dimension of design fea-
tures could be expanded accordingly. 

Boulevard-Scale Sidewalks - The minimum 
desirable sidewalk width depicted is 18 feet, 
as consistent with specific plans, precise plans, 
and streetscape design plans prepared by lo-
cal communities for portions of the corridor. 
However, the typical sidewalk width within the 
corridor is only 8 feet. Therefore, the proto-
types generally depict (new) building setbacks 
of 10 feet to create the boulevard-scale side-
walks desired. 

Street Trees - Large canopy shade trees are 
depicted in the images, consistent with the 
boulevard character desired by local commu-
nities and promoted by the GBI. In addition to 
their urban design and aesthetic qualities, large 
shade trees reduce urban heat island effects, 
aid in carbon dioxide absorption, and contrib-
ute to local property values. 

Caltrans Review and Approval – The proto-
types depict generic improvements subject to 
Caltrans review and approval; i.e., designs con-
sistent with the dimensions and/or elements 
depicted herein are not guaranteed Caltrans 
approval.
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Figure 5-27 at right depicts a node area in-
tersection in a 4-lane section of the corridor. 
Frontage properties are shallow, with many 
less than 125 feet in depth. Frontage develop-
ment consists of 1- and 2-story buildings with 
commercial use on the ground floor. Side-
walks are narrow, generally 8 feet in width 
though less in some locations. 

Travel lanes are relatively wide, 12 feet or 
more, with curbside parking along both sides 
of the street. Left-turn pockets and painted 

or curbed and landscaped medians exist in 
most locations. In some communities free-
right turn lanes (depicted) are common; in 
others, curbside parking extends to the cor-
ner. There are no special pedestrian-oriented 
elements, such as advance limit line or “conti-
nental” crosswalk striping. 

This general condition is typical in San Mateo 
County communities, including Daly City, San 
Carlos, and Redwood City. The Alameda in 
San Jose has a similar configuration as well. 

5.8.2. Four-Lane Node - Existing Condition
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Figure 5-27. 4-lane node - Existing condition
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Figure 5-28 depicts street improvements 
consistent with existing Caltrans design stan-
dards. Improvements include:

Lane width: Through and turn lanes reduced • 
to 12 feet to accommodate pedestrian refuge 
and median widening

 Pedestrian refuge: Minimum 4 feet in width• 

Median landscaping: Trees 100 feet minimum • 
from stop bar and crosswalk; trees 5 feet 
minimum from face of median curb

Street trees: Minimum 18 inches from face • 
of curb 

Ornamental streetlights: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb

Corner bulb-out: Minimum 4 feet clear/set-• 
back from travel lane; 25 feet flat side 

Sidewalk widening: Walk widened to 18 feet • 
with building setback (right to pass easement 
or dedication)

5.8.3. Four-Lane Node Improvements - Caltrans Standards
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Figure 5-28. 4-lane node improvements - Caltrans standards
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Figure 5-29 depicts street improvements that 
are not consistent with basic Caltrans stan-
dards but possible if approved by Caltrans as 
Design Exceptions. Improvements include:

Lane width: Through lanes reduced to 11 • 
feet and left-turn lane reduced to 10 feet to 
accommodate widened median, pedestrian 
refuge, and shared bus, bike and auto lane; 
shared lane expanded to 14 feet.

Pedestrian refuge: 8 feet in width• 

Median landscaping: Trees less than 100 feet • 
from stop bar subject to sight distance study; 
trees less than 5 feet from face of curb with 
approved barrier/curb. 

Street trees: Minimum 18 inches from face • 
of curb

Ornamental streetlights: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb, typical

Corner bulb-out: Minimum 4 feet clear/set-• 
back from travel lane; less than 25 feet flat 
side to accommodate curbside parking 

Sidewalk widening: Walk widened to 18 feet • 
with building setback (right to pass easement 
or dedication)

5.8.4. Four-Lane Node Improvements - Design Exceptions 1 
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Figure 5-29. 4-lane node improvements - Design exceptions 1
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Figure 5-30 depicts street improvements that 
are not consistent with basic Caltrans stan-
dards but possible if approved by Caltrans as 
Design Exceptions. The main difference from 
the Design Exceptions 1 illustration is lack of 
sidewalk widening. Improvements include:

Lane width: Through lanes reduced to 11 • 
feet and left-turn lane reduced to 10 feet to 
accommodate widened median, pedestrian 
refuge, and shared bus, bike and auto lane; 
shared lane expanded to 14 feet.

Pedestrian refuge: 8 feet in width• 

Median landscaping: Trees less than 100 feet • 
from stop bar subject to sight distance study; 
trees less than 5 feet from face of curb with 
approved barrier/curb. 

Street trees: In parking zone, planter mini-• 
mum 4 feet clear/setback from travel lane.

Ornamental streetlights: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb

Corner bulb-out: Less than 25 feet flat side • 
to accommodate curbside parking 

Sidewalk widening: None• 

Bus bulb-out: 6-foot bulb-out allows for in-• 
stallation of bus shelter in areas with narrow 
sidewalks, requires bus to stop in travel lane

5.8.5. Four-Lane Node Improvements - Design Exceptions 2 
(Narrow Sidewalk / Local Bus Bulb-Out)
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Figure 5-30. 4-lane node improvements - Design exceptions 2 (narrow sidewalk / local bus bulb-out)
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Figure 5-31 depicts a typical mid-block link 
area in a 6-lane portion of the corridor. 
Frontage properties are generally deep, with 
many more than 250 feet in depth. Front-
age development ranges from shopping cen-
ters and office and residential complexes to 
stand-alone commercial buildings; there are 
many locations where properties are shallow, 
however, similar to the 4-Lane node condi-
tion. Sidewalks are narrow, generally 8 feet in 
width. 

Travel lanes are relatively wide, 12 feet or 
more, with curbside parking along both sides 
of the street. Landscaped medians exist in 
most of these areas, with a mix of evergreen 
and deciduous trees and shrubs. Distances 
between pedestrian crossings are long, in 
many cases 1,000 feet or more. This general 
condition is most common in Santa Clara 
County communities, including Mountain 
View, Palo Alto, and Santa Clara.

5.8.6. Six-Lane Link - Existing Condition
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Figure 5-31. 6-lane link - Existing condition
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Figure 5-32 depicts street improvements 
consistent with existing Caltrans design stan-
dards. Improvements include:

Lane width: Through and turn lanes reduced • 
to 12 feet to accommodate pedestrian refuge 
and median widening

Mid-block pedestrian crossing: Traffic signal • 
required; “continental” crosswalk striping 
and advance limit line recommended

Median refuge: Minimum 4 feet width; diago-• 
nal configuration recommended for visibility

Median landscaping: Trees 100 feet minimum • 
from stop bar and crosswalk; trees 5 feet 
minimum from face of median curb

Frontage street trees: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb 

Ornamental streetlights: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb

Mid-block bulb-out: Minimum 4 feet clear/• 
setback from travel lane 

Sidewalk widening: Walk widened to 18 feet • 
with building setback (not a Caltrans issue)

5.8.7. Six-Lane Link Improvements - Caltrans Standards
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Figure 5-32. 6-lane link improvements - Caltrans standards
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Figure 5-33 depicts street improvements that 
are not consistent with basic Caltrans stan-
dards but possible if approved by Caltrans as 
Design Exceptions. The main difference from 
the Caltrans Standards is a wider median/ref-
uge and reduced pedestrian crossing distance. 
Improvements include:

Lane width: Through lanes reduced to 11 feet • 
left-turn lane reduced to 10 feet to accom-
modate widened median, pedestrian refuge, 

and shared bus, bike and auto lane; shared 
lane expanded to 14 feet.

Mid-block pedestrian crossing: Traffic signal • 
required; “continental” crosswalk striping 
and advance limit line recommended

Median refuge: Minimum 4 feet width (16 • 
feet depicted); diagonal configuration recom-
mended for visibility

Median landscaping: Trees less than 100 feet • 
from stop bar subject to sight distance study

Frontage street trees: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb 

Ornamental streetlights: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb

Mid-Block bulb-out: Minimum 4 feet clear/• 
setback from travel lane 

Sidewalk widening: Walk widened to 18 feet • 
with building setback (not a Caltrans issue)

5.8.8. Six-Lane Link Improvements - Design Exceptions 1 (Reduced Crossing Distance)
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Figure 5-33. 6-lane link improvements - Design exceptions 1 (reduced crossing distance)
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Figure 5-34 depicts street improvements that 
are not consistent with basic Caltrans stan-
dards but possible if approved by Caltrans as 
Design Exceptions. The main difference from 
the Design Exceptions 1 illustration is sub-
stitution of a bike lane for curbside parking. 
Improvements include:

Lane width: Through lanes reduced to 11 feet • 
and left-turn lane reduced to 10 feet to ac-
commodate widened median, pedestrian ref-
uge, and dedicated bike lane

Bike lane: Painted bike lane 6-foot width • 
recommended (1-foot gutter, 5-foot lane); 
protective roll curb/island recommended if 
street width conditions permit 

Bus stop area: Minimum 11-foot width rec-• 
ommended; dashed bike lane stripe in this 
area

Mid-block pedestrian crossing: Traffic signal • 
required; “continental” crosswalk striping 
and advance limit line recommended

Median refuge: Minimum 4 feet width (16 • 
feet depicted); diagonal configuration recom-
mended for visibility

Median Landscaping: Trees less than 100 feet • 
from stop bar subject to sight distance study

Frontage street trees: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb 

Ornamental streetlights: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb

Sidewalk widening: Walk widened to 18 feet • 
with building setback (not a Caltrans issue)

5.8.9. Six-Lane Link Improvements - Design Exceptions 2 (Bike Lane)
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Figure 5-34. 6-lane link improvements - Design exceptions 2 (bike lane)

No curbside parking• 
Accommodate bike • 
route
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to sight distance study

Caltrans Design Exception
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5.8.10. Four-Lane Node - BRT in Mixed Flow
Figure 5-35 depicts the following conditions:

Lane configuration: 4 through lanes with me-• 
dian, left-turn lane, and mixed sharrow/bus/
through lane

Lane width: Through lanes reduced to 11 feet • 
and left-turn lane reduced to 10 feet to ac-
commodate refuge, sharrows

BRT station area: Minimum 4-foot bulbout • 
recommended; boarding area length and 
amenities to be determined by transit agency 
standards. Station shown in figure is for illus-
trative purposes only 

Frontage street trees: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb 

Ornamental streetlights: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb

Sidewalk widening: Walk widened to 18 feet • 
with building setback where possible, or trees 
in parking zone to increase walk space (not 
a Caltrans design issue); frontage sidewalk 
space dedicated to bus shelter
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Figure 5-35. 4-lane node - BRT in mixed flow
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5.8.11. Six-Lane Node - BRT in Mixed Flow
Figure 5-36 depicts the following conditions:

Lane configuration: 6 through lanes including • 
mixed through/BRT/sharrow lane

Lane width: Through lanes reduced to 11 feet • 
and left-turn lane reduced to 10 feet to ac-
commodate refuge, sharrow, bulb-outs

Bus station area: Minimum 4-foot bulbout • 
recommended 

Frontage street trees: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb 

Ornamental streetlights: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb

Sidewalk widening: Walk widened to 18 feet • 
with building setback (not a Caltrans design 
issue); frontage sidewalk space dedicated to 
bus shelter
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Figure 5-36. 6-lane node - BRT in mixed flow
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Figure 5-37 depicts the following conditions:

Lane configuration: • Through lanes reduced 
from 6 to 4 to create space for dedicated 
BRT lanes, station platforms, nested landscape 
medians, retention of curbside parking

Lane width: Through lanes reduced to 11 feet • 
and left-turn lane reduced to 10 feet to ac-
commodate BRT lanes, platform/refuge

Local bus stop area: minimum 11-foot width • 
recommended 

Platform/refuge: 13-foot width recommend-• 
ed; 10-foot width minimum 

Frontage street trees: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb 

Ornamental streetlights: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb

Sidewalk widening: Walk widened to 18 feet • 
with building setback (not a Caltrans design 
issue); frontage sidewalk space dedicated to 
shelter for local bus

BRT station area: Boarding area length and • 
amenities to be determined by transit agency 
standards.  Station shown in figure is for il-
lustrative purposes only

5.8.12. Six-Lane Node - BRT with Dedicated Lanes and Parallel 
Medians (Lane Reduction)
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Figure 5-37. 6-lane node - BRT with dedicated lanes and parallel medians (lane reduction)
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Figure 5-38 depicts the following conditions:

Lane configuration: Through lanes reduced • 
from 6 to 4 to create space for dedicated 
BRT lanes, station platforms, center landscape 
median, retention of curbside parking

Lane width: Through lanes reduced to 11 feet • 
and left-turn lane reduced to 10 feet to ac-
commodate BRT lanes, platform/refuge

Local bus stop area: Minimum 11-foot width • 
recommended 

Platform/refuge: 13-foot width recommend-• 
ed; 10-foot width minimum 

Frontage street trees: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb 

Ornamental streetlights: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb

Sidewalk widening: Walk widened to 18 feet • 
with building setback (not a Caltrans design 
issue); frontage sidewalk space dedicated to 
shelter for local bus

BRT station area: Boarding area length and • 
amenities to be determined by transit agency 
standards.  Station shown in figure is for il-
lustrative purposes only

5.8.13. Six-Lane Node - BRT with Dedicated Lanes and Center Median 
(Lane Reduction)
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Figure 5-38. 6-lane node - BRT with dedicated lanes and center median (lane reduction)
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Figure 5-39 depicts the following conditions:

Lane configuration: Through lanes reduced • 
from 6 to 4 to create space for dedicated 
BRT lanes, station platforms, nested land-
scape medians, bike lanes

Lane width: Through lanes reduced to 11 feet • 
and left-turn lane reduced to 10 feet to ac-
commodate BRT lanes, platform/refuge

Bike lane: Painted bike lane 6-foot width • 
recommended (1-foot gutter, 5-foot lane); 

protective roll curb/island recommended if 
street width conditions permit 

Local bus stop area: Minimum 11-foot width • 
recommended; dashed bike lane stripe in this 
area

Platform/refuge: 13-foot width recommend-• 
ed; 10-foot width minimum 

Frontage street trees: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb 

Ornamental streetlights: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb

Sidewalk widening: Walk widened to 18 feet • 
with building setback (not a Caltrans design 
issue); frontage sidewalk space dedicated to 
shelter for local bus

BRT station area: Boarding area length and • 
amenities to be determined by transit agency 
standards.  Station shown in figure is for il-
lustrative purposes only

5.8.14. Six-Lane Node - BRT with Dedicated Lanes and Bike Lanes 
(Lane Reduction)
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Figure 5-39. 6-lane node - BRT with dedicated lanes and bike lanes (lane reduction)
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Figure 5-40 depicts the following conditions:

Lane width: Through lanes reduced to 11-12 • 
feet and left-turn lane reduced to 10 feet to 
accommodate BRT lanes, station platforms, 
nested landscape medians, and 6 through 
lanes

Local bus stop area: Minimum 11-foot width • 
recommended 

Platform/refuge: 13-foot width recommend-• 
ed; 10-foot width minimum 

Frontage street trees: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb 

Ornamental streetlights: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb

Sidewalk widening: Walk widened to 18 feet • 
with building setback (not a Caltrans design 
issue); frontage sidewalk space dedicated to 
landscape planting/biofiltration trench and 
shelter area for local bus

BRT station area: Boarding area length and • 
amenities to be determined by transit agency 
standards.  Station shown in figure is for il-
lustrative purposes only

5.8.15. Six-Lane Node - BRT with Dedicated Lanes and Six Travel Lanes 
(No Parking)
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142 G R A N D  B O U L E V A R D  I N I T I AT I V E

5 .  S T R E E T  D E S I G N  G U I D E L I N E S

Figure 5-41 depicts the following conditions:

Lane width: Through lanes reduced to 11-12 • 
feet and left-turn lane reduced to 10 feet to 
accommodate BRT lanes, station platforms, 
landscape islands, 6 through lanes, and curb-
side parking

Local bus stop area: Minimum 11-foot width • 
recommended 

Platform/refuge: 13-foot width recommend-• 
ed; 10-foot width minimum 

Frontage street trees: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb 

Ornamental streetlights: Minimum 18 inches • 
from face of curb

Sidewalk widening: Walk widened to 18 feet • 
with building setback (not a Caltrans design 
issue); frontage sidewalk space dedicated to 
landscape planting/biofiltration trench, pervi-
ous paving (adjacent to curbside parking) and 
shelter area for local bus 

BRT station area: Boarding area length and • 
amenities to be determined by transit agency 
standards.  Station shown in figure is for il-
lustrative purposes only

5.8.16. Six-Lane Node - BRT with Dedicated Lanes and Six Travel Lanes 
(On-Street Parking, Reduced Median)
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Figure 5-41. 6-lane node - BRT with dedicated lanes and 6 travel lanes (on-street parking, reduced median)
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The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the travel demand modeling efforts 
used for the Grand Boulevard Multimodal Transportation Corridor Plan. This modeling 
effort evaluated transit improvements along the project corridor, primarily through 
the potential implementation of bus rapid transit (BRT), and also examined the types 
and levels of development patterns required to sustain transit improvements
along the corridor.

The model was unique in that it covered both San Mateo and Santa Clara counties at a 
level of detail that could accurately estimate BRT ridership and focused development along 
transit corridors and at individual stop and station locations. Modeling analyses also took 
into consideration the geography of the GBI corridor itself, which covers a very 
large spatial area over fifty miles in length and also serves larger inter-regional 
travel markets, such as downtown San Francisco and San Jose.
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Model Overview6.1. 
The model used for the GBI study is 
an enhanced version of the Santa Clara 
VTA Countywide model. The VTA model 
encompasses a large geographical area con-
sisting of the nine-county San Francisco Bay 
Area modeled by MTC and also Santa Cruz, 
Monterey, San Benito and San Joaquin Coun-
ties, as each of these counties is an important 
travel market into Santa Clara County. The 
VTA model was calibrated to 2000 Census 
data in 2003, and validated to year 2005 high-
way and transit observed conditions in 2008 
during the development of VTA’s countywide 
long-range transportation plan (Valley Trans-
portation Plan 2035). At the time of this vali-
dation, the VTA Countywide model was also 
enhanced to model BRT alternatives explicitly 
in the mode choice equations using the re-
sults of market research performed as a part 
of the BRT Strategic Plan developed by VTA.

Following the completion of the base year 
2005 validation, the model was used to de-
velop ridership forecasts for the year 2035 
planning horizon. This was accomplished by 
using the ABAG Projections 2007 socioeco-
nomic data sets for the year 2035 and two 
additional future land use datasets based on 
intensified land use assumptions and adding 
in 2035 highway and transit network assump-
tions.  The 2035 transportation network 
included projects assumed to be constructed 

and in operation in 2035, based on project 
descriptions provided in the latest version of 
the MTC Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
as well as the relevant countywide long-range 
transportation plans. 

Before the model could be used to test tran-
sit and land use scenarios for the Corridor 
Plan, it needed to be refined to accurately 
reflect conditions in the bi-county El Camino 
Real corridor. The strategy for the GBI 
Corridor Plan travel demand modeling was 
therefore to add incremental improvements 
to the validated VTA Countywide model to 
refine the model performance in the project 
corridor. The GBI Corridor Plan modeling 
effort took place primarily during the spring 
and summer of 2009. In brief, the model en-
hancements implemented in the VTA County-
wide model for the GBI study included the 
following:

Addition of traffic analysis zones (TAZs)  •
in San Mateo County to allow more de-
tailed estimation of transit ridership and 
to more accurately reflect the impact 
of land use densification in the project 
corridor.

Development of more detailed highway  •
and transit networks for the portion 
of the corridor located in San Mateo 
County.

Estimation of air-passenger trips to and  •

from the San Francisco International 
Airport.

Recalibration and validation of the model  •
with the above enhancements to base 
year 2005 observed travel conditions in 
the project corridor.

The GBI corridor model update included 
recalibration of all aspects of the model, in-
cluding auto ownership, trip generation, trip 
distribution and mode choice models. A new 
base year 2005 peak period highway and daily 
transit validation was then implemented to 
ensure that the new models were able to 
match observed travel patterns. Appendix 
B1 details the specific model enhancements, 
methodology, and results of the base year 
model validation.

The following sections provide a summary of 
the scenarios that were modeled and the re-
sults of the modeling forecasts.

Future Modeling 6.2. 
Scenarios

Summary of 6.2.1. 
Scenarios Modeled
As shown in Table 6-1, a total of seven sce-
narios were modeled, including: 2005 Exist-
ing, 2035 Baseline/No Project, and five 2035 
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“Project” scenarios. For the three Enhanced 
transit scenarios, two variations in transit 
service were investigated.  The first, the 
Enhanced Transit network (“a” scenarios), 
assumed the implementation of BRT service 
separately in the two counties along the GBI 
corridor with a transfer at the county line. 
The second, the Enhanced Transit with Seam-
less BRT network (“b” scenarios), assumed 
a new continuous BRT service running the 
length of the corridor.  This chapter present 
results for the entire set of scenarios, includ-
ing those with Seamless BRT (Scenarios 3b, 
5b, and 7b); however, for simplicity, the Seam-
less BRT scenarios are not illustrated in the 
graphs presented in this chapter. Chapter 7 
highlights the differences in performance of 
the two BRT options in greater detail.

Year 2035 6.2.2. 
Corridor-Wide Land 
Use Assumptions and 
Growth Patterns 
The potential ridership, and hence the suc-
cess of the possible implementation of BRT 
along the Grand Boulevard Initiative (GBI) 
project corridor, depends on the land use 
patterns around the stations – especially the 
patterns within walking distance of the sta-
tions. Besides estimating ridership, another 
major purpose of the study was to analyze 

Scenario Forecast Year Land Use Alternative Transit Alternative

1 2005 2005 Existing 2005 Existing

2 2035 ABAG 2035 Baseline 2035 Baseline Transit

3 2035 ABAG 2035 Baseline 2035 Enhanced Transit (a,b)

4 2035 Moderate Land Use 2035 Baseline Transit

5 2035 Moderate Land Use 2035 Enhanced Transit (a,b)

6 2035 Enhanced Land Use 2035 Baseline Transit

7 2035 Enhanced Land Use 2035 Enhanced Transit (a,b)
Note: 
a.  Inter-agency transfer at county line

b.  No inter-agency transfer at county line

Table 6-1. Land use and transit scenarios modeled

San Mateo County Santa Clara County
Tier 1 Tier 1
Millbrae Caltrain/BART Palo Alto Caltrain

San Mateo Caltrain Santa Clara Caltrain/BART

Hillsdale Caltrain San Jose Diridon Caltrain/BART

Redwood City Caltrain
Tier 2 Tier 2
All Other Caltrain (Except Bayshore and 
South San Francisco)

California Avenue Caltrain

All BART (Except Millbrae and SF Airport) All BRT Stations

All BRT Stations

Table 6-2. Tier 1 and Tier 2 station classification for future land use scenarios
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the impact of the various growth patterns 
on transit boardings, mode shift, vehicle 
miles traveled, and other indicators. Both the 
stand-alone and the combined effects of the 
implementation of BRT and intensified land 
use were evaluated.

In this study, all existing Caltrain and BART 
stations, future planned BART stations, and 
future potential BRT stations within one-half 
mile of El Camino Real were classified into 
Tier 1 and Tier 2 stations for the purpose of 
creating the GBI land use scenarios.  The two 
tiers of stations in the San Mateo County and 
Santa Clara County portions of the GBI cor-
ridor are shown in Table 6-2.

As the table indicates, the Tier 1 stations are 
the regional rail stations including Millbrae, 
San Mateo, Hillsdale, Redwood City, Palo 
Alto, Santa Clara, and San Jose Diridon Sta-
tion. The Tier 2 stations include all the local 
rail stations (both Caltrain and BART) and 
potential future BRT stations along El Camino 
Real.  In San Mateo County, the Bayshore and 
South San Francisco Caltrain stations, and the 
San Francisco Airport BART Station, were 
excluded from the analysis because they are 
located more than one-half mile from the GBI 
corridor.  In Santa Clara County, all Caltrain 
stations other than San Jose Diridon, Santa 
Clara, California Avenue, and Palo Alto were 
excluded because they were more than one-
half mile from the GBI Corridor.  Atherton 

Station in San Mateo County and College 
Park Station in Santa Clara County were also 
excluded from the analysis because they are 
limited-service stations.

Assuming that one-third mile is a reasonable 
walking distance for regional rail stations and 
a quarter-mile for secondary rail and BRT 
stations, either a third-mile or quarter-mile 

buffer area was created for each station 
in the study scope according to whether 
it was classified as Tier 1 or Tier 2. These 
buffer areas are considered the primary 
market for two levels of land use intensifica-
tion corresponding to two additional future 
year land use scenarios: Moderate and En-
hanced.  However, the analysis unit of the 

Figure 6-1. GBI corridor, transit stations, and TAZs
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transportation forecasting model is the traffic 
analysis zone (TAZ), the boundary of which 
is not consistent with that of the buffer area. 
Hence, the TAZs intersecting the buffer areas 
are used as an approximation for the project 
corridor.  Figure 6-1 displays the TAZs, tran-
sit routes, and Tier 1 and Tier 2 stations in 
the GBI corridor.  

In the development of the Moderate and En-
hanced land use datasets, the portions inside 
and outside the buffer area are treated dif-
ferently for the TAZs in the project corridor. 
Both housing and jobs for the portion inside 
the buffer area were increased according 
to density levels targeted based on industry 
standards and VTA Community Design & 
Transportation (CDT) Program guidelines, as 
shown in Table 6-3. 

In the reallocation to achieve the density tar-
gets for the Moderate and Enhanced land use 
alternatives, the following constraints were 
assumed: 

Preserve county control totals from  •
ABAG Projections 2007 figures – real-
locate growth from outside to inside GBI 
corridor

Do not borrow growth from rail stations  •
outside GBI corridor

In both counties, assume that 50 per- •
cent of land in station areas is potentially 
re-developable for both residential and 
commercial

In San Mateo County, assume that 25 per- •
cent of the commercial acreage in station 
areas is counted as residential, for both 
scenarios.

The population and other socioeconomic 
data including households by income group, 
population by age group, and employment 
residents, were increased to keep the ratio to 
the housing units the same. In the case that 
the density threshold is already met in the 
ABAG projections for year 2035, the ABAG 
data were preserved. For the portion outside 

the buffer area, the ABAG data proportioned 
based on the area ratio are applied under the 
assumption that the original land use pattern 
is evenly distributed in a TAZ.  The sum of 
the inside and outside portion thus derived 
constitutes the land use of each TAZ in the 
project corridor for the two additional land 
use alternatives, which are likely to be higher 
than the ABAG projections. The additional 
growth required in the project corridor by 
these alternatives is achieved by reallocating 
growth from TAZs outside GBI corridor to 
TAZs in the project corridor; the equations 
used to conduct this reallocation are listed 
under Growth Reallocation Equations in Ap-
pendix B2. 

The detailed model assumptions and results, 
for the sake of organization, are reported 
in Appendix B; the reader will need to refer 
to those tables throughout the discussion in 
Chapter 6.  Table B3-1 presents households 
and total employment for TAZs in the GBI 
corridor and outside the GBI corridor in 

San Mateo County Santa Clara County
Tier Residential Employment Residential Employment

Moderate 
Land Use

1 40 DU/Acre 174 Emp/Acre (1.0 FAR) 55 DU/Acre 260 Emp/Acre (1.5 FAR)

2 20 DU/Acre 87 Emp/Acre (0.5 FAR) 20 DU/Acre 130 Emp/Acre (0.75 FAR)

Enhanced 
Land Use

1 75 DU/Acre 348 Emp/Acre (2.0 FAR) 75 DU/Acre 348 Emp/Acre (2.0 FAR)

2 40 DU/Acre 174 Emp/Acre (1.0 FAR) 40 DU/Acre 174 Emp/Acre (1.0 FAR)
               Note: DU = Dwelling unit; FAR = Floor area ratio

Table 6-3. Density specification 
for future year land use 
scenarios
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four land use datasets:  the base year 2005, 
the year 2035 base land use scenario (ABAG 
Projections 2007 data), the year 2035 Mod-
erate land use scenario, and the year 2035 
Enhanced land use scenario.  In San Mateo 
County the GBI project corridor is expected 
to experience an increase of over 24,800 
households, or a 48 percent of total county-
wide growth, and over 90,800 jobs, or a 48 
percent total countywide growth, between 
the years 2005 and 2035 under ABAG Projec-
tions 2007 assumptions. For the Moderate 
land use scenario in San Mateo County, an ad-
ditional 8,900 households, or another 17 per-
cent of county total growth, and an additional 
9,800 jobs – or another 5 percent of county 
total growth – will be transferred from re-
gions outside the corridor area to the region 
within the GBI corridor. For the Enhanced 
land use scenario in San Mateo County, an 
additional 17,900 households, or another 34 
percent of county total growth, and an ad-
ditional 35,300 jobs – or another 19 percent 
of county total growth – will be transferred 
to the GBI project corridor area. In the En-
hanced scenario in San Mateo County, the 
household growth outside the GBI corridor 
area of San Mateo County would be elimi-
nated and the job growth in the GBI corridor 
area would reach 73 percent of the county 
total growth. 

In Santa Clara County the GBI corridor area 
is expected to experience an increase of over 

14,300 households, or a 7 percent of total 
countywide growth, and over 47,800 jobs, or 
a 10 percent total countywide growth, be-
tween the year 2005 and 2035 under ABAG 
Projections 2007 assumptions. For the Mod-
erate land use scenario in Santa Clara Coun-
ty, an additional 9,300 households, or another 
4 percent of county total growth, and an ad-
ditional 42,000 jobs – or another 8 percent 
of county total growth – will be transferred 
from regions outside the corridor to the area 
within the GBI corridor. For the Enhanced 
land use scenario in Santa Clara County, an 
additional 14,000 households, or another 7 
percent of county total growth, and an ad-
ditional 20,600 jobs – or another 4 percent 
of county total growth –  will be transferred 
to the GBI corridor area. In the Enhanced 
scenario in Santa Clara County, the growth 
in the GBI corridor of Santa Clara County 
will reach 18 percent of county total growth 
for households and 22 percent of the county 
total growth for jobs.  The higher opportu-
nity for the growth of the corridor in Santa 
Clara County lies in the fact that the City of 
San Jose has a large amount of year 2035 pro-
jected growth outside of the corridor which 
can be reallocated.

Table B3-2 (see Appendix B) summarizes the 
change in jobs-per-household ratio across 
four land use scenarios.  In San Mateo Coun-
ty, the ratio increases from 1.30 jobs per 
household to 1.68 jobs per household from 

year 2005 to 2035 under the assumptions of 
ABAG Projections 2007. Compared to the 
year 2035 base land use scenario, the ratios 
for both the Moderate and Enhanced scenar-
ios are reduced slightly, which can be attrib-
uted mainly to the assumed conversion of 25 
percent of commercial acreage to residential 
inside the GBI corridor for San Mateo Coun-
ty.  The same assumption is not applied to 
Santa Clara County; hence, the ratio remains 
the same 1.71 jobs per household across all 
future year scenarios, though it has also been 
increased compared to the year 2005 ratio of 
1.48 jobs per household. 

Tables B3-3, B3-4, and B3-5 (see Appendix B) 
summarize the daily home-based work trips 
to/from San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa 
Clara Counties resulting from the applica-
tion of the home-based work trip distribu-
tion models using the four land use datasets, 
and compare those with each other and with 
the year 2005 observed data. The year 2005 
modeled trips match the observed trips very 
well with the biggest discrepancy being 2.1 
percent, for trips between Santa Clara and 
San Mateo County, with the remainder all 
close to or less than 1 percent, which indi-
cates that the model is reliable to be used to 
forecast the future year trips. The interchang-
es between these counties all exhibit a large 
percentage increase in home-based work 
person trips from year 2005 to 2035, about 
50 percent or more, with trips from Santa 
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Clara to San Francisco exhibiting the largest 
percentage increasing by more than 100 per-
cent between 2005 and 2035. These results 
indicate that the growing work trip demand 
from 2005 to 2035 will place an increasing 
burden on the highway and transit facilities 
between the three counties for peak period 
travel since most work trips occur during the 
peak period. Whether and to what level the 
possible implementation of BRT may relieve 
this burden is another investigation the study 
will undertake using the model results.

Year 2035 6.2.3. 
Transportation Network 
Assumptions
For this study, roadway and transit networks 
consistent with the county long range trans-
portation plans were used as the basis for all 
future year scenarios.  Two additional transit 
networks were created to evaluate the im-
pact of transit enhancements on the travel 
patterns in the GBI corridor, both with and 
without intensified land use. The network 
assumptions for the three year 2035 transit 
alternatives are as follows:

2035 Baseline Transit net-1. 
work, which includes:

Caltrain electrification and 114 train  •
per day schedule

South San Francisco – Oakland ferry •

Dumbarton rail extension •

BART extension to San Jose/Santa  •
Clara (full build – 6 stations in Santa 
Clara County)

BRT service along two other cor- •
ridors in Santa Clara County (Santa 
Clara/Alum Rock and Stevens Creek)

2035 Enhanced Transit network, which 2. 
adds BRT along length of GBI cor-
ridor. The new BRT lines are assumed 
to have the following key attributes:

Frequent service, considerably faster  •
than local routes

Dedicated lanes in portions of  Santa  •
Clara County; queue jump lanes in 
key locations in San Mateo County

High-quality vehicles, stations, and  •
amenities

Same fare as local service along the  •
corridor (assumption for modeling 
purposes)

2035 Enhanced Transit with Seam-3. 
less BRT network, which is the same 
as the second alternative except that 
it provides a seamless BRT connec-
tion along the GBI corridor, with no 
transfer required at the county line

None of the three 2035 transit networks 
include High-Speed Rail or the Caltrain 

Downtown Extension in San Francisco.

BRT in the Enhanced transit alternatives is 
assumed to be an overlay service, with local 
routes 390, 391 and 22 continuing to serve 
the corridor. The headways for BRT were 
assumed to be 10 minutes. BRT station loca-
tions would be 0.75-1 mile apart on average. 
BRT travel times were assumed to be 33 
percent below local bus times in Santa Clara 
County and 25 percent below in San Mateo 
County. 

It was also assumed that the BRT service 
would include other improvements, which 
would give BRT a premium over local bus in 
traveler’s preferences and which were simu-
lated in the model by using a “mode-specific 
coefficient” in the mode choice model.  These 
other improvements could include:

Enhanced low-floor vehicles with distinc- •
tive branding

Ticket vending machines at most or all  •
locations

Transit signal priority (TSP) along the en- •
tire length of the corridor

Real-time transit information along the  •
entire length of the corridor

Chapter 7 provides more insight into what 
types of physical improvements and service 
enhancements might be most appropriate 
if BRT were to be implemented in the GBI 
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corridor. 

Each of the transit alternatives were coded 
based on segment speed information, station 
locations, transit schedules and background 
feeder bus operating plans provided by 
SamTrans and VTA staff. The potential BRT 
stations in the corridor are listed below:

For BRT 391 serving San Mateo County (Sta-
tions listed from south to north):

Palo Alto Caltrain •

El Camino/Ravenswood (northbound); El  •
Camino/Live Oak (southbound)

El Camino/5th Ave •

El Camino/Cedar (northbound);               •
El Camino/Lincoln (southbound)

El Camino/Jefferson •

El Camino/San Carlos •

El Camino/Ralston •

S. El Camino/W. Hillsdale •

S. El Camino/E. 25th Ave •

S. El Camino/17th Ave •

S. El Camino Real/E. 2nd Ave (north- •
bound); S. El Camino Real/E. 4th Ave 
(southbound)

N. El Camino Real/E Poplar •

El Camino Real/Burlingame •

El Camino/Broadway •

El Camino/Murchison •

El Camino/E. Millbrae •

El Camino/Silva •

El Camino/San Felipe •

El Camino/W. San Bruno •

El Camino/Sneath •

El Camino/W. Orange •

El Camino/Arroyo •

El Camino/Lawndale (northbound); El  •
Camino/McLellan (southbound)

El Camino/D St •

Mission/Price (northbound); Mission/ •
School (southbound)

Daly City BART •

For BRT 522 serving Santa Clara County (Sta-
tions listed from north to south): 

Palo Alto Caltrain •

El Camino/California •

El Camino/Arastradero •

El Camino/Showers •

El Camino/El Monte* •

El Camino/Castro •

El Camino/Bernardo •

El Camino/Hollenbeck •

El Camino/Remington •

El Camino/Wolfe •

El Camino/Lawrence •

El Camino/Kiely •

El Camino/Scott •

Santa Clara Caltrain •

The Alameda/Naglee •

The Alameda/Julian •

San Jose Diridon Caltrain •

* El Camino/El Monte is not currently a stop 
on the 522 Rapid. Though it was inadvertently 
coded in the future year transit network as a 
BRT station, its station area was not included 
in the land use intensification. Depending 
on whether the base or enhanced transit 
network is assumed, about 100 or 750 daily 
boardings were estimated for this station.

Modeling Results6.3. 
There are a variety of evaluation measures 
that are produced by the models that indicate 
the performance of the alternatives. The fol-
lowing evaluation measures have been used 
to summarize the results of the GBI modeling 
analysis:

Transit boardings  •

Transit passenger-miles and trip lengths •

Travel mode share •

Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) •

Peak period traffic volumes •

BRT options comparison: Potential for  •
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cross-county service (discussed in Chap-
ter 7)

These evaluation measures were developed 
to help answer the following primary ques-
tions based on the modeling analysis:

Is there a market for enhanced tran-1. 
sit (BRT) along the GBI corridor?

Are there benefits of implementing BRT 2. 
and intensified land use together?

Are there other benefits besides 3. 
increased transit ridership?

Are there benefits to potentially in-4. 
troducing cross-county BRT ser-
vice along the GBI corridor?

The results of the GBI modeling analysis are 
presented in the sections below, organized 
by the different evaluation measures.  As 
mentioned earlier, results of the cross-county 
BRT options comparison are presented in 
Chapter 7.

Transit Boardings6.3.1. 
Transit boardings are one of the most basic 
measures of performance of a transit route 
or system.  A boarding represents a single 
user getting on a transit vehicle to start a 
one-way trip.  Thus a round trip involves two 
boardings, and a one-way trip with one trans-
fer between routes or modes also involves 

two boardings.  For the GBI Corridor Plan 
modeling analysis, weekday boardings were 
chosen as one key indicator of the benefits of 
the different modeling scenarios.

Table B4-1 summarizes the total weekday 
boardings across all scenarios for all transit 
lines including local bus lines KX, 390 and 
391, BRT 391, Caltrain and BART, serving the 
San Mateo County portion of corridor.  Table 
B4-2 summarizes the total weekday boardings 
across all scenarios for all transit lines includ-
ing local bus Line 22, BRT 522, Caltrain and 
BART, serving the Santa Clara County por-
tion of corridor, with the last column showing 

the total boardings in the whole corridor 
including both the San Mateo and Santa Clara 
portions. For Line 22 and BRT 522, only the 
boardings for the stations inside the GBI cor-
ridor are summarized.

Table B4-2 shows a total of 162,550 week-
day boardings estimated for the year 2035 
Baseline, S2, scenario for the entire corridor, 
which more than doubles the 70,561 board-
ings modeled in year 2005. For the Moderate 
land use alternative, S4, transit boardings in 
the corridor will be 175,127, an increase of 
12,577 boardings, or 7 percent, compared to 
the Baseline scenario.  For the Enhanced land 

Figure 6-2. Transit boardings comparison. Enhanced transit scenarios, for entire GBI corridor
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use alternative, S6, the transit boardings in 
the corridor are projected to be 200,438, an 
increase of 37,889 boardings, or 23 percent, 
comparing to baseline scenario. Scenario S3, 
the transit enhancement alone, will result in a 
total of 186,766 weekday boardings or an ad-
ditional 24,216 boardings, or 15 percent, add-
ed to the baseline scenario. Scenario S7, the 
scenario combining both Enhanced land use 
and Enhanced transit, will result in a total of 
233,380 weekday boardings, which represents 
an additional 70,830 boardings, or 44 percent, 
added to the baseline scenario. 

Tables B4-1 and B4-2 show a slight drop in 

BART and Caltrain boardings in some sce-
narios relative to the 2035 baseline scenario 
as the consequence of the competition intro-
duced by the new BRT service. Both Caltrain 
and BART ridership are projected to double 
from the year 2005 to 2035 and this model 
assumes the addition of one additional peak 
hour train per direction per weekday for 
Caltrain.  The competition from BRT service 
may actually provide an essential complement 
to future Caltrain and BART facilities.  The 
relationship between Caltrain and the poten-
tial future BRT service is explored further in 
Chapter 7.

Another interesting result shown in these 
two tables is that a “seamless” BRT (no 
transfer at the county line) does not have a 
substantial effect on total boardings in the 
corridor.  Scenarios S3b and S5b, both seam-
less BRT scenarios, have slightly higher transit 
boardings than their respective BRT-with-
transfer alternatives, S3 and S5.  However, 
Scenario S7b has slightly lower transit board-
ings than Scenario S7.  Considering that the 
elimination of transfers obviates the necessity 
for an inter-county passenger to get off one 
bus to board another at the county line, the 
slight impact may indicate that the induced 
transit trips due to the increased level of ser-
vice resulted from the seamless transfer may 
well offset the negative impact on boarding. 

Figure 6-2 depicts transit boardings graphi-
cally, showing the total weekday boardings 
along the GBI corridor in the 2035 Baseline,  
S2, versus the three scenarios that include 
Enhanced transit (S3, S5, and S7).  Figure 6-2 
includes boardings on all transit services in 
the corridor including local bus, potential new 
BRT, Caltrain, and BART.  As the figure indi-
cates, implementing BRT could lead to a 15 to 
45 percent increase in weekday transit board-
ings along the corridor depending on the land 
use scenario.

Figure 6-3 depicts the modeling results in 
terms of weekday transit boardings along the 
corridor for the full range of alternatives, 

Figure 6-3. Transit boardings comparison. All scenarios, for entire GBI corridor
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including scenarios with and without en-
hanced transit.  As the figure shows, pro-
jected ridership increases with both enhanced 
transit and intensified land use, but the two 
scenarios with the highest ridership include 
both land use intensification and BRT service.

The modeling results in the two figures above 
show that the implementation of the en-
hanced transit (BRT) and the intensification of 
land use both increase transit use in the cor-
ridor, and the greatest increases in weekday 
transit boardings are seen in the scenarios 
that implement BRT and intensified land use 
together (S5 and S7).  In addition, the benefits 
of implementing BRT and intensified land use 
together are greater than their effects sepa-
rately, as shown in Figure 6-4.

These results suggest that there are syner-
gies to implementing enhanced transit (BRT) 
and intensified land use together – in other 
words, the whole of these actions is greater 
than the sum of the parts.

Transit Passenger-6.3.2. 
Miles and Trip Length
Transit passenger-miles is an indicator of the 
total amount of travel that occurs by tran-
sit on a given route or system, taking into 
account both the number of person-trips 
(boardings) and the length that each person 
rides.  Transit passenger-miles represent 

another important indicator of the relative 
benefits or effectiveness of a transit route or 
system.  Average transit trip length is an in-
dicator of how long people are riding a given 
transit route or system on average.  Trip 
length can be used to gain insight into the 
type of market a transit route serves – for 
instance, whether it serves a local/short-
distance market or a regional/long-distance 
market.

Tables B4-3 and B4-4 summarize the tran-
sit passenger miles in the corridor. Similar 
patterns in the variation of passenger miles 
across scenarios are found as those encoun-
tered with the boardings shown in Tables  
B4-1 and B4-2, except that the seamless 
transfer scenarios increase transit passenger-
miles in the corridor consistently compared 
to their corresponding BRT-with-transfer 
scenarios. 

Tables B4-5 and B4-6 show the transit trip 
length for different transit lines in the corri-
dor, which are calculated by dividing the tran-
sit passenger miles shown in Tables B4-3 and 
B4-4 by the transit boardings shown in Tables 
B4-1 and B4-2.  Since Caltrain and BART 
both serve multiple counties, their respective 
trip length calculations are an approximation 
of the average length of the portion of trip 
traveled inside the GBI corridor in either 
county.  As shown in these two tables, the 
introduction of new competition by the BRT 

alternatives (Scenarios S3, S5 and S7), in com-
parison with their corresponding base transit 
alternatives (Scenarios S2, S4 and S6), reduces 
or increases the trip length of the competing 
transit modes in the corridor respectively de-
pending on whether the other mode is local 
bus or commuter rail.

The effect of land use intensification on the 
trip length of various transit modes is less 
consistent, with the trip length of the same 
transit mode in the portion of the corridor 
located in one county moving in an opposite 

Figure 6-4. Transit boardings comparison. Effects of 
separate enhancements verses combined land use and 
transit enhancements
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direction from that in the other county. For 
example, in the San Mateo County portion 
of the corridor, the trip length of Caltrain is 
reduced from 16.14 miles in the base land use 
alternative (Scenario S2) to 13.87 miles in the 
enhanced land use alternative (Scenario S6). 
On the contrary, it is increased from 13.64 to 
14.09 miles in the Santa Clara County por-
tion of the corridor.  The overall effect of the 
land use intensification on all transit modes, 
nevertheless, is no different from that of the 
transit improvements, in that both reduce the 
average transit trip length in the corridor as 
portrayed in the last column of Table B4-6.  
However, the overall reduction is likely real-
ized through different means, from the transit 
improvement via increased mobility to areas 
close by and from the land use intensification 
via increasing the accessibility of proximate 
activity centers.

Figure 6-5 shows the relative transit trip 
lengths of local bus, BRT, and Caltrain for one 
representative scenario, S7 (Enhanced Transit 
and Enhanced Land Use). The patterns of the 
trip lengths for these three transit modes are 
similar in the other 2035 scenarios. In gener-
al, the average trip length for local El Camino 
bus service is about two to four miles, for 
new BRT service about six to eight miles, and 
for Caltrain about 14 to 16 miles. Segmented 
by trip lengths, the potential market for BRT 
appears to be clearly distinct from those 
served by local bus and Caltrain. 

Travel Mode Share 6.3.3. 
Travel mode share refers to the percentage 
of trips that are made by different modes 
of transportation.  Mode share may be re-
ported for different categories of trips – for 
instance, all trips, home-based work trips, or 
non-work trips.  Travel mode share is often 
broken down into auto (drive alone and car-
pool), transit, and bike/walk modes, but may 
be reported at a finer level of detail in some 
cases.  Since the goal of many transportation 
and land use planning efforts is to reduce 
the percentage of travel by single-occupant 
vehicle (drive alone), reporting this share as 

well as transit and walk/bike shares can be an 
indicator of the effectiveness of the planned 
improvements.

Table B5-1 and Figure 6-6 show the change 
in the share of the home based work trips in 
the GBI corridor among various modes: auto, 
transit, bike/walk.  Only the work trips both 
originating and ending in the GBI corridor 
are included in the summary. The baseline 
scenario is projected to slightly increase tran-
sit and bike/walk shares to 6.32 percent and 
12.37 percent, respectively, compared to 4.85 
percent for transit and 11.71 percent for bike/

Figure 6-5. Transit trip length comparison for Scenario S7
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walk, respectively, in the year 2005.  With 
the implementation of BRT alone in Scenario 
S3, the transit share can increase significantly 
from 6.32 percent in the baseline scenario to 
7.87 percent, accompanied by a correspond-
ing reduction of the auto share, though also 
with a slight reduction in the bike/walk share. 
Both land use intensification alternatives (Sce-
narios S4 and S6) unanimously increase both 
the transit and bike/walk share compared to 
the baseline scenario.  The mode shift effect 
is the most pronounced in Scenarios S7 and 

S7b, the Enhanced Land Use and Enhanced 
Transit scenario.  In these scenarios, the tran-
sit mode share increases by more than 4 per-
cent to approximately 10.5 percent, the bike/
walk share increases by one percent to 13.37 
percent, and the auto mode share is corre-
spondingly reduced by 5.19 percent. 

Similar to the boardings results shown in 
Figure 6-3, the benefits of combining transit 
improvements with land use intensification 
on mode shifts are greater than the effects 

separately. Another interesting finding is 
that the seamless transfer also increases the 
transit share slightly comparing to the cor-
responding transfer alternative. For example, 
from Scenario S7 to S7b, the transit share in-
creased from 10.50 percent to 10.59 percent. 

Figure 6-6. Change in mode 
shares. Home-based work 
trips inside GBI corridor
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Vehicle Miles 6.3.4. 
Traveled (VMT)
The aggregate number of miles traveled by 
automobile in a given area, typically referred 
to as vehicle miles traveled (VMT), can be a 
useful measure of the effectiveness of transit 
enhancements or land use changes in meeting 
planning objectives.  This is so because other 
factors, such as greenhouse gas emissions or 
energy consumption due to automobile use, 
are directly related to automobile VMT.  The 
formula used to calculate VMT can be found 
in Appendix B2.

From the traffic assignments in the model, 
VMT were summarized within the GBI cor-
ridor, outside the GBI corridor, and county-
wide for both Santa Clara and San Mateo 
counties, for each scenario.  These results are 
presented in Tables B5-2, B5-3, and B5-4 and 
in Figure 6-6.

Table B5-2 compares the VMT inside the GBI 
corridor across scenarios. The intensifica-
tion of land use increases the total VMT in 
the corridor while the implementation of 
BRT reduces it.  For example, under the En-
hanced land use scenario, S6, the daily VMT 
in the corridor grows to 4,090,640, or an 
8.6 percent increase over baseline S2. Un-
der the same land use, the implementation 
of BRT, Scenario S7, reduces the increase of 
total daily VMT to 7.7 percent over baseline 

S2. The results shown here indicate that the 
implementation of BRT has a mitigating ef-
fect on the increased total daily VMT due to 
land use intensification. The daily VMT per 
household for all project scenarios, whether 
due to land use intensification or the BRT 
implementation, decreases compared to 
the baseline. VMT decreases from 22.35 in 
baseline to 22.25 in Scenario S3, and further 
reduces with the intensification of land use to 
18.70 in Scenario S6. The lowest daily VMT 

per household,18.55, is achieved with the 
combination of enhanced land use and BRT in 
Scenarios S7 and S7b. This consistent reduc-
tion of VMT per household can be explained 
by two factors. First, land use intensification 
increases the opportunity for activity near 
the corridor and reduces the need to travel 
lengthy distances for daily amenities. Second, 
BRT encourages a shift from driving to transit 
by creating an option that reduces the need 
to drive overall.

Figure 6-7. Daily VMT per household comparison
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Table B5-3 summarizes VMT outside the GBI 
corridor. The results presented show that the 
total daily VMT decreases with both the land 
use intensification and the BRT implementa-
tion.  The largest reductions come in Sce-
narios S6 and S7, which can be mainly attrib-
uted to the reduction of household growth 
in these areas.  The daily VMT per household 
outside the corridor increases with the 
increase of land use density in the corri-
dor because the intensification within the 

corridor comes at the price of the reduced 
opportunity for activity outside the corridor.  
Daily VMT per household decreases with 
the implementation of BRT, which indicates 
that BRT would encourage a mode shift to 
transit for households both inside and outside 
the corridor.  Overall, total daily VMT for all 
households and VMT per household in San 
Mateo and Santa Clara Counties reduce with 
all project scenarios (see table B5-4).

Figure 6-7 compares the VMT per household 
for Baseline S2, Enhanced Transit and Mod-
erate land use Scenario S5, and Enhanced 
Transit and Enhanced land use Scenario S7.  
The chart shows that the households residing 
inside the GBI corridor on average travel far 
fewer miles per day by automobile than those 
living outside the corridor, or compared to 
the regional average. 

Figure 6-8 compares the VMT per household 
for each modeling scenario (S2 through S7), 
at a countywide level for both San Mateo and 
Santa Clara Counties.  This chart expands 
on the differences in countywide VMT levels 
shown in the previous figure.  While the dif-
ferences in VMT across the two counties for 
the different scenarios are relatively small, 
the chart shows that the greatest reduction 
in VMT is seen in Scenario 7, with both En-
hanced Transit and the densest land use. 

Figure 6-8. Daily VMT per household, countywide for both counties
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Peak Period 6.3.5. 
Traffic Volumes
Automobile traffic volumes on key roadways 
are a key indicator of the overall level of 
vehicular traffic congestion in a corridor or 
area.  Volumes may be reported on a daily 
basis or for a specific period (such as an AM 
or PM peak 3- or 4-hour period, or an AM 
or PM peak hour).  Traffic volumes by them-
selves do not indicate how much congestion 
exists on a given roadway; to get a fuller pic-
ture of congestion levels, volumes should be 
compared to roadway capacity to determine 
roadway level of service (LOS).  However, 
roadway traffic volumes by themselves can 
offer a broad indicator of the change in traf-
fic congestion, and may help indicate whether 
congestion is likely to increase or decrease 
with a proposed transportation improvement 
or land use change.  By reporting changes in 
roadway traffic volumes for the GBI modeling 
scenarios, it is possible to compare the sce-
narios against each other and see which are 
likely to have positive or negative impacts on 
traffic congestion.

Peak period traffic volumes at key screen-
line locations, as determined by the highway 
assignment model results, were compared 
across the future year scenarios to evaluate 
the impact of transit enhancements and land 
use intensification on traffic volumes.  A set 
of 4 screenlines, roughly evenly spaced along 

the GBI corridor, was used; the combined 
traffic volume across the four screenlines 
was calculated for each scenario.  For this 
purpose, the AM peak period is from 5AM 
to 9AM and the PM peak period is from 3PM 
to 7PM.  The four screenlines used for this 
analysis are shown in Figure 6-9. 

Table B5-5 shows the peak period traffic vol-
umes across the selected screenlines. Com-
pared to the baseline, both land use intensifi-
cation scenarios S4 and S6 increase the traffic 
volume across screenlines during peak peri-
ods.  However, the implementation of BRT 
can significantly reduce the volumes, essen-
tially mitigating the traffic impacts of the land 
use intensification.  For instance, the traffic 

1

2

3

4

Figure 6-9. Screenlines used for peak period traffic volume summaries
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volume for scenario S3 is 0.21 percent lower 
than that for the baseline during the AM peak 
period and 0.34 percent lower during the PM 
peak period. Though moderate land use in-
tensification scenario S4 increases the volume 
by 0.57 percent during the AM peak period 
and 0.32 percent during the PM peak, the 
implementation of BRT under the same land 
use assumption reduces volume growth to 
0.22 percent during the AM peak period and 
0.01 percent during the PM peak period, re-
spectively.  Similarly, Scenario S7 works in the 
same way as S6 by bringing down the growth 

in the screenline volume from 0.79 percent to 
0.26 percent during the AM peak period and 
from 0.45 percent to 0.02 percent during the 
PM peak period.

Figure 6-10 further illustrates the mitigation 
effects of the BRT service on the increase in 
traffic volumes associated with land use inten-
sification in the corridor.

Summary of 6.4. 
Modeling Findings
The modeling analysis documented in this 
chapter set out to answer four primary 
questions.  Based on the modeling results 
described in the previous section, it appears 
that the following answers have emerged:

Is there a market for enhanced transit 1. 
(BRT) along the GBI corridor?  Yes.

Are there benefits of implementing BRT 2. 
and intensified land use together? Yes.

Are there other benefits besides in-3. 
creased transit ridership? Yes.

Are there benefits to potentially in-4. 
troducing cross-county BRT service 
along the GBI corridor? As Chapter 
7 will discuss, results are mixed.

The following are key observations based on 
the findings of the travel demand modeling 
effort as a whole:

BRT shows great potential along the GBI  •
corridor, but would require significant 
financial investment and supporting land 
uses.

Planning for growth in the corridor needs  •
to be done in a more aggressive manner – 
with the highest land use intensifications 
come the greatest benefits.

Figure 6-10. PM peak period screenline volume comparison

+5%

+4%

0%

+2%

+3%

+1%

-2%

-1%

-4%

-3%

-5%

PM Peak Period Screenline Volume Comparison

S3 S5S4 S7S6

Enhanced
Transit

Enhanced
Transit

Moderate
Land Use

Enhanced
Transit

Moderate
Land Use

Enhanced
Land Use

Enhanced
Land Use

Modeling Scenario

Without BRT added
With BRT added

Source: VTA

Pe
rc

en
t 

C
ha

ng
e 

fr
o

m
20

35
 B

as
el

in
e 

(S
2)



G R A N D  B O U L E V A R D  M U LT I M O D A L  T R A N S P O R TAT I O N  C O R R I D O R  P L A N 163

6 .  F U T U R E  T R A N S I T  A N D  L A N D  U S E  S C E N A R I O S

BRT and land use intensification can play  •
a significant role in addressing VMT and 
greenhouse gas reduction goals.

Further study is required before a con- •
clusion can be drawn on potential cross-
county BRT service.

We should educate the public about how  •
enhanced transit and land use together 
can improve livability.

While the results of the modeling effort show 
promise for a combination of BRT and strate-
gic land use intensification, they are just one 
type of data input that should be considered 
when determining policy direction for the 
corridor. The next chapter will build on this 
analysis and explore additional sources of 
information with implications for long-term 
transit and land use planning along the El 
Camino Corridor. 
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This chapter identifies future transit service needs and a recommended level and 
type of transit service for the GBI corridor.  The analysis of future transit needs and 
recommended transit service for the corridor includes a combination of quantitative and 
qualitative measures, which can generally be summarized as working towards five main 
objectives:

Summarizing input on transit needs for the corridor• 

Identifying • potential market segments and transit characteristics

Assessing compatibility of existing and projected land uses with enhanced transit• 

Identifying broad • capital improvements and estimating conceptual capital 
costs of enhanced transit

Exploring the potential for • cross-county transit service along the 
corridor
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Summary of 7.1. 
Transit Needs
Input on future transit needs for the Grand 
Boulevard corridor was solicited by the GBI 
partners (SamTrans, C/CAG and VTA) from 
the GBI Working Committee and the GBI 
Task Force at four meetings between Octo-
ber 2008 and March 2010.  Some input was 
gathered early in the Corridor Plan process, 
before much technical work had been under-
taken, and some input was gathered after the 
release of draft results of the travel demand 
modeling analyses contained in Chapter 6, 
which included consideration of enhanced 
transit (in the form of Bus Rapid Transit, or 
BRT) for the corridor.  By including discus-
sions with both the Working Committee and 
the Task Force, input on transit needs was 
received from public agency staff, private de-
velopers, advocacy groups (such as environ-
mentalists and housing advocates), and some 
members of the general public who attended 
the two Task Force meetings.  

The following is a summary of the key input 
that was received on transit needs in the 
GBI corridor through the process described 
above:

Transit service on the GBI corridor  •
should aim to attract choice riders.  The 
design of services along the corridor 
should take into account the different 

market segments and orientation of the 
potential riders.

Service should be fundamentally different  •
from what exists now – it should be high-
quality, faster, and more efficient than lo-
cal bus service.

Transit service on the GBI corridor  •
should be seamless across county lines.  
There should be no transfer required, and 
ideally the same fare medium would be 
accepted in either county.

The agencies involved in planning the ser- •
vice should provide incentives for people 
to ride, whether through financial incen-
tives (e.g., fares or passes) or through a 
competitive travel time.

Planning for enhanced transit along the  •
GBI corridor should consider first-mile 
and last-mile connections, station access 
options, and possible feeder service, and 
park-and-ride facilities.

Enhanced transit along the GBI corridor  •
should be accompanied by streetscape, 
pedestrian, and bicycle improvements 
along the roadway.

In addition to the transit needs expressed 
through the GBI Working Committee and 
Task Force that are summarized above, the 
results of the travel demand modeling found 
in Chapter 6 also provide an input into rec-
ommendations on the type and level of transit 

service appropriate for the corridor.  At the 
summary level, the travel demand modeling 
showed the following:

There is a market for enhanced transit  •
(modeled as BRT service) along the GBI 
corridor when looking at transit ridership 
and trip lengths.

There are benefits to implementing BRT  •
and enhanced land use together in the 
corridor.

There are other benefits besides tran- •
sit ridership, namely increased walking/
cycling, reduced vehicle-miles traveled 
(VMT), and reduced roadway congestion 
levels.

Market Segments 7.2. 
& Characteristics of 
Potential Enhanced 
Transit Service
The scope of the Corridor Plan called for the 
analysis of the potential transit market along 
the GBI corridor to identify characteristics of 
an enhanced transit service that would best 
match the market.  This analysis of the mar-
ket included two components:

An analysis based on market segmenta- •
tion data using the Service Planning Tool 
(SPT) available in each county
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An analysis of the different markets  •
served by Caltrain/BART, local bus, and a 
potential enhanced transit service, based 
on trip length data and the physical char-
acteristics of the transit corridors

These two analyses are described further in 
the following sections.

Service Planning 7.2.1. 
Tool Analysis of Proposed 
Transit Improvements 
on El Camino Real
The transit Service Planning Tool (SPT), de-
veloped by Cambridge Systematics, Inc. (CS), 
uses original market research data, travel 
demand forecast model transportation net-
works, and county GIS files to analyze the 
impact of transit improvements on travel 
mode split.  The SPT and accompanying data 
allow the examination of market preferences 
of the people located in specific zones, pro-
viding guidance from the community collected 
through previously-conducted surveys.  The 
SPT estimates mode choice given changes in 
the service characteristics (e.g., wait time, 
price, etc.), network structure (e.g., number 
of transfers), or customer experience (e.g., 
real-time transit information, seat availability, 
etc.).  The research that supports the tool 
was originally conducted for VTA in 2005 
for the Comprehensive Operations Analysis 

(COA) and for SamTrans in 2004 to inform 
several planning efforts.

This analysis employed the SPT to evaluate 
the different types and levels of transit ser-
vice along the El Camino Real corridor for 
the most positive impact. A full description of 
the methodology used in the SPT analysis is 
available in Appendix C.

The following recommendations take into 
consideration the results of this SPT analy-
sis as well as previously conducted analy-
ses completed by Cambridge Systematics. 
Recommendations are organized by type of 
improvement. 

Real-Time Transit Information (RTTI) • : 
In San Mateo County, the CS work sug-
gests that RTTI would improve ridership 
along the entire corridor. In Santa Clara 
County, the analysis for the Corridor 
Plan using the VTA SPT suggests that the 
Central Santa Clara (I-880 to Lawrence/
Halford) segment holds the most promise 
for an increase in bus ridership as a result 
of this improvement.

Special Bus • : The CS data indicates a posi-
tive response to a unique BRT vehicle 
throughout the corridor.

Special Stations • : The CS data indicates a 
positive response to unique BRT stations 
throughout the corridor.

Travel Time Improvements • : The CS work 
suggests a positive ridership response to 
increased bus speed due to infrastructure 
improvements (queue-jump lanes, signal 
prioritization, etc.), but the analysis us-
ing VTA’s SPT does not provide support 
for skipping stops when looking at bus 
service independently. The data suggests 
that BRT service is warranted, and there 
remains a strong market for local bus ser-
vice along this corridor.

Other improvements • : The CS work found 
that a range of additional improvements 
would increase ridership for both coun-
ties, including increased land use density 
(jobs and housing) within walking distance 
of the corridor; improved pedestrian 
environment through traffic calming, land-
scaping, building design guidelines, land 
use and sidewalk improvements; and an 
integrated shuttle access program.
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Transit Trip Lengths 7.2.2. 
& Corridor Alignments
Another way of looking at the market for ser-
vice along the GBI corridor is to consider the 
lengths that customers ride on various transit 
services, and the physical alignment of the 
different transit corridors.  This effort consid-
ered two main types of information:

Trip length data for local bus ser-1. 
vice, enhanced transit (BRT) and 
Caltrain from travel demand mod-
eling discussed in Chapter 6

The physical layout of the GBI cor-2. 
ridor in relation to Caltrain, 
BART, and local bus lines 

Transit Trip Length Data 
As part of the regional travel demand model-
ing, data on the average trip length of trips 
made on each transit service along the GBI 
corridor was assembled.  These data were 
summarized for each of the 2035 modeling 
scenarios, and are discussed further in Chap-
ter 6. Figures shown are for Scenario 7 (En-
hanced Transit and Enhanced Land Use) but 
are similar for other modeling scenarios.

Figure 7-1 displays the differences in average 
transit trip lengths for the local El Camino 
bus service, potential enhanced transit/
BRT along the GBI corridor, and Caltrain in 

modeling Scenario 7 (Enhanced Transit and 
Enhanced Land Use).  The figure shows aver-
age trip lengths separately for each county, 
but the pattern is fairly similar for both coun-
ties.  As the figure shows, it is projected 
that average trip lengths on local bus ser-
vice would be roughly 2 to 4 miles, average 
lengths on enhanced transit/BRT would be 
roughly 6 to 8 miles, and average lengths on 
Caltrain would be roughly 14 to 16 miles.  It 
is important to note that these lengths are 
calculated within each county, not for the en-
tire length of the trips (i.e., not across county 
lines). In addition, only Caltrain stations 

within the study area (i.e., within one-third 
mile of the Corridor) were included in this 
analysis. These distinctions are important to 
keep in mind for the Caltrain trips, where 
the average trip length on the entire system 
(including trips from San Francisco south to 
Gilroy) is closer to 30 miles.

Based on the trip length data above, it ap-
pears that BRT along the GBI corridor would 
serve travelers making mid-length trips, who 
are a fairly distinct market from those making 
trips on either local bus or rail service.  This 
suggests that BRT would not necessarily com-
pete with existing transit services, at least 

Figure 7-1. Projected 2035 transit trip lengths from travel demand modeling
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based on the lengths of trips travelers wish to 
make.

Comparison of Corridor 
Alignments
Another way of making observations about 
the potential market that an enhanced transit 

service along the GBI corridor could serve is 
by looking simply at the physical character-
istics of the GBI corridor compared to the 
characteristics of nearby transit services.  

Figure 7-2 shows the alignment of potential 
BRT service along the GBI corridor (in red), 
compared to existing and future planned 
BART service (in yellow), the Caltrain 

corridor (in green) and the VTA light rail sys-
tem (as a dashed black line). The “Tier 1” and 
“Tier 2” station distinction is related to the 
modeling assumptions presented in Chapter 
6. Local bus service along El Camino Real, 
while not explicitly noted in the legend, also 
generally follows the red line on the map.

The following observations can be made 
about the relationship between the GBI cor-
ridor and the Caltrain and BART corridors 
based on the physical characteristics of their 
different alignments:

From Daly City to Millbrae • : This area 
of the GBI corridor is generally within 
one-quarter mile of BART, but more than 
one mile from Caltrain.  Therefore, the 
GBI corridor is frequently within walking 
distance of the BART corridor, but well 
beyond walking distance to Caltrain.  The 
GBI corridor makes a close connection 
with both BART and Caltrain in Millbrae.

Millbrae to Palo Alto • : In this area the GBI 
corridor is generally within one-quarter 
mile, and sometimes within a few hundred 
feet, of the Caltrain alignment.  There-
fore, the GBI corridor is almost always 
within walking distance of the Caltrain 
line in this area.  The GBI corridor makes 
a direct interface with BART and Caltrain 
in Millbrae, and a close interface with Cal-
train at nearly every other station along 
this stretch.

Figure 7-2. Transit corridor alignments
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South of Palo Alto • : In this area, the GBI 
corridor is generally three-quarters of a 
mile or more from the Caltrain line.  The 
two exceptions are a close interface with 
Caltrain (and planned future BART ser-
vice) at Santa Clara Station and with Cal-
train, ACE, Capitol Corridor, VTA light 
rail, and planned future BART service at 
San Jose Diridon Station. 

While these physical characteristics above do 
have some bearing on the potential market 
for GBI enhanced transit service compared 
to the nearby existing transit services, one 
factor they do not take into account is sta-
tion spacing. Caltrain and BART stations are 
generally spaced at greater distances (usually 
2 miles or more) than BRT stations, which 
are typically spaced about three-quarters of 
a mile to a mile apart.  Similarly, BRT station 
spacing is considerably wider than local bus 
stop spacing, which may vary by agency policy 
but is often closer to one-eighth of a mile.  

Trip Lengths and 
Corridor Alignments
The following preliminary findings and recom-
mendations can be made from the analysis in 
previous sections.

The transit trip length data suggest en- •
hanced transit/BRT along the GBI Cor-
ridor may serve a distinct travel market 

rather than taking travelers away from 
existing nearby transit services.

BRT along the GBI corridor would closely  •
parallel the existing Caltrain and BART 
lines in some areas, especially in San Ma-
teo County.  BRT along El Camino Real in 
Santa Clara County would generally serve 
distinct areas apart from Caltrain.  How-
ever, the spacing of station stops on each 
service also needs to be considered.

Further study of potential travel markets  •
and the relationship between the GBI 
corridor and other transit routes is need-
ed to draw firmer conclusions and make 
additional recommendations.

Land Use & 7.3. 
Transit Assessments
This section looks at projected land use 
trends and identifies any implications for tran-
sit service along the corridor.  The section 
also looks at an example of setting land use 
density thresholds for transit service along 
the GBI corridor.

Overview of 7.3.1. 
Projected Growth
Projected household and job growth in the 
2035 Base Scenario (growth from 2005 to 
2035, consistent with ABAG Projections 

2007) was mapped for both San Mateo and 
Santa Clara counties at the TAZ level.  The 
magnitude of projected growth was denoted 
on the maps by different shadings, with the 
smaller amounts of growth in lighter shad-
ing and the larger amounts in darker shading.  
The results of this exercise for the 2035 Base 
Scenario for projected growth in households 
are shown in Figure 7-3, and results for pro-
jected job growth are shown in Figure 7-4.

The level of growth projected in the 2035 En-
hanced Land Use Scenario was also mapped 
across both counties for comparison.  In the 
2035 Enhanced Scenario, some of the pro-
jected growth in both households and jobs 
was redistributed from outside the GBI cor-
ridor to inside the GBI corridor to meet cer-
tain density targets selected for the station 
areas (existing Caltrain and potential future 
BRT) along the corridor.  The density targets 
were conceptual-level thresholds, based on 
typical guidelines in planning literature, as 
well as guidelines developed as part of VTA’s 
Community Design & Transportation (CDT) 
Program and Transit Sustainability Policy.  
Further information about the assumptions 
and methodology for the 2035 Enhanced Land 
Use Scenario in the travel demand modeling 
effort is included in Chapter 6.  The results of 
this exercise for the 2035 Enhanced Land Use 
Scenario for projected growth in households 
are shown in Figure 7-5, and for projected 
growth in jobs in Figure 7-6.
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The following are some observations on the 
overall projected growth trends across the 
two counties in the general vicinity of the GBI 
corridor, at a broad scale:

In the 2035 Base Scenario, housing  •
growth is relatively concentrated, while 
job growth is more dispersed.  This can 
be seen by comparing the locations of 
the darker-shaded zones in Figure 7-3 
and Figure 7-4; as the figures show, there 
are more dark areas, showing greater 
amounts of growth, outside the corridor 
in Figure 7-4 (showing jobs) than there 
are in Figure 7-3 (showing households).

In the 2035 Enhanced Land Use Scenario,  •
the difference is even more dramatic.  
This can be seen by comparing the areas 
of darker shading in Figure 7-5 and Figure 
7-6.  As can be seen in these two figures, 
in the 2035 Enhanced Scenario much of 
the growth in households is projected to 
occur within the GBI corridor (especially 
in San Mateo County), while there are 
still substantial pockets of job growth 
outside the GBI corridor.

The observations above have significant impli-
cations for how to provide transit service in 
the GBI corridor and nearby areas. 

Projected Housing 7.3.2. 
and Job Density within 
GBI Corridor
In addition to the overview of projected 
growth in San Mateo and Santa Clara coun-
ties, the study team looked at projected 
housing and job density within walking dis-
tance of the GBI corridor.  Geographic infor-
mation systems (GIS) analysis was performed 
using 2035 Baseline Scenario land use data 
(consistent with ABAG Projections 2007) to 
calculate the projected housing and job den-
sity by TAZ. 

The area of this GIS analysis included only 
TAZs with centers located within ½ mile of 
the corridor.  Residential density was calcu-
lated as the number of 2035 projected house-
holds over the projected residential acreage 
in 2035, while employment density was cal-
culated as the number of projected jobs over 

the projected commercial/industrial acreage 
in 2035.  Based on these projected 2035 resi-
dential and job densities, the TAZs in both 
counties were classified into several catego-
ries corresponding roughly to their ability to 
support levels of transit service.  Table 7-1 
shows the density thresholds that were used 
into this classification exercise.  Job density is 
expressed as floor area ratio (FAR) because 
most municipalities generally regulate land 
use on this basis (rather than employees per 
acre).  It was assumed that a FAR or 1.0 was 
equivalent to approximately 174 employees 
per acre, or 4 employees per 1,000 square 
feet (a typical assumption for office uses).

Figure 7-7 shows the projected 2035 residen-
tial density within walking distance of the GBI 
corridor in the 2035 Baseline Scenario, and 
Figure 7-8 shows similar information for pro-
jected job density.  As can be seen in Figure 
7-7, in the 2035 Baseline Scenario (consistent 

Transit Service Type Residential Density Job Density/Quantity 

Local Bus 
(Medium Frequency) 

7 units/acre 
7M – 20M square feet in 
nearby CBD 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 20 units/acre 1.0 FAR 

Note:  BRT figures are for the length of the corridor; station area thresholds are higher

Sources: TCRP Report 95, Chapter 15 – Land Use and Site Design, 2003;  VTA Community Design & Transportation Manual, 2003

Table 7-1. Typical land use thresholds to support enhanced levels of transit
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with ABAG Projections 2007 data), residen-
tial density within walking distance of the 
GBI corridor is expected to fall in the 7 to 
20 units/acre range for much of the corridor, 
with some TAZs within the corridor exceed-
ing 20 units/acre – a density that is some-
times considered a threshold to support BRT 
service. 

As Figure 7-8 illustrates, job density within 
walking distance of the GBI corridor in 
the 2035 Baseline Scenario is projected to 

generally be below a FAR of 0.5.  However,  
significant clusters of employment with densi-
ties of at least 0.5 or even over 1.0 are pro-
jected to occur in areas such as San Mateo, 
Redwood City, Palo Alto, Mountain View, 
and San Jose. These areas are most likely to 
support BRT service according to the general 
thresholds described above.

In considering the implications of these pro-
jections of household and job density for 
the level and type of transit service for the 

GBI corridor, it is important to keep several 
things in mind:

The density thresholds discussed in this  •
section should not be taken in isola-
tion.  For instance, one should not look 
simply at projected residential density 
or job density, but the two in combina-
tion.  When considering both types of 
development along the GBI corridor, it is 
likely that much of the corridor reaches 
density supportive of enhanced transit in 
the future.

The local bus service along El Camino  •
Real in both counties, and VTA’s Rapid 
522 service, are among the most produc-
tive routes in both agencies’ systems now, 
and are likely to become more productive 
in the future.  This is likely due to the 
combination of attractive origins and des-
tinations along the corridor and the de-
mographics and market orientation of the 
population near the corridor.  This sug-
gests that enhanced transit service such 
as BRT has the potential to be successful, 
based on current trends.  

Further analysis of ridership potential  •
given existing land use and projected 
medium-term land use changes should be 
performed to better determine the po-
tential market for BRT along the corridor.  
In Santa Clara County, such analysis has 
already been performed in the VTA BRT 
Strategic Plan.

Figure 7-7. Projected 2035 residential density in GBI corridor – Baseline Scenario

San Mateo County Santa Clara County

Source: ABAG Projections 2007
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Projected Job Growth 7.3.3. 
near GBI Corridor
A third area of land use analysis involved 
looking at projected job growth near the GBI 
corridor – in areas just beyond walking dis-
tance, but within a reasonable shuttle or feed-
er bus distance from the corridor.  For the 
purposes of this analysis, the area of interest 
was defined as between one-half mile and 
three miles from the corridor.  The objective 
of this analysis was to identify “hot spots” 
of job growth that are projected to occur in 

this area of interest, and consider ways to tie 
them to transit service along the GBI cor-
ridor.  Job data from the 2035 Enhanced Land 
Use Scenario was used in the analysis.

A GIS analysis was performed using a meth-
odology somewhat similar to that described 
in the previous section.  Projected job den-
sity, and projected job growth (2005 to 2035) 
were calculated based on the 2035 Enhanced 
Land Use Scenario data, and TAZs were high-
lighted if they:

Fell beyond walking distance but within  •
reasonable shuttle distance (0.5 to 3 
miles from the GBI corridor); and

Were projected to reach a job density  •
supportive of enhanced transit (1.0 FAR 
or 174 jobs/acre) in the 2035 Enhanced 
Land Use Scenario; or

Were projected to see significant job  •
growth (an increase of least 1,000 jobs 
from 2005) in the 2035 Enhanced Land 
Use Scenario.

The results of this analysis for the entire GBI 
corridor are shown in Figure 7-9.  Areas of 
high job growth alone are shown in red, areas 
of transit-supportive job density are shown 
in dark blue, and areas meeting both criteria 
(growth and density) are shown in purple.  
As the figure shows, there are significant hot 
spots of job activity projected to occur just 
beyond walking distance of the GBI corridor, 
particularly east of the corridor closer to San 
Francisco Bay.  

In addition to creating a corridor-level view 
of these areas, the study prepared more fo-
cused maps showing the projected hot spots 
in San Mateo and Santa Clara counties.  Areas 
projected to reach the job thresholds or job 
densities described above were noted with 
shapes on the maps.  Note that this was done 
simply through visual inspection and is meant 
to simply show areas of interest, not to ex-
haustively catalog all areas of projected job 

San Mateo County Santa Clara County

Figure 7-8. Projected 2035 job density in GBI corridor – Baseline Scenario

Source: ABAG Projections 2007
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Figure 7-9. Projected job growth near the GBI corridor

Source: ABAG Projections 2007

Figure 7-10. San Mateo County employment “hot spots”

Figure 7-11. Santa Clara County employment “hot spots”
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growth or density. The results of this exercise 
are shown in Figures 7-10 and 7-11.

Projected employment hot spots near the 
GBI corridor in San Mateo County, based on 
2035 Enhanced Land Use data, include:

South San Francisco1. 

SFO area - Millbrae/San Bruno2. 

SFO area - Burlingame3. 

Foster City/San Mateo4. 

Redwood Shores/eastern Redwood City.5. 

Projected employment hot spots near the 
GBI corridor in Santa Clara County, based on 
2035 Enhanced Land Use data, include:

1. Stanford Research Park

2. Southeast Palo Alto

3. North Bayshore, Mountain View

4. Moffett/Middlefield area, Sunnyvale/Moun-
tain View

5. Stevens Creek Boulevard corridor

6. North First Street corridor, San Jose.

After identifying the projected hot spots, 
employment growth, or density close to 
but beyond walking distance of the GBI cor-
ridor, the study team identified a number 

of possible options for how these hot spots 
could be tied to the main north-south transit 
services along the GBI corridor.  These op-
tions, which are not meant to be an exhaus-
tive list, could include the following: 

Employer shuttles/feeder services to BRT  •
and Caltrain 

Transit schedule coordination/timed  •
transfers

Pedestrian and bicycle connections and  •
supporting facilities

Physical improvements at BRT and Cal- •
train stations: 

Providing curb space for shuttles •

Providing enhanced passenger  •
amenities

Other transit improvements (e.g., VTA  •
light rail system efficiency improvements, 
Stevens Creek BRT).

Several points about these options are worth 
noting.  First, while these options were iden-
tified as possible ways to tie projected em-
ployment hot spots to transit service along El 
Camino Real, in many cases they could also 
tie job centers to Caltrain or BART stations 
near the GBI corridor as well; the options are 
not mutually exclusive but rather are often 
complementary.  Second, increases in shuttle 
or feeder services will generally need to in-
volve public-private partnerships, or private 

sector funding, due to budget constraints and 
service policies at the transit agencies along 
the corridor.  Third, some of the areas shown 
as hot spots in this analysis may be served 
by other transit lines or may be targeted for 
other transit improvements unrelated to the 
Grand Boulevard Initiative.  For instance, job 
concentrations just north of the Daly City/
San Francisco line or along North First Street 
in San Jose are likely to be served by existing 
Muni, BART, or VTA services.  Projected job 
hot spots along the Stevens Creek Corridor 
west of downtown San Jose are anticipated 
to be served by VTA’s planned BRT line along 
this route. 

Capital 7.4. 
Improvements & 
Conceptual Costs
Based on the outcomes of the travel demand 
modeling and transit service planning analy-
ses, a preliminary set of broad capital im-
provements to support enhanced transit on 
the GBI corridor was identified.  This list was 
then used to develop conceptual capital cost 
estimates for enhanced transit service along 
the GBI corridor in each county.  
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Approach and 7.4.1. 
Key Assumptions
The following is the general approach for 
identifying capital improvement items for en-
hanced transit service along the GBI corridor 
in both counties.

In Santa Clara County • : Assume “BRT 
2”1 with a combination of dedicated and 
mixed-flow lanes, consistent with the as-
sumptions of the 2009 VTA BRT Strategic 
Plan

In San Mateo County • : Assume a range of 
improvements to show the range of po-
tential costs for enhanced service:

Lower end: “Limited Stop” service,  •
mainly involving wider stop spacing, 
new distinctive signage at stops, and 
new vehicles (consistent with current 
SamTrans buses) to support overlay 
service

Higher end: “Standard BRT” service,  •

Transit Service Type
Conceptual Capital Cost 
(2009 dollars)

Broad Capital  
Improvements Included

Standard BRT Service $120 million

Roadway improvements• 
31 high-end, branded • 
vehicles
Station construction• 

Limited Stop Service $25 million
Bus stop signage• 
33 standard vehicles• 

Table 7-2. Conceptual capital cost range for enhanced transit along GBI corridor in San Mateo County

Conceptual Capital Cost of “Standard BRT”
along GBI Corridor in San Mateo County

62%
Station Construction
(Short Side Platforms,
Fiber Optic Cables)

29%
Vehicles

9%
Roadway Improvements
(Mixed-Flow Running with
Queue Jump Lanes)

Source: VTA

Figure 7-12 (left). Conceptual capital cost of “Standard 
BRT” along GBI Corridor in San Mateo County

1. In its Transit Sustainability Policy/Service Design Guidelines, 
adopted in February, 2007, VTA defines two levels of BRT 
service, which differ according to the capital investment require-
ments and the level of infrastructure provided.  VTA’s policies 
define BRT 2 as generally involving operation in a dedicated 

right-of-way, arterial bus lanes, at-grade busways,  
grade-separated busways, rail-like stations with enhanced ameni-
ties, off-board fare collection and coordinated land use planning.
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operating in mixed-flow with queue 
jump lanes at key intersections

The common assumptions about capital im-
provements for the possible implementation 
of BRT service in both counties include the 
following:

Overlay service, operating on 10-min- •
ute headways

Substantial, light rail-style stations (a  •
mix of 90’ and 160’ and side median 
platforms were assumed in Santa Clara 
County; only 90’ side platforms were 
assumed in San Mateo County)

High-end, branded vehicles •

Queue jump lanes where no dedicated  •
lanes would be used

Fiber optic cables for communication,  •
to support ticket vending machines at 
all or key stations

These cost estimates are conceptual, order-
of-magnitude estimates of capital costs only.  
Estimates of operating costs, net operating 
costs, or cost per passenger are beyond the 
scope of the Multimodal Transportation Cor-
ridor Plan, but should be developed if BRT 
improvements are pursued.  The VTA BRT 
Strategic Plan included such estimates for 
the portion of the corridor in Santa Clara 
County.

Transit Service Type
Conceptual Capital Cost 
(2009 dollars)

Broad Capital  
Improvements Included

BRT 2 Service $216 million

Dedicated/mixed-flow • 
roadway improvements

Station construction • 
(center and side platform)

14 high-end, branded • 
vehicles

Table 7-3. Conceptual capital cost range for enhanced transit along GBI corridor in Santa Clara County

Conceptual Capital Cost of “BRT 2” along
GBI Corridor in Santa Clara County

50%
Station Construction
(Center and Side Platforms,
Fiber Optic Cables)

42%
Corridor Construction

7%
Vehicles

1%
Other Costs

Source: VTA

Figure 7-13 (right). Conceptual capital cost of “BRT 2” 
along GBI Corridor in Santa Clara County
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Conceptual Capital 7.4.2. 
Costs: San Mateo County
Based on the assumptions about broad capi-
tal improvements described above and unit 
and per-mile costs developed in the VTA 
BRT Strategic Plan, conceptual capital cost 
estimates for enhanced transit along the GBI 

corridor in San Mateo County were devel-
oped.  Two order-of-magnitude cost figures 
were developed, one for the lower-end ser-
vice assumption (Limited Stop service) and 
one for the higher-end service assumption 
(Standard BRT).  Table 7-2 shows the range 
of conceptual capital costs estimated for en-
hanced transit service along the GBI corridor 

in San Mateo County, along with the broad 
capital improvement items included in the es-
timates.  Figure 7-12 shows the breakdown of 
conceptual capital costs for the Standard BRT 
service along the GBI corridor in San Mateo 
County.

Conceptual Capital 7.4.3. 
Costs: Santa Clara County
To maintain consistency with the recent VTA 
BRT Strategic Plan, the same capital improve-
ment items were assumed (to produce BRT 2 
service as described in the previous section) 
and therefore the same conceptual capital 
cost figure from the Strategic Plan was used. 
This figure was roughly $216 million (in 2009 
dollars) for implementation of service along 
the El Camino Real segment from Diridon 
Station to the Palo Alto Transit Center, 
without the optional loop at San Jose State 
University.  This conceptual cost estimate 
includes only the incremental number of ve-
hicles required to operate BRT service once 
the Santa Clara-Alum Rock BRT service from 
downtown San Jose to the Eastridge Mall has 
already been introduced.

Table 7-3 shows the estimated conceptual 
capital costs for implementing BRT 2 service 
along the GBI corridor in Santa Clara County, 
along with the broad capital improvement 
items included in the estimate.  Figure 7-13 

Figure 7-14. Estimated per-mile costs of BRT and LRT (including corridor, stations, and vehicles)
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shows the breakdown of conceptual capital 
costs for the BRT 2 service along the GBI 
corridor in Santa Clara County.

Comparison of 7.4.4. 
BRT Conceptual Capital 
Costs to Other Options
To provide a point of comparison as to how 
the capital costs presented in the previous 
two sections might compare to other en-
hanced transit options, information is provid-
ed in Figure 7-14 about per-mile costs of BRT 
in two different configurations contrast to the 
per-mile costs of light rail transit (LRT).  The 
per-mile BRT costs are derived from the capi-
tal cost estimate in the 2009 VTA BRT Strate-
gic Plan to show a lower-end and higher-end 
range of possible per-mile BRT costs and are 
specific to the Bay Area context.  The per-
mile LRT costs are from a United States Gen-
eral Accounting Office study and represent 
typical costs across the United States; costs 
in the Bay Area may be considerably higher.  

BRT Options: 7.5. 
Potential for Cross-
County Service
This section discusses potential options for 
improving cross-county transit service coor-
dination along El Camino Real.  This concept 
was addressed in two ways:

In the travel demand modeling effort, 1. 
scenarios with Enhanced Transit (BRT) 
operating individually along the GBI cor-
ridor in the two counties (“a” scenarios), 
and scenarios with BRT operating seam-
lessly along the length of the corridor 
(“b” scenarios) were both analyzed.

In the future transit service planning 2. 
process discussed earlier in this chapter 
and in Appendix C, further analysis of the 
potential cross-county enhanced transit 
scenarios was performed, including an 
analysis of the potential impacts of a seam-
less BRT service along different portions 
of the corridor and other considerations 
of potentially implementing such a service.

The projected results of introducing a seam-
less BRT service on a corridor-wide level 
were summarized in Chapter 6 of the Cor-
ridor Plan.  In that chapter, the tables gener-
ally presented results for the entire set of 
scenarios, including those with Seamless BRT 

(Scenarios 3b, 5b, and 7b).  The figures in this 
section show the differences in performance 
between the two BRT options (with-transfer 
“a” scenarios and seamless “b” scenarios).

Analysis of Potential 7.5.1. 
Cross-County Service: 
Corridor-Level Results
When transit enhancements are being consid-
ered, projected daily boardings are the most 
common indicator used to describe the gen-
eral benefits and effectiveness of the service.  
Therefore the projected weekday boardings 
on the different BRT options in this study are 
presented in this section.  However, when 
comparing transit enhancement options with 
and without transfers, looking at boardings 
figures alone does not tell the whole story.  
This is because the transit boardings may 
be artificially inflated by the presence of the 
transfer – i.e., some travelers who are mak-
ing only a one-way trip are counted as two 
boardings when they transfer between routes 
or modes.  For this reason, looking at linked 
transit trips can be another useful indicator of 
the effectiveness of a transit improvement.  A 
linked transit trip is defined as a single one-
way trip on transit, regardless of the number 
of transfers between modes; therefore, linked 
transit trips can be a useful way to show the 
level of usage of a transit route or system and 
factor out the effect of transfers. 
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Figure 7-15 summarizes the projected week-
day boardings for the all the modeling sce-
narios including the two BRT options (with 
and without transfer).  Figure 7-16 shows the 
projected weekday linked transit trips for 
these same modeling scenarios and BRT op-
tions.  It is important to note that while both 
of these charts show increases compared to 
the Baseline Scenario S2, they cover differ-
ent geographic areas and sets of trips, so the 

magnitude of the changes are not directly 
comparable.  The more important thing to 
note in each figure is the comparison be-
tween the ‘a scenarios’ (BRT with transfer) 
and ‘b scenarios’ (Seamless BRT), and wheth-
er the ‘b scenarios’ produce any difference 
from the ‘a scenarios’.

As Figure 7-15 illustrates, a “seamless” BRT 
(no transfer at the county line) does not 

appear to have a substantial effect on total 
boardings in the corridor. Figure 7-15 shows 
that the ‘separate BRT’ and ‘seamless BRT’ 
options produce almost the same increase 
in transit boardings along the GBI corridor 
relative to the Baseline Scenario, S2.  For 
instance, both of the Enhanced Transit with 
Base Land Use scenarios (Scenarios 3 and 3b) 
produce a roughly 15 percent increase in total 
weekday transit boardings along the corri-
dor, and the Enhanced Transit with Enhanced 
Land Use scenarios (Scenarios 7 and 7b) both 
show nearly a 45 percent increase compared 
to the Baseline Scenario.  The lack of change 
in boardings between each pair of scenarios 
is likely due to the the increased boardings 
resulting from the attractiveness of the seam-
less BRT service being balanced out by the 
reduction in transfer boardings at the county 
line.  

As Figure 7-16 illustrates, the “seamless” 
BRT options generate some additional transit 
linked trips, suggesting that they are attrac-
tive to at least some travelers. Scenario 3, 
Enhanced Transit (separate BRT services) 
with Base Land Use produces a roughly 3 
percent increase in total daily linked transit 
trips across Santa Clara and San Mateo Coun-
ties, while Scenario 3b (with seamless BRT 
service) yields a roughly 4 percent increase.  
The difference between the BRT options is 
slightly larger for the Enhanced Transit with 
Enhanced Land Use scenarios; Scenario 7 
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produces an increase of roughly 11 percent 
versus the Baseline Scenario, while Scenario 
7b yields an increase closer to 12.5 percent.  
These results suggest that the ‘b scenarios’ 
are more attractive to travelers and therefore 
generate some additional linked transit trips.

Analysis of Potential 7.5.2. 
Cross-County Service: 
Comparison along 
Portions of the Corridor
In addition to looking at the impacts of a 
potential cross-county service at the level of 
the entire GBI corridor, the study team also 
looked at how such a service might impact 
different portions of the corridor.  This was 
done by taking the results of the model-
ing discussed in Chapter 6 and breaking it 
down to the level of individual BRT stations 
along the GBI corridor.  The indicator used 
was combined daily boardings and alightings, 
which provides a look at the total level of 
passenger activity at each station regardless 
of the time of day or direction of travel.  This 
measure is useful to show simply which sta-
tions see more activity in the separate BRT 
scenario, and which see more activity in the 
seamless BRT scenario.  The results of this 
analysis are shown in Figures 7-17 and 7-18.  
The results are shown for Scenarios 7 and 7b 
(Enhanced Transit and Enhanced Land Use) 

but the pattern is similar for Scenarios 3 and 
3b as well as 5 and 5b.

In Figure 7-17, the BRT stations and segments 
with the highest boarding and alighting activ-
ity are shown as spikes in the graph, while the 
stations and segments with less activity are 
the dips or valleys in the graph. As the figure 

indicates, the main area with a decrease in 
activity as a result of a change from Scenario 
7 (separate BRT) to Scenario 7b (seamless 
BRT) would be in Palo Alto, where a signifi-
cant amount of transfer activity would be 
removed.  The main segments that would see 
an increase in activity with a change from Sce-
nario 7 to Scenario 7b would be from roughly 
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San Mateo to Sunnyvale, with the exception 
of the Palo Alto Transit Center.

Figure 7-18 shows the results along the length 
of the GBI corridor in another way.  This 
graph shows the difference in combined daily 
boarding and alighting activity between Sce-
nario 7 and Scenario 7b.  This graph shows 
the projected decrease in activity at the Palo 
Alto Transit Center, and the corresponding 
increase in activity at other stations to the 

north and south, with the introduction of 
seamless BRT service.  

These two figures suggests that the segment 
of the GBI corridor that would benefit most 
from the introduction of a cross-county BRT 
service would be roughly between San Mateo 
and Sunnyvale.  This is presumably the area 
where the seamless service would be the 
most attractive in comparison to separate 
BRT services running in each county.  In areas 

farther north and south along the GBI cor-
ridor, a seamless BRT service appears to be 
less attractive – perhaps because the time 
savings of avoiding the transfer is relatively 
small compared to the overall trip length.

S7 (Enhanced Transit
and Enhanced Land Use)

S7b (Enhanced Transit
and Enhanced Land Use
Without Transfer)

Source: VTA
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Potential Cross-7.5.3. 
County Service: Summary 
Observations
The modeling results summarized in this sec-
tion show that the potential implementation 
of cross-county BRT service along the GBI 
corridor would likely yield mixed results:

There appears to be some market for  •
a seamless BRT service along the GBI 

corridor.  The projected increase in linked 
transit trips with a seamless BRT service 
(compared to separate services) suggests 
that there is some market, and that there 
would be some benefits in terms of at-
tracting more riders to transit.  The fact 
that linked transit trips are increasing 
while boardings are holding steady sug-
gests that transfer-related boardings are 
being reduced at the county line, which is 
also a positive improvement for travelers.

It appears that a seamless BRT service  •
would be most attractive to travelers 
from roughly San Mateo to Sunnyvale.  
This is an indication of the areas where 
the removal of the transfer would yield 
the greatest benefits, or make the seam-
less service the most attractive in com-
parison to separate BRT services.

There are potential issues about fare pol- •
icy and farebox recovery associated with 
introducing a cross-county BRT service.  
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This is because average trip lengths on 
the seamless service are expected to in-
crease (compared to separate BRT servic-
es).  If fares on the BRT service are kept 
the same as local service and a single fare 
is charged for BRT trips across county 
lines, the farebox recovery ratio (the per-
cent of operating costs covered by fares) 
of the seamless BRT service would likely 
be lower than other similar services.2

A cross-county BRT service could po- •
tentially compete with Caltrain or other 
longer-distance services.  The extent to 
which a cross-county BRT service would 
compete with other transit services 
would be determined in part by fare 
policy, and in part by other characteristics 
such as those described in Section 1.2.2 
of this chapter.

Implementation would involve significant  •
logistical hurdles, and requires further 
study.  There are many logistics involved 
with the potential implementation of a 
cross-county BRT service along the GBI 
corridor, including fare policy, operations 
and maintenance responsibility, cost- and 
revenue-sharing, labor policies at the 
two agencies, and other considerations.  

Further study would be required to de-
termine whether such a service is feasible 
and would yield greater benefits than 
costs.

Recommended 7.6. 
Transit Service
Based on the travel demand modeling and fu-
ture transit service planning analyses, several 
preliminary recommendations about the type 
and level of enhanced transit service for the 
GBI corridor have been developed:

In Santa Clara County • : VTA should pro-
ceed with planning and design for BRT 2 
service along the El Camino Real/Alameda 
corridor.  This recommendation is based 
both on the analysis in the Multimodal 
Transportation Corridor Plan as well as 
the VTA BRT Strategic Plan completed in 
spring 2009. 

In San Mateo County • : BRT holds great 
promise for the San Mateo County por-
tion of the GBI corridor, but more de-
tailed study is needed and should proceed 
with SamTrans’ upcoming Comprehensive 
Operations Analysis.

In addition to the above recommenda-
tions about the type and level of transit 
service along the GBI corridor, the study 
team has developed several preliminary 

recommendations in other areas.  These in-
clude the following:

Land use • : Sufficient land use densities are 
essential to support enhanced transit on 
the Corridor. In Santa Clara County, the 
BRT Strategic Plan work has indicated 
that there are adequate densities to 
support the level of BRT planned for El 
Camino Real. In San Mateo County, cur-
rent low densities along many parts of the 
Corridor will need significant investment 
to provide the ridership to support BRT. 
Cities, towns, counties, and other agen-
cies and advocacy groups should continue 
to promote transit-supportive growth 
along El Camino Real. 

Phasing of transit improvements • : 
SamTrans and VTA may want to consider 
a phased approach to implementing tran-
sit improvements as land use intensifies 
along the corridor.  In Santa Clara Coun-
ty, VTA has already been taking this ap-
proach, with the introduction of the 522 
Rapid (“BRT 1”) service in 2005, and cur-
rent planning and design efforts for BRT 
2 service along El Camino Real.  In San 
Mateo County, it is possible that a similar 
approach could be adopted, with Limited 
Stop or BRT 1 service being implemented 
in the near term and fuller BRT service in 
the longer term.

Cross-county enhanced transit service • : 

2. The travel demand modeling of Enhanced Transit (BRT) 
service made the assumptions that BRT service would have the 

same fare as local service, and that BRT service across county 
lines in the seamless BRT scenarios would only cost a single 
fare.
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Further study of the potential benefits, 
costs, and logistics of such a service is 
needed.

Supporting improvements • : The cit-
ies, towns, counties, CMAs, and other 
agencies and advocacy groups involved 
in the GBI should continue to plan for 
streetscape, pedestrian, and bicycle im-
provements along the corridor.  These 
improvements could go hand-in-hand 
with enhanced transit service, but are 
also worthwhile to pursue in their own 
right.

Education and outreach • : All the parties 
involved in the GBI effort, both public 
and private, should continue to pursue 
a dialogue with decision-makers and the 
general public about the potential for en-
hanced transit service as well as related 
actions and issues.
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This chapter identifies policy options and best practices for overall operations 
and management of the GBI corridor. The chapter focuses primarily on options that 
involve multiple jurisdictions, or coordination between multiple public and private 
entities, and includes many case studies of such arrangements.

The goal of this effort was to develop a starting point for a possible future agreement 
between the Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs), Caltrans, and possibly other 
agencies involved in the management of the corridor.
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Overview of 8.1. 
Coordination Areas 
and Policy Options
As a starting point for this task, the study 
team identified three main work areas where 
coordination between agencies potentially 
could occur.  These included:

Transit service1. 

Roadway operations, manage-2. 
ment, and maintenance

Coordination on other areas includ-3. 
ing land use planning, parking sup-
ply and management, bicycle access, 
and pedestrian accommodations.

In addition, the team identified a range of 
policy options, or ways in which multi-agency 
coordination in the above areas could be 
achieved.  These options include the following:

Informal agency coordination •

Governmental resolutions of support •

Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) •

Cooperative agreements •

Joint Powers Agreements/Authorities •

Special districts •

Public-private partnerships or agreements •

Hybrid approaches – incorporating one or  •
more elements of the above.

Sections 1.1.1 and 1.1.2 provide an overview 
of the possible areas and policy options for 
cross-agency coordination.  Section 1.2 pro-
vides brief descriptions of examples and best 
practices of coordination from the Bay Area 
and elsewhere in the United States.

Areas of 8.1.1. 
Coordination

Transit service
One common area where coordination be-
tween agencies occurs is in the provision of 
public transit service.  This happens because 
public transit services are typically provided at 
the county or occasionally the city level, while 
people’s travel patterns frequently cross coun-
ty or city boundaries.  Coordination on transit 
service provision can cover a variety of areas 
such as operation of the service, schedule co-
ordination, fare policy coordination, or sharing 
of facilities and infrastructure.  Coordination 
most often occurs between multiple public 
transit agencies, but it also can involve other 
public and private entities.  Examples of such 
public-private coordination include contract 
operation of transit services, or schedule co-
ordination between public and private opera-
tors within a single metropolitan region.  

Roadway Operations, 
Management, and Maintenance
Coordination between multiple agencies is 
also common in the management of roadways, 
particularly those that cross jurisdictional 
boundaries and meet regional or longer-dis-
tance travel needs.  Roadways may be owned 
by a single agency (as is the case for a state 
highway), but may cross multiple jurisdictional 
boundaries and involve coordinated policies 
and agreements in a number of areas, including 
traffic operations, access management, incident 
management, signal timing and coordination, 
tolling, and enforcement. Maintenance respon-
sibilities generally reside with the owner of 
the roadway, but these responsibilities may 
also be shared with other public agencies (as 
in the case of signals) or even private partners 
(for sidewalk maintenance, litter abatement, 
and other specific tasks).  Coordination also 
may occur in the area of streetscape design, 
aesthetics, branding (e.g., auto malls), and 
historical signage and interpretation (e.g., El 
Camino Real marker bells).

Coordination in Other Areas: 
Land Use, Parking, Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Accommodations
Coordination between multiple agencies along 
a corridor that spans multiple jurisdictions 
also may occur in other areas.  These may 
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include land use planning along a corridor 
(particularly near jurisdictional boundaries); 
parking supply and management; establish-
ment and maintenance of bicycle routes and 
facilities; and establishment and maintenance 
of sidewalks, crossings, and other pedestrian 
facilities.

Policy Options8.1.2. 
A variety of options for policies and agree-
ments between entities can be used to achieve 
coordination on goals in the areas described 
in the previous section.  The sections below 
provide brief descriptions of the most com-
mon policy options.1  This summary is not 
meant to be exhaustive, but is intended to 
cover the options that might be considered in 
the context of the GBI corridor.  

Informal Agency Coordination
The simplest policy option for entities in-
volved in planning for and managing a shared 
corridor is informal coordination at the agen-
cy level.  The Grand Boulevard Initiative Task 
Force, Working Group, subcommittees, and 
ad hoc collaborative efforts are an excellent 

example of this type of informal coordination.  
Such coordination may lay the groundwork 
for other policy options, such as resolutions 
of support, cooperative agreements, or public-
private partnerships, or they may continue 
on an ongoing basis without being formalized.  
This type of coordination is voluntary, and may 
or may not involve a formal commitment of 
agency staff or financial resources.  

Governmental Resolution 
of Support 
In this policy option, several governmental 
entities may pass a formal resolution of sup-
port indicating their intention to meet certain 
common objectives.  This policy action has 
been frequently used in the Grand Boulevard 
Initiative process to date – for instance, in the 
adoption of the Guiding Principles by cities, 
towns, and other agencies along the corridor.  
These resolutions are a formal expression of 
the will of a governing body on a given policy 
at a particular point in time; however, they are 
subject to change, particularly if the members 
of the elected body change.

A resolution in support of corridor manage-
ment may serve as an initial step toward a 
more formal and legally binding cooperative 
agreement.  This policy option often is used 
as a vehicle for adopting a new plan or policy.  
Resolutions of support may be tentative 
and general in nature, or highly specific and 

binding.  Different sorts of agreements may 
occur throughout a process.  There may be an 
initial agreement to enter the process, agree-
ments about scheduling and agendas, and final 
agreements on recommendations or actions.

Memorandum of 
Understanding 
A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
goes beyond a resolution to document the de-
sire of involved parties to engage in a particu-
lar course of action and a pledge to commit 
to certain actions.  The essential difference is 
that an MOU cannot be amended unilaterally, 
making it a stronger commitment to coopera-
tive programs.  For corridor management, an 
MOU is generally used to define roles and 
responsibilities of participating entities, as well 
as to establish common direction on a par-
ticular course of action.  An MOU can serve 
as an intermediate step toward more exten-
sive cooperation or it may be the only form 
of declaration in those places where a more 
formal or binding agreement will not be at-
tained.  An MOU may be created between two 
or more governmental entities or between 
governmental entities and private parties.  In 
the GBI context, SamTrans, C/CAG and VTA 
entered into an MOU to manage the Multi-
modal Corridor Transportation Plan, laying out 
the responsibilities and contributions of each 
of the partners.

1. This information relies heavily on National Cooperative 
Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Synthesis 337, Coopera-

tive Agreements for Corridor Management, 2004 – in particular 
pages 6 and 9 through 12.  Sources for this section are NCHRP 
337 unless otherwise noted. 
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Intergovernmental/
Cooperative Agreement
An intergovernmental agreement or coop-
erative agreement is a legal pact authorized 
by state law between two or more units of 
government, in which the parties contract 
for or agree on the performance of a specific 
activity through either mutual or delegated 
provision.  Agreements such as this work best 
when responsibilities, financial obligations, and 
procedures are laid out in detail.  This is the 
most binding, from a legal perspective, of the 
types of intergovernmental cooperation, short 
of the creation of a new agency.  Coopera-
tive agreements often are used to coordinate 
roadway maintenance issues, such as paving, 
signalization, signing, lighting, landscaping, ac-
cess permitting, and construction activities 
within the right-of-way of a transportation 
facility.  Maintenance agreements may take the 
form of an intergovernmental agreement be-
tween governments or a public–private agree-
ment between a government and a private 
entity.

Joint Powers Agreement/
Authority
A joint powers agreement (JPA), in the broad-
est terms, is a contract among units of local 
government to do jointly whatever all partici-
pant agencies are authorized to do individually.  
In a joint powers agreement, partnering cities,  

counties, and/or special districts agree to per-
form services, cooperate with, or lend their 
powers to a new governmental entity created 
by the JPA.2

Joint Powers Authorities (also referred to as 
JPAs) may be used where:

An activity naturally transcends the  •
boundaries of existing public authorities. 
An example would be the Transbay JPA, 
set up to promote the construction of the 
Transbay Transit Center in San Francisco, 
with several transportation boards and 
counties around the Bay Area as members; 

Public entities seek economies of scale or  •
increased efficiency by combining their ef-
forts. Examples include the South Bayside 
Waste Management Agency (SBWMA), 
which provides waste management and 
diversion programs for over 460,000 San 
Mateo County residents.  Another is the 
Santa Clara County Library System, which 
provides service to eight cities and unin-
corporated Santa Clara County. 

Joint powers authorities are widely used 
in  California (where they are governed by 
Section 6500 of the California Government 
Code), but they also are found in other states.  
A joint powers authority is distinct from 
the member authorities; they have separate 
boards of directors and budgets and they as-
sume sole liability for their activities. These 

boards can be given any of the powers inher-
ent in all of the participating agencies. The 
authorizing agreement states the powers the 
new authority will be allowed to exercise. 
Joint powers authorities are governmental 
entities, as defined by the Government Code 
and, as such, are covered under the same 
public meeting, conflict of interest, and public 
record requirements that apply to cities and 
counties.  These authorities receive existing 
powers from the creating governments; thus, 
they are distinct from special districts, which 
receive new delegations of sovereign power 
from the  state.3

While JPAs typically do not have the power to 
tax, they can be instituted as Community Ser-
vice Districts, allowing them to assess taxes, 
subject to the restrictions and conditions of 
state law.

Special District
Special-purpose districts, or special districts, 
are independent governmental units that exist 
separately from, and with substantial adminis-
trative and fiscal independence from, general 
purpose local governments such as  county 
and city governments. Special districts provide 

2. http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/finance/jpa/faq.pdf; 
http://legal-dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/

joint+powers+agreement

3. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Joint_Powers_Authority
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specific services that typically are not provided 
by general-purpose governments. The services 
they provide range from basic needs such as 
hospitals, sewerage, and fire protection to 
smaller necessities such as mosquito abate-
ment and upkeep of cemeteries.  Special dis-
tricts can be used to provide transit or other 
transportation-related services.  SamTrans and 
VTA are special districts.

Special districts are founded by some level 
of government in accordance with state law 
(either by general law or special acts) and 
exist in all states. Special districts are legally 
separate entities with at least some corporate 
powers. Districts are created by legislative ac-
tion, court action, or public referendum. The 
procedures for creating a special district may 
include procedures such as petitions, hearings, 
voter or landowner approval, or government 
approval.  Special districts are governmental 
entities and, as such, are covered under the 
same public meeting, conflict of interest, and 
public record requirements that apply to cities 
and counties.  

Each district is governed by a board of direc-
tors, commissioners, supervisors, or the like. 
These boards may be appointed by public of-
ficials, appointed by private entities, popularly 
elected, or elected by benefited citizens (typi-
cally property owners). The board of a special 
district serves primarily as a managing board 
and often appoints a chief executive for day-

to-day operations and decision making and 
policy implementation. Most districts have em-
ployees, but some districts exist solely to raise 
funds by issuing bonds and/or by providing tax 
increment financing.

The authorizing legislation may give a special 
district the power to tax (usually by a prop-
erty tax but sometimes an excise or sales 
tax), issue municipal bonds, or set fees. Special 
districts also obtain funds from federal, state, 
and local appropriations; special assessments; 
sale of property; interest earnings; and utility 
revenue. Special districts may be enterprise 
(charge fees for services) or non-enterprise 
districts (typically dependent on property 
taxes).4

Public-Private Partnership 
or Agreement
Public-private partnerships are a general term 
for collaborative relationships between public 
agencies and private entities to achieve certain 
objectives.  Public-private partnerships may 
be informal (similar to public agency coordi-
nation) or more formal.  One policy option 
for formalizing such a partnership is a public-
private agreement, which is a binding contract 
between two or more parties, with at least 
one being a governmental entity and another a 
private entity.  

Public-private agreements in the corridor 
management context may address a number 
of areas.  One common type of agreement 
covers the rights and responsibilities of each 
party in regard to the common boundary 
between a roadway and adjacent private prop-
erty.  Agreements for corridor management 
often involve developer mitigation, access 
conditions, future roadway improvements, and/
or multiparty funding arrangements.  Other 
agreements may be struck between a govern-
ment agency and a utility provider, or may 
address access, easements, landscaping, joint 
occupancy of public right-of-way, parking, con-
tract services, or maintenance.

Government agencies also may use agree-
ments of this type – usually termed devel-
opment agreements – as a way to require 
landowners or developers to make reason-
able contributions toward whatever services 
and resources the government will need to 
provide as a result of a development. One ex-
ample is the requirement for developers and/
or employers to participate in and support 
a Transportation Management Association 
(TMA), such as the Bay Meadows TMA in the 
City of San Mateo.  Note that these agree-
ments are distinct from “mitigations,” defined 
as developer-funded improvements, often to 
the public right-of-way, designed to reduce 
or eliminate negative impacts of a private 
development.

4. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special_districts
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Hybrid Approach
In addition to the approaches described in 
the sections above, there also are hybrid ap-
proaches.  These could involve a combination 
of actions, implemented at the same time or 
adopted in a phased approach over time.  In 
the Grand Boulevard Initiative context, a hy-
brid approach already has been used to some 
extent.  While GBI partners have operated 
through informal agency coordination for a 
number of years, they also have encouraged 
the adoption of city and county resolutions 
and ordinances consistent with the GBI Guid-
ing Principles.  In addition, several of the part-
ner agencies entered into an MOU to com-
plete the Multimodal Transportation Corridor 
Plan.  The future holds the potential for addi-
tional coordination efforts, policies and agree-
ments, as these have proved valuable tools.

Best Practices 8.2. 
and Examples
This section provides brief descriptions of a 
number of best practices and examples of co-
ordination in corridor operations and manage-
ment.  Examples are provided first along the 
GBI corridor where available, then elsewhere 
in the Bay Area, and in a few cases elsewhere 
in the United States.  These examples are not 
meant to be exhaustive but rather to illustrate 
some of the ways coordination of corridor 
management efforts between different entities 
already is occurring.  Examples are grouped 
into the three main areas identified in Section 
1.1.1: transit service provision, roadway opera-
tions and management, and other areas of cor-
ridor management.

Transit Service 8.2.1. 
Coordination Best 
Practices
The following sections provide brief de-
scriptions of several arrangements in which 
multiple agencies, both public and private, 
collaborate to provide transit service and 
improvements.  

Caltrain/Peninsula Corridor 
Joint Powers Board
The Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 
(PCJPB, or JPB for short) is the governing 
body for the Caltrain commuter rail service 
between San Francisco and Gilroy.  The agency 
is governed by a Joint Powers Agreement 
signed by three entities: VTA, the San Mateo 
County Transit District (SamTrans), and the 
City and County of San Francisco.  Under the 
current agreement, SamTrans is the managing 
agency for Caltrain, and performs capital plan-
ning, service planning, budgeting, marketing, 
and customer service functions, in addition to 
supervising train operation. The current ex-
ecutive director of the Caltrain Joint Powers 
Board is the Executive Director of SamTrans. 
The JPB contracts with Amtrak to operate 
the trains and maintain the tracks and rolling 
stock.5

Dumbarton Express6

The Dumbarton Express is a transbay express 
bus route operating between the Union City 
BART Station and Stanford Research Park 
in Palo Alto operated through a cooperative 
agreement with a consortium of agencies.  The 

5. VTA Transportation Handbook, 2009, and Bay Rail Alliance 
website (http://www.bayrailalliance.org/pcjpb)

6. VTA Transportation Handbook, 2009 (http://www.vta.org/
brochures_publications/pdf/ch_3.pdf)
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consortium is comprised of the Alameda-Con-
tra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), BART, 
the city of Union City, the San Mateo County 
Transit District (SamTrans), and VTA.  These 
agencies all fund the net operating costs of 
the service. 7  Each member of the consortium 
pays a share of the operating expenses based 
on the origin and destination of the service’s 
passengers as determined by a ridership 
survey. AC Transit manages and operates the 
service.

Highway 17 Express8

The Highway 17 Express provides bus service 
between downtown San Jose, Scotts Valley, 
and Santa Cruz. It is operated through a co-
operative agreement involving VTA, the Santa 
Cruz Metropolitan Transit District (Santa 
Cruz Metro), the Capitol Corridor Joint 
Powers Authority, and the California Depart-
ment of Transportation (Caltrans).  VTA and 
Santa Cruz Metro equally share the majority 
of weekday net operating costs. The Capitol 
Corridor JPA and Caltrans provide funding 
for weekend and holiday service, and for costs 
associated with weekday trips not paid by VTA 
and Santa Cruz Metro. Santa Cruz Metro man-
ages and operates the service.

Developer and Employer-
Provided Shuttles
Developer and employer-provided shuttles 
are another example of coordination between 
multiple parties for the provision of transit 
services.  In this case, service may be provided 
by a developer, property owner, employer, 
or homeowner/condominium association, or 
these entities may contribute funding to allow 
a transit agency or other entity to provide the 
service.  There are a number of examples of 
arrangements of this type in the Bay Area.  For 
instance, the City of San Jose has required that 
certain residential developments in the vicinity 
of the River Oaks light rail station provide or 
pay for the provision of shuttle services from 
the developments to the light rail station.  This 
requirement has helped fund the River Oaks 
light rail shuttle, which has in recent years 
been operated by VTA.  As another example, 
the Peninsula Corridor JPB, SamTrans, and the 
Peninsula Traffic Congestion Relief Alliance 
operate multiple shuttle routes for groups of 
employers, developers, and cities. 

AC Transit East Bay BRT – 
Berkeley/Oakland/San Leandro
AC Transit is planning the East Bay Bus Rapid 
Transit (EBBRT) Project, a 17-mile bus rapid 
transit (BRT) line from Downtown Berkeley, 
through Downtown Oakland, to San Leandro, 
traveling generally along Telegraph Avenue and 

International Boulevard/East 14th Street.  This 
project involves the implementation of BRT 
service as well as streetscape improvements 
and roadway modifications, since the BRT ve-
hicles would travel in dedicated median bus 
lanes for much of the corridor.  This project, 
which is currently in the design and environ-
mental review phase, requires extensive coor-
dination between AC Transit, cities along the 
corridor, Caltrans, and other agencies.  Those 
other agencies include both funding partners 
and other organizations affected by the pro-
posed project improvements.  Among those 
agencies are utilities (public and private) and 
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 9

An important outcome of the environmental 
planning phase will be the identification of per-
mits and agreements that will be or likely will 
be required to design, construct and operate 
the East Bay BRT Project.  Long term ease-
ments or joint use agreements will need to 
be executed with corridor cities and Caltrans 
for AC Transit to have continuing control over 

7. Memo for AC Transit District Board of Directors meeting, 
January 20, 2010 (http://www.actransit.org/aboutac/bod/memos/
da966c.pdf?PHPSESSID=)

8. VTA Transportation Handbook, 2009

9. AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit Project – Project 
Management Plan for Project Development Phase, September 
2008 (http://www2.actransit.org/aboutac/bod/memos/5733c8.
pdf), p. 27, 33
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the BRT transitway and facilities, which are to 
be located in the existing public rights-of-way.  
These easements or agreements also will have 
to define responsibilities for facilities main-
tenance and repair.  To date Caltrans and AC 
Transit have worked through issues related to 
planning BRT service on a state-owned facil-
ity through a Joint Project Development Team.  
The AC Transit Board of Directors is consid-
ering a motion to enter into a Cooperative 
Agreement with Caltrans for the East Bay BRT 
Project.  That agreement would allow the AC 
Transit District to continue its current work 
and provide a legal framework for the Dis-
trict’s future work with the State.  The agree-
ment being considered defines the roles and 
responsibilities of the District and of Caltrans, 
the preparation of necessary reports, deter-
mination of rights-of-way, and other issues.  A 
similar agreement was required for the Rich-
mond Parkway Transit Center Project, which 
also included state-owned facilities. 10

Cleveland, Ohio Health Line 
BRT Public-Private Partnership
The Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Au-
thority (RTA) introduced BRT service along 
the Euclid Avenue corridor, which runs from 
downtown to East Cleveland, in 2008.  Just 
before the official ribbon-cutting on the new 
service, RTA announced a partnership with 
University Hospitals (UH) and the Cleveland 

Clinic that allowed these two prominent insti-
tutions to purchase the naming rights to the 
$200 million-plus Euclid Corridor line.  Under 
this agreement, the Euclid Corridor BRT line 
was named the Health Line and the vehicles, 
stations, signage, and collateral material all 
were given a distinctive branding and logo.

The 25-year deal, announced in February 2008, 
called for University Hospital and the Cleve-
land Clinic to pay $6.25 million dollars for the 
naming rights.  The deal has the potential to 
grow to $18 million as RTA sells sponsorships 
to stations along the 7-mile stretch of the line.  
Revenue generated from the deal is used to 
cover promotional costs and help fund the 
maintenance of the stations along the route. 11 

Roadway Operations 8.2.2. 
and Management 
Best Practices
The following sections provide brief descrip-
tions of several arrangements in which mul-
tiple agencies collaborate on roadway opera-
tions and management. 

San Mateo County Smart 
Corridor Project 
The San Mateo County Smart Corridor proj-
ect is a joint effort by Caltrans and the City/
County Association of Governments (C/CAG) 

of San Mateo County to address the traffic 
congestion on local streets and State Route 
82 (El Camino Real) in San Mateo County.  
The project is located along portions of El 
Camino Real, parallel to the US 101 corridor 
from I-380 to Whipple Avenue in Redwood 
City, and includes perpendicular local arterial 
streets. The operation, maintenance, and man-
agement of the street, highway, and freeway 
network along this corridor are within the 
jurisdictional responsibilities of several city, 
county, state, and transportation agencies.  This 
project is an initial investment to develop an 
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) infra-
structure in San Mateo County.

Since 2007, C/CAG, the project sponsor, has 
been meeting actively with the community 
and local agencies to identify traffic manage-
ment needs and has developed a project to 
address those needs.  Stakeholders include all 
public works offices, local law enforcement 
and public safety departments, transportation 
agencies, and Caltrans. Cameras, informational 
signs, other traffic operation systems (TOS) 
elements, and an interconnect between local 
and State traffic signal systems to and from 
the US-101 freeway, on local streets and on El 

10. Memo for AC Transit District Board of Directors meet-
ing, May 12, 2010 (http://www.actransit.org/aboutac/bod/
memos/550d7c.pdf)

11. GCRTA news release, February 28, 2008 (http://www.rid-
erta.com/nu_newsroom_releases.asp?listingid=1142)
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Camino Real would provide traffic managers 
with the tools to manage traffic congestion in 
the county. 

The Smart Corridor project will implement 
inter-jurisdictional traffic management strate-
gies by deploying integrated ITS elements and 
providing local jurisdictions the tools to man-
age both recurring and non-recurring traffic 
congestion by improving traffic operations and 
mobility, optimizing existing roadway facilities, 
and addressing system efficiency and safety.  
The project will implement communications 
infrastructure, traffic signal improvements, sig-
nal system interconnect, changeable message 
signs, closed circuit television cameras, and a 
vehicle detection system.

The San Mateo County Smart Corridor Proj-
ect is composed of 5 separate projects.  C/
CAG estimates that there will be a total of 
5 Cooperative Agreements between C/CAG 
and Caltrans over the course of the Smart 
Corridor Project:

Program Approval and Environ-1. 
mental Document (executed)

Design (executed)2. 

Construction Phase for El Cami-3. 
no and other locations within the 
State right-of-way (in process)

Construction Phase for local ar-4. 
terials and streets (potential)

Integration (to be determined).5. 

There is also a Construction Administration 
Funding Agreement for construction manage-
ment of the Smart Corridor (El Camino proj-
ect) between C/CAG and the County of San 
Mateo.

In addition to these Cooperative Agreements, 
the Smart Corridor Project has involved a 
number of MOUs, including the following:

1. General Concept Level MOU be-
tween C/CAG and cities (executed)

2. General Operations and Maintenance 
MOU between C/CAG and funded 
cities, which are Belmont, Burlingame, 
Millbrae, Redwood City, San Bruno, San 
Carlos, and San Mateo (in process)

3. Another Operations and Maintenance 
MOU between C/CAG and Caltrans

4. A batch of specific detailed MOU’s 
between Caltrans and each of 
the funded cities (future).

Silicon Valley ITS Program
In 2001, Caltrans, the California Highway Pa-
trol, the cities/towns of Campbell, Cupertino, 
Fremont, Los Gatos, Milpitas, San Jose, and 
Santa Clara, as well as the County of Santa 
Clara, MTC, and VTA entered into an MOU 
for the Silicon Valley Intelligent Transportation 

Systems (SV – ITS) Program.  The purpose 
of the MOU was to work cooperatively on 
the development and implementation of ITS 
projects throughout portions of Silicon Valley.  
The MOU established the process to set up 
a board and committee to guide the program 
and identified anticipated roles and responsi-
bilities of each party.

The objectives of the SV – ITS program, as laid 
out in the MOU, are:

Improved multi-jurisdictional traffic signal  •
coordination, including the use of signal 
timings that provide superior response to 
or adapt to traffic conditions

Improved ability to respond to traffic  •
incidents

Improved ability to manage traffic flows  •
associated with incidents and congestion 
on area roadways

Better integrated transportation system  •
that considers all travel modes (automo-
bile, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian)

Better and more reliable real-time traveler  •
information.

Through the SV – ITS program, the MOU par-
ties agreed to coordinate the activities neces-
sary for the program’s development and im-
plementation into their respective traffic and 
transit management systems and to participate 
in the real-time exchange of transportation 
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data and information to support regional 
transportation management.  In the MOU, 
the parties also acknowledged that funding, 
project efforts, and the identification of spe-
cific duties and responsibilities with regard to 
implementing the program would be accom-
plished through future agreements between 
all, or various members, of the parties.  The 
term of the MOU extended for four years and 
allowed the parties to accomplish a number of 
ITS implementation activities.  While the MOU 
was not extended after 2005, informal coordi-
nation has continued among a number of the 
parties to build on the program and continue 
information-sharing.

VTA 522 Rapid Implementation
In 2003, VTA and Caltrans entered into an 
MOU regarding the implementation of the 
first phase of BRT along State Route 82/
El Camino Real in Santa Clara County.  This 
MOU identified the respective parties’ roles 
and responsibilities as they pertain to project 
planning and engineering, related capital ele-
ments, and ongoing operation.  The MOU 
provided a guide to the intentions and policies 
of VTA and Caltrans in areas including, but not 
limited to, bus signal priority development and 
implementation, advanced bus stop design and 
implementation, advanced traveler informa-
tion systems, and other activities.  The MOU 
did not authorize funding or function as a 
legally binding contract.  However, the MOU 

did facilitate the implementation of VTA’s 522 
Rapid service, which incorporated bus signal 
priority and modest stop enhancements, and 
which has achieved significant travel time sav-
ings over local service as well as ridership 
gains since its introduction in 2005.

Other Coordination 8.2.3. 
Best Practices
There are numerous examples of interagency 
collaboration on corridor management and 
improvement efforts covering areas other 
than transit service and roadway operations 
and management.  The following sections pres-
ent brief descriptions of several of these pro-
grams and efforts.

VTA Community Design & 
Transportation Program
The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Author-
ity (VTA) Community Design & Transportation 
(CDT) Program recommends best practices 
for the integration of transportation, land use 
planning, community design, and decision-
making in Santa Clara County, and provides a 
framework for future land development.  The 
CDT Program was developed through a stra-
tegic combination of technical and academic 
research, analysis of local issues and oppor-
tunities, and extensive community outreach 
in partnership with VTA Member Agencies 

(the 15 cities of Santa Clara County as well 
as the County of Santa Clara).  The Program 
was endorsed formally by all Member Agen-
cies through council or Board actions.  The 
Program included a “blueprint” for develop-
ment focused on the core urban areas, transit 
stations, and transit corridors throughout the 
county. The CDT Program was the first of its 
kind in the Bay Area, and demonstrates lead-
ership commitment by VTA and its Member 
Agencies to work in partnership to manage 
growth and redevelopment in the county 
in an efficient and sustainable pattern.  The 
CDT Program has been a model for emula-
tion by other jurisdictions including the ABAG 
and MTC “FOCUS” program, as discussed in 
Chapter 1. 

One product of the CDT Program is the 
comprehensive CDT Manual of Best Practices 
for Integrating Transportation and Land Use, writ-
ten to address land use and transportation 
choices in Santa Clara County, but which also 
could benefit other jurisdictions. The CDT 
Manual identifies critical transportation corri-
dors – including El Camino Real/The Alameda 
– and recommends policies and practices cit-
ies can implement to promote transit- and 
pedestrian-friendly environments. The CDT 
Manual serves as a policy, technical, and design 
guide for city and regional planners, engineers, 
architects, and other decision-makers, and 
highlights the importance of well designed, 
amenity-rich, compact development near 
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transit, as well as the benefits of offering mul-
tiple transportation options. The Manual also 
emphasizes the importance of good design 
in improving the pedestrian environment and 
creating a sense of place.

VTA supports implementation of the CDT 
Program principles with financial incentives, 
administered through the CDT Grant Pro-
gram, providing both Planning and Capital 
grants. 

CDT Planning Grants are intended to 1. 
help the cities and county develop, refine, 
and build on promising ideas, and prepare 
those plans, projects, and policies for im-
plementation. The expected outcomes of 
this planning process are projects that en-
hance pedestrian connections with transit 
facilities, improve the overall pedestrian 
environment, employ innovative and high-
quality design, and make better use of land, 
infrastructure, and resources. The funds 
are from local sources of revenue and 
are available in amounts up to $150,000.

CDT Capital Grants funds capital projects 2. 
that implement the guidelines of the CDT 
Manual. Outcomes of this process will be 
projects that are creative; employ innova-
tive and high-quality design; improve the 
pedestrian environment; enhance connec-
tions with transit facilities; make better 
use of land, infrastructure, and resources; 

and/or improve community mobility, liv-
ability, sustainability, and sense of place. 
The funds, from the Federal Transpor-
tation Enhancements and Congestion 
Management/Air Quality programs, are 
available in amounts up to $1.5 million 
and require a 20 percent local match.

Chapter 3 presents further information about 
the VTA CDT Grant Program, including ex-
amples of grants that have been awarded 
for plans and capital projects along the GBI 
corridor.

C/CAG El Camino Real 
Incentive Program and TOD 
Housing Incentive Program
C/CAG offers two programs intended to in-
centivize improvements along corridors and 
in specific areas within San Mateo County: the 
El Camino Real Incentive Program and Transit-
Oriented Development Housing Incentive 
Program.

El Camino Real Incentive Program

This Program is designed to support studies of 
El Camino Real to encourage increased hous-
ing while improving mobility and promoting 
a sense of place along the corridor. The City/
County Association of Governments of San 
Mateo County (C/CAG) has a vested interest 
in seeing that this vital county thoroughfare 

has capacity preserved while the roadway 
itself is improved, both in terms of safety and 
aesthetics. As the San Mateo County Conges-
tion Management Agency, C/CAG hopes to 
foster insightful thinking about ways that this 
opportunity corridor can help in the reduc-
tion of congestion through increased densities, 
mixed-use development, and transit usage 
along El Camino Real. 

The El Camino Real incentive planning grants 
are available to all jurisdictions along El Cami-
no Real in San Mateo County and funds will be 
available until the end of fiscal year 2010/2011 
(June 30, 2011). The planning grant incentive 
funds are available up to $50,000 and require 
a 50 percent match. In order to be eligible 
for the grant, the jurisdiction must commit to 
studying land use, transportation, aesthetics, 
and other potential issues along El Camino 
Real. 

Transit-Oriented Development Housing Incentive 
Program

The goal of the C/CAG Transit Oriented De-
velopment (TOD) Housing Incentive Program 
is to promote, support, and facilitate high-
density residential housing projects near tran-
sit services throughout the county in order to 
improve the coordination between land use 
and transportation.  The C/CAG TOD pro-
gram provides financial incentives to jurisdic-
tions that build eligible TOD housing projects 
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by rewarding them with funds for transporta-
tion projects.

TOD housing projects must be permanent, 
high-density residential housing with a mini-
mum density of 40 units per net acre, located 
within one-third of a mile from a Caltrain or 
BART station or on a frontage parcel of El 
Camino Real/Mission Street.  An incentive of 
up to $2,000 per bedroom is provided.   For 
developments with a minimum of 10 percent 
of the units set aside for low or moderate-in-
come households, an additional incentive of up 
to $250 per affordable bedroom is provided. 

Chapter 3 provides further information about 
the C/CAG El Camino Real Incentive Program 
and TOD Housing Incentive Program, including 
a table of projects that have been funded or 
have had funding committed.

Valley Fair Mall Expansion MOU
In 2007, the City Councils of San Jose and 
Santa Clara approved an MOU authorizing the 
limited delegation of authority regarding plan-
ning, permit approval, and inspection respon-
sibilities for the proposed expansion of the 
Valley Fair Mall, which straddles the boundary 
between the two cities.   The Westfield Valley 
Fair Mall is located on 70 acres on the north 
side of Stevens Creek Boulevard between 
Winchester Boulevard and Interstate 880. 
The mall, which totals approximately 2 million 

square feet of retail and commercial space, 
crosses the boundary between the City of San 
Jose and the City of Santa Clara, with approxi-
mately three quarters of the mall in San Jose, 
and the westernmost shops located in the 
City of Santa Clara.

During the previous Valley Fair Mall expansion 
in 1999, the Cities of San Jose and Santa Clara 
coordinated development  review, permitting, 
and approvals, and subsequent plan check, 
building inspection, and collection of construc-
tion taxes. As with the current expansion pro-
posal, San Jose acted as the lead agency for the 
environmental impact report (EIR), and the 
project was approved through the authority of 
the City of San Jose. At that time, the planning 
directors of the two cities cooperated infor-
mally, without an MOU.  

In 2006, Westfield filed a Site Development 
Permit to allow an approximately 650,000 
square foot expansion of the existing shopping 
center, including two new anchor stores, up 
to 70 shops, and reconfiguration and reloca-
tion of parking garages and ancillary buildings. 
Some of the proposed new square footage 
and improvements cross the city boundary 
between San Jose and Santa Clara. Due to the 
large scale of the proposal, and existing area-
wide traffic and circulation concerns, an EIR 
has been prepared for the proposed project, 
with the City of San Jose as the lead agency, 
and the City of Santa Clara participating as 

a responsible agency which will allow Santa 
Clara decision-makers to use the EIR for envi-
ronmental clearance for approval of develop-
ment permits within their city limits.  

In addition, in 2007 the two cities agreed to 
formally authorize the limited delegation of 
authority for planning, permit approval, and in-
spection responsibilities through the approval 
of an MOU.  One of the features of the MOU, 
adopted in 2007, is that all construction taxes 
will be collected and distributed on a square 
footage basis and will be paid to the jurisdic-
tion in which the construction is located, 
regardless of which jurisdiction provides the 
plan check and inspection. 12  The proposed 
mall expansion has been temporarily placed 
on hold due to economic conditions, but if or 
when the expansion is pursued, the cities are 
likely to continue to coordinate their efforts.

San Pablo Avenue 
Corridor Specific Plan – 
El Cerrito/Richmond 
The cities of El Cerrito and Richmond in 
Contra Costa County are in the process 
of jointly developing a Specific Plan for the 
San Pablo Avenue corridor, which will cover 
land use planning, streetscape elements, and 

12. Memo for San Jose City Council meeting, June 4, 2007 

(http://www.sanjoseca.gov/clerk/Agenda/061907/061907_04.11.
pdf)
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other improvements.13  This corridor has AC 
Transit’s San Pablo Rapid service in place, an 
introductory BRT service somewhat similar 
to VTA’s 522 Rapid service, although with 
real-time information displays and enhanced 
shelters at key stops.  The San Pablo Avenue 
Specific Plan is a culmination of efforts from 
the two cities to jointly address the issues and 
opportunities along their common corridor. 

A major goal of the cities embarking on this 
unique joint specific plan is to achieve a seam-
less environment where unified land use and 
design standards make the constraints posed 
by a zigzagging municipal boundary line and 
misaligned cross-streets less of an obstacle 
to the revitalization of the Avenue. Once ad-
opted, the San Pablo Avenue Specific Plan will 
guide all new development in the Planning 
Area, regardless of political jurisdiction.  As 
part of the Specific Plan effort, the San Pablo 
Avenue Advisory Committee (SPAAC) was 
organized to further inform the development 
of the plan. The committee includes elected 
officials and key staff from El Cerrito and Rich-
mond, residents and business owners from 
both communities, as well as representatives 
from regional organizations. 14

State Road 7/US 441 
Partnership – South Florida 
On the southern Atlantic coast of Florida in 
Broward, Miami-Dade, and Palm Beach coun-
ties, a partnership has been established to 
promote the aesthetic and economic revi-
talization of the 25.6-mile State Road 7/US 
441 corridor.  This State Road 7/US 441 Col-
laborative (“the Collaborative”) is made up of 
representatives from each jurisdiction along 
the corridor as well as a number of other 
agencies. The Collaborative has two interlink-
ing goals:

1. Create and sustain a partnership 
organization recognized and sup-
ported by all 14 of the jurisdictions 
along the State Road 7 Corridor

2. Improve the corridor and its communi-
ties by coordinating local resources and 
planning to promote the economic vital-
ity, aesthetic improvement, community 
redevelopment, and safety of the corridor

The Collaborative formalized its efforts by 
entering into the State Route 7 Partnership 
Agreement in 2001.  The agreement was 
signed by 14 participating jurisdictions and 
7 agencies, including Florida DOT District 4, 
Broward County MPO, South Florida Regional 
Planning Council, Broward County School 
Board, South Florida Water Management 
District, Treasure Coast Regional Planning 

Council, and Florida Department of Commu-
nity Affairs.  Under the agreement, each juris-
diction has assigned a Designee and an Alter-
nate to serve on a Steering Committee.  The 
Partnership Agreement acknowledges that the 
document is not intended to be a contract, 
and that each party has different interests, 
priorities, and responsibilities.  However, the 
document signifies the cooperative intent of 
the parties.

The Collaborative was successful in obtaining 
federal funding for the creation of a strate-
gic master plan for the corridor, along with 
a variety of other grants and resources. The 
master plan process includes design charrettes 
to identify redevelopment potential along 
the corridor and to gather feedback on the 
desires of corridor residents. The corridor is 
served by a heavily used public bus system and 
plans are underway for additional service, as 
well as roadway widening.  Another objective 
of the Collaborative is to facilitate pedestrian 
and transit-oriented development along the 
corridor. In March 2004, the Collaborative 
commissioned the Urban Land Institute to 
conduct a market assessment and develop-
ment review for the State Road 7 Corridor 

13. City of El Cerrito website (http://www.el-cerrito.org/plan-
ning/Avenue.html)

14. Draft San Pablo Avenue Specific Plan, July 2009 (http://www.
el-cerrito.org/planning/pdf/draftspa_volume1-revised.pdf)
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in Broward County. Broward County govern-
ment has also agreed to proceed with a new 
mixed-use land use category that will assist 
with State Road 7 redevelopment.15 In Octo-
ber of 2003, the State Road 7/U.S. 441 Col-
laborative began work on the development of 
a Strategic Master Plan for the entire 25.6 mile 
corridor. Implementation of the Strategic Mas-
ter Plan for State Road 7 will be coordinated 
with each jurisdiction and agency – such as the 
road widening project currently underway by 
the Florida Department of Transportation, the 
bus rapid transit pilot project, road resurfacing 
projects, and landscaping improvements.16

Policy and 8.3. 
Coordination Options 
for the GBI Corridor
This section synthesizes the key information 
from the prior parts of this chapter and ap-
plies them to the GBI corridor context.  It 
summarizes a variety of possible strategies 
and approaches that could be used to pursue 
the key improvements considered earlier in 

this Corridor Plan as well as in other GBI col-
laboration efforts. While this section is not in-
tended to prescribe a single course of action, 
it does provide preliminary recommendations 
on a number of policy options and areas to 
explore further.  It is likely that the GBI part-
ners will choose to proceed with a kit of poli-
cies, rather than a single policy, so this section 
reflects this approach.

Current Roles and 8.3.1. 
Future Opportunities
Policy options for management and operation 
of the GBI corridor are likely to involve agen-
cies and entities working in their current roles, 
as well as certain entities taking on new roles 
to seize opportunities as they arise.  Table 8-1 
displays a matrix showing where public agen-
cies and private entities currently have a role 
in different aspects of corridor management 
and operations, and where these agencies and 
entities may be able to play a role in the fu-
ture.  In this table:

Areas where an entity has a current role  •
are shown with a check mark

Areas where an entity does not currently  •
play a role but could in the future are 
shown with ‘X’ marks

Areas where entities have some role cur- •
rently but where this role could be ex-
panded are shown with both a check and 
an ‘X’.

As Table 8-1 indicates, transportation agencies 
(CMAs, transit operators, and Caltrans) cur-
rently play a role in activities related to transit 
service and facilities; roadway policies, traffic 
operations, and maintenance activities; parking 
management (at transit stations); and bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodations.  Cities and 
counties generally play a role in roadway man-
agement and operations, land use, parking sup-
ply and management, bicycle accommodations, 
and pedestrian accommodations, but they 
currently play less of a role in the provision of 
transit services or facilities. Private businesses 
and developers are currently involved mainly 
in parking supply, parking management, and the 
provision of bicycle and pedestrian accom-
modations, but generally do not play a role in 
transit services, roadway policies and opera-
tions, or land use planning.  

As indicated in Table 8-1, areas where public 
agencies or private entities could potentially 
take advantage of new opportunities include 
the following:

1. Provision of transit services – private develop-
ers, employers, and cities: Private businesses 
(e.g., developers, employers, building 
owners, or residential property managers) 
could play a larger role in the provision of 

15. National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) 
Synthesis 337, Cooperative Agreements for Corridor Manage-
ment, 2004, p. 11, and The State Route 7/ US 441 Collaborative 
Partnership Agreement (http://www.sfrpc.org/data/sr7/2SR7.pdf)

16. State Road 7/ US 441 Collaborative web page (http://www.
sfrpc.com/sr7.htm)
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transit services in and along the corridor.  
Certain employers (such as Google, Yahoo, 
Genentech, employers in the Stanford 
Research Park, and others) provide shuttle 
services that are specifically tailored to 
their employee commute needs and are 
generally open to employees only.  Other 
major employers such as Stanford Univer-
sity provide extensive shuttle services that 
serve their own employees and commut-
ers as well as the general public.  There 
may be opportunities in the future for 
private employers, institutions, and devel-
opers to play a larger role in the provision 
of transit services by contributing funding 
for operation of transit agency services, 
providing shuttles that are open to the 
general public and integrated with the 
larger transit network, providing funding 
for transit facility construction through 
sponsorship deals, or similar arrange-
ments.  Cities can help play a role here by 
creating districts, transportation manage-
ment associations, or other arrangements 
to facilitate private sector involvement. 
Caltrans can help facilitate the implemen-
tation of enhanced transit services (such 
as BRT) by helping accommodate new 
transit facilities in the roadway design.  
One important consideration for devel-
oper partnerships in providing transit 
service is for arrangements to be specific 
and enforceable, and to ensure that they 

Note: In thi s  table, Counties  refers  to the County of San Mateo and County of Santa Clara  and the unincorporated
areas  wi thin thei r juri sdi ction.
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Table 8-1. Current roles and future opportunities for GBI corridor management
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can be sustained and enforced over time 
even as properties are sold or property 
management responsibilities change.

2. Roadway policies – transit agencies: Tran-
sit agencies have traditionally not been 
involved in the development of policies 
regarding roadway management or opera-
tions and maintenance, except in limited 
cases where transit facilities are located 
within a roadway right-of-way (such as bus 
stops or transit centers).  Since one po-
tential outcome of the GBI Corridor Plan 
is the advancement of plans for bus rapid 
transit (BRT) and/or enhanced bus service 
in the corridor, it will be important for 
transit agencies (including SamTrans and 
VTA) to partner with other agencies (such 
as Caltrans and the cities and counties) on 
the development and refinement of road-
way-related policies to ensure that they 
are supportive of enhanced transit service.  
For example, SamTrans and VTA can work 
with Caltrans, C/CAG, and the cities and 
counties in evaluating the operational 
impacts of transit priority measures, such 
as dedicated bus lanes and queue jump 
lanes, to allow transit vehicles to move 
more quickly while maintaining a reason-
able level of service for automobiles.  

3. Roadway maintenance – opportunities for pri-
vate sector involvement and agency partner-
ships: Frequently during the GBI Corridor 

Plan process the topic of maintenance 
responsibility and costs was raised when 
discussing the possibility of enhancing 
the streetscape or implementing more 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-friendly 
elements. For instance, the GBI partners 
might desire to install pedestrian-scale 
lighting, street furniture, or planters along 
the corridor to make it more attractive 
and pedestrian-friendly. Under the current 
roadway ownership and maintenance ar-
rangement between Caltrans and the cit-
ies and counties, there is insufficient fund-
ing to maintain such enhanced streetscape 
amenities, and in some areas there is a 
significant deferred maintenance burden 
of even the existing roadway facilities.  To 
address this challenge and help implement 
improved streetscape features and multi-
modal accommodations, it could be helpful 
to create assessment districts, new funding 
agreements, or public-private partnerships.  
Arrangements involving the private sector 
could include programs such as sponsor-
ship, advertising, or naming rights agree-
ments, similar to the partnership for the 
new Health Line BRT service in Cleveland.

4. Parking management – partnership between 
CMAs, cities/counties, and the private sector: 
Parking is a resource that is expensive 
to provide, and the supply and pricing of 
parking plays a large role in determining 
how people choose to travel. Given the 

improvements studied in the GBI Corri-
dor Plan – improved streetscapes, mul-
timodal accommodations, and enhanced 
transit – it will be vital to ensure that 
parking policies along the corridor are 
supportive of these and other improve-
ments if they are to achieve the greatest 
benefit.  Cities and counties play the lead 
role in determining parking supply and 
management through zoning ordinances; 
parking regulations; the provision of public 
parking; and, in some cases, through park-
ing pricing, shared public/private parking 
(such as at the Daly City War Memorial 
Community Center), and the creation of 
parking districts. Private developers play 
a role in determining the quantities of 
parking supplied in new developments, 
transit agencies and private businesses 
manage their own parking resources, and 
CMAs play a role by requiring analysis of 
parking provisions through the Conges-
tion Management Program Transporta-
tion Impact Analysis process.  There is an 
opportunity for these public and private 
entities to work together more closely 
to manage parking resources, re-examine 
and reform parking requirements, and 
explore flexible parking arrangements 
such as shared parking, in-lieu fees, or 
unbundled parking.  Caltrans can also be 
a partner on parking supply and manage-
ment by working with local agencies on 
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Note: In thi s  table, Counties  refers  to the County of San Mateo and County of Santa Clara  and the unincorporated
areas  wi thin thei r juri sdi ction.

CMAs
Tra

nsit
 

Age
ncie

s
Calt

ra
ns

Citi
es a

nd
 

Cou
ntie

s
Priv

at
e 

Busin
esse

s
Priv

at
e 

Deve
lop

ers

Transit Operations

Transit Facilities

Roadway Policies

Trafic Operations

Maintanence
• Roadways

• Sidewalks

• Transit Facilities

Land Use Planning

Parking Supply

Parking Management

Bicycle Acommodations

Streetscape/Pedestrian
Accommodations

Roadway Management and Operations

Other Corridor Issues

Transit Services

� � � �

� � � � �

� � � �

� � � � �

� � � �

� � � �

� � � � �

� � � � �

� � � �

1

2

3

4

5

Opportunity
Areas

Table 8-2. Multi-agency partnership opportunities in the GBI context

roadway design modifications that influ-
ence the allocation of roadway space.

5. Bicycle and pedestrian accommodations – 
private business and developer involvement: 
Private developers currently play a role 
in this area by installing bicycle parking, 
lockers, showers, sidewalks, and internal 
pathways in new developments.  Private 
employers play a role by maintaining 
bicycle and pedestrian accommodations 
on their own premises and occasionally 
through more innovating programs such 
as commuter alternatives and incentives, 
on-site bicycle sharing, and employee 
health programs.  However, there is an 
opportunity for the private sector to play 
a larger role in this area.  Cities, counties, 
and CMAs could work with developers 
to improve the quality and connectivity of 
pedestrian and bicycle accommodations in 
new developments.  Private employers and 
institutions could level the playing field by 
providing parking cashout as a financial 
incentive and investing further in innova-
tive pedestrian and bicycle programs.  

Table 8-2 shows these potential future op-
portunities in matrix form, highlighting the 
different parties that would likely be involved 
in these efforts.  The opportunity areas in the 
matrix correspond with the numbers in the 
list of opportunities above. 
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The purpose of this Chapter is to summarize the findings of the different components 
of the Multimodal Transportation Corridor Plan and to propose the next steps for 
advancing these findings into effective implementation strategies that will enable the 
transformation of the El Camino Real Corridor. The objectives of the Corridor Plan are as 
follows:

Facilitate a better match for • land use and transportation on the El Camino Real 
Corridor

Transform the Corridor into a • pedestrian and transit friendly, high-performing 
multimodal arterial where all modes of transportation move efficiently and 
safely

Improve • transit options within the communities along the corridor

Examine • multimodal opportunities and innovative approaches to 
achieve these improvements.

The Plan addresses these four objectives by first examining the existing 
conditions on the Corridor and then exploring the strategies that would 
allow these objectives to be realized.
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Overview 9.1. 
of Findings
The existing conditions assessment revealed 
that 15 of the 19 cities have policy documents 
developed or underway which affect the fu-
ture land use and transportation scenarios on 
the Corridor.  A review of these plans found 
that the majority are currently or are planning 
to designate El Camino Real for mixed-use, 
increased density, transit-oriented develop-
ment, and housing. Congestion Management 
Agency and transit agency programs were 
also found to be shaping the Corridor, such as 
VTA’s Community Design and Transportation 
Program (CDT) and BRT Strategic Plan, and 
C/CAG’s TOD Incentive Program.

A consistent theme in these documents was 
the use of “Node” and “Link” approaches to 
organize land use and design policies. Build-
ing on this theme, Chapter Four presents a 
Multimodal Access Strategy incorporating 
five general land use and roadway typology 
conditions reflecting the general conditions 
of the Corridor. Based on these typologies, 
and the multimodal access issues identified 
through interviews with city and county 
staff, a strategy for network mobility plan-
ning was developed based around four key 
recommendations:

Create Space within the Right of Way 1. 
(ROW) for Multiple Travel Modes

Provide the Facilities Needed to 2. 
Promote Multimodal Travel

Differentiate Mobility Policies to Re-3. 
flect Corridor Development Policies

Apply GBI-Based Performance Measures 4. 
in Project Planning and Evaluation.

These strategies are complemented by “Con-
nectivity Guidelines” for different place types, 
with emphasis on access for all modes.

Chapter Five built on the Multimodal Access 
Strategy by recommending right-of-way im-
provements that promote multimodal travel 
and Transit-Oriented Development (TOD). 
Prototypes illustrate the different combina-
tions of roadway design elements, frontage 
improvements, and transit facilities, and in-
dividual design elements are presented with 
an explanation of common design issues, 
recommendations, illustrations, and refer-
ences to a comprehensive matrix of Caltrans 
design guidance (Appendix A). The extensive 
coordination with local and regional agencies 
undertaken as part of this effort pointed to 
a common theme – that greater flexibility in 
the Caltrans design standard will be essential 
to achieving the long-term street improve-
ments needed to achieve the GBI vision. 

Chapter Six summarizes an extensive effort 
to use Travel Demand Forecasting to evalu-
ate the potential for increased densities and 

transit service on the Corridor, and the re-
lationship between these. For a horizon year 
of 2035, the results strongly supported the 
viability of an El Camino Corridor with rich 
transit service and nodes of dense develop-
ment. Specifically, the modeling work resulted 
in three key conclusions:

There are synergies to changing land use  •
and transit service together. In other 
words, increasing land use densities and 
transit service levels together will have 
a greater effect on transit ridership than 
doing each separately.

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) can effectively  •
mitigate the effects of traffic volume in-
creases caused by land use intensification.

The lowest daily Vehicle Miles Traveled  •
(VMT) per household can be achieved 
with a combination of enhanced land use 
and enhanced transit.

The overall conclusion is that planning for 
growth in the corridor needs to be done in 
a more aggressive manner – with the highest 
land use intensifications come the greatest 
benefits.

Chapter Seven builds on the results of the 
modeling by looking specifically at future tran-
sit needs and options to address these. The 
modeling results indicate clearly that sufficient 
land use densities and ridership potential are 
essential to support enhanced transit. 
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In San Mateo County, current low densities 
along many parts of the Corridor need sig-
nificant investment to provide the ridership 
to support BRT.  However, BRT holds great 
promise for this portion of the GBI cor-
ridor once adequate land use densities are 
achieved. Based on these results, SamTrans is 
planning on conducting a more detailed study 
of bus service on El Camino Real in the up-
coming Comprehensive Operations Analysis 
(COA).

In Santa Clara County, the productivity of the 
Rapid 522 and Local Line 22 suggests that full 
BRT service on El Camino has the potential 
to be successful.  The Corridor Plan recom-
mends that VTA continue to move forward 
with implementing BRT service along the El 
Camino Real/The Alameda corridor.

The high level analysis of a potential cross-
county BRT, or “seamless” BRT, yielded 
mixed results. The modeling results indicated 
that there is some market for a seamless BRT 
service along the GBI corridor and that this 
service would be most attractive to travelers 
from roughly San Mateo to Sunnyvale. How-
ever, there are also potential issues related to 
farebox recovery associated with introducing 
a cross-county BRT service due to the longer 
service hours. It is clear that implementation 
would involve significant logistical hurdles, 
including fare policy, operations and main-
tenance responsibility, cost- and revenue-

sharing, labor policies at the two agencies, 
and other considerations. Further study of 
the potential benefits, costs, and logistics 
of such a service is needed to determine 
whether such a service is feasible and would 
yield greater benefits than costs.  At the 
same time, VTA and SamTrans will continue 
to plan for enhanced transit service along 
the GBI corridor within each county – VTA 
through its El Camino Real BRT Conceptual 
Engineering project and SamTrans through its 
Comprehensive Operations Analysis (COA).  
The two agencies can build on the high level 
of coordination already taking place, which 
includes coordination of schedule changes 
for transfers at the Palo Alto Transit Center, 
shared bus stop usage and adjustments, and 
honoring of VTA and SamTrans passes at all 
bus stops in Palo Alto.

Potential Action 9.2. 
for Operations and 
Maintenance
Chapter Eight identified areas of opportunity 
and potential collaboration in overall opera-
tions and maintenance of the corridor. Build-
ing on these areas, the study team has identi-
fied a number of potential action areas that 
could help advance the concepts explored in 
the GBI Corridor Plan as well as other pro-
posals considered by the GBI Task Force and 

Working Committee.  These action items are 
organized into three main areas – Transit, 
Roadway Management and Operations, and 
Other Corridor Issues.  The potential action 
areas and agency tiers (agencies who might be 
involved) are shown in Table 9-1.

As the table indicates, some of these poten-
tial actions involve building on existing pro-
grams or plans (for instance, working with 
Caltrans on the Highway Design Manual Up-
date to help facilitate implementation of the 
GBI Corridor Plan multimodal design con-
cepts); some involve new implementation ac-
tivities (for instance, incorporating pedestrian 
amenities at transit stations/stops); and some 
involve studying or exploring new opportuni-
ties (for instance, exploring potential funding 
mechanisms such as assessment districts, or 
exploring flexible/multimodal Level of Service 
policies).
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Agency Tiers Transit Roadway Management and Operations Other Corridor Issues Funding
Service and Facilities Traffic Operations Maintenance Land Use Planning Parking Supply and 

Management
Bicycle Access/ 
Accommodations

Streetscape/Pedestrian 
Accommodations

Capital; Operations & 
Maintenance

Corridor-
Wide/ 
All Agencies

  Explore potential • 
joint maintenance of 
GBI corridor (all or 
in part)

Explore potential • 
assessment 
district for ECR 
improvements

  Develop • 
Implementation 
Plan(s) for Corridor 
Plan concepts

Identify/develop • 
new funding 
sources and 
partnerships

CMAs Pursue BRT project • 
development (Santa 
Clara County)
Explore potential for • 
BRT/enhanced transit 
(San Mateo County)
Preserve capacity for • 
BRT (with Caltrans)

Explore potential • 
Operating 
Agreement
Implement • 
Emergency Vehicle 
Preemption
Create a Smart • 
Corridor through 
ITS  (with Caltrans, 
cities)

Explore sustainable • 
funding sources for 
corridor operations 
& maintenance

Use existing • 
Incentive Program 
(C/CAG) and CDT 
Program/grants 
(VTA)
Support GBI • 
corridor as a PDA

Explore relocation/• 
alternatives to on-
street parking (with 
Caltrans & cities)
Work with cities on • 
off-street parking 
management/policies

Build on countywide • 
and city Bicycle Plans

Work with Caltrans • 
to incorporate urban 
arterials standards 
into Highway Design 
Manual.  Key areas:

Lane widths• 
Median design• 
Curb radii• 
Transit facilities• 
Signals & lighting• 

Work with • 
regional/ 
state/federal 
agencies 
on flexible, 
sustainable 
funding sources

Transit
Agencies

Explore potential for • 
BRT/enhanced transit 
(San Mateo County)
Implement Transit • 
Signal Priority (where 
not already in place)
Continue to explore • 
value/need for 
seamless bus travel 
between the counties

  Support GBI • 
corridor as a PDA

Manage parking • 
supply at stations, 
emphasize alternative 
access

 Incorporate • 
enhanced amenities 
at stations/stops 
where feasible

Work with • 
regional/ 
state/federal 
agencies 
on flexible, 
sustainable 
funding sources

Caltrans Preserve capacity for • 
BRT (with CMAs)
Support design of • 
enhanced transit 
stations/facilities

Facilitate signal • 
coordination and 
Transit Signal Priority
Allow pre-• 
determined traffic 
signal timing 
flexibility on ECR for 
the cities/counties

  Explore relocation/• 
alternatives to on-
street parking (with 
CMAs & cities)

Support bicycle • 
accommodations 
proposed by cities, 
others

Work with CMAs, • 
others to allow 
design flexibility 
while preserving 
through capacity
Support pedestrian • 
enhancements 
proposed by cities, 
others

 

Cities and
Counties

Support plans for • 
BRT/enhanced transit

Explore flexible/• 
multimodal LOS 
policies

 Plan/zone for TOD • 
around transit 
stations with 
increased density
Pursue Lot Merger • 
Incentive Program 
(e.g. Daly City)

Explore relocation/• 
alternatives to on-
street parking (with 
CMAs & Caltrans)
Incrementally reduce • 
off-street parking 
requirements in new 
developments

Build on countywide • 
and city Bicycle Plans

Require new • 
developments 
to improve ECR 
streetscape

 

Note: In this table, Counties refers to the County of San Mateo and County of Santa Clara and the unincorporated areas within their jurisdiction.

Table 9-1. Potential action areas
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Next Steps9.3. 

Multimodal 9.3.1. 
Access and Design
As noted above, working with Caltrans to 
achieve greater flexibility in their design 
standards for urban arterials will be essential 
to achieving the long-term street improve-
ments needed to achieve the vision. Caltrans 
has been a supportive and active partner to 
both the Corridor Plan and the larger Grand 
Boulevard Initiative. Cities should continue to 
plan for streetscape, pedestrian, and bicycle 
improvements along the corridor, and this 
planning will be facilitated by the guidelines 
contained in this document.  The transit agen-
cies and CMA, in coordination with the cities, 
counties and Caltrans, should also advance 
multimodal street improvements along with 
enhanced transit, for instance through VTA’s 
El Camino Real BRT project.

However, the long-term transformation of 
the Corridor will most likely depend on a 
more comprehensive streamlining or revision 
of the current standards currently applied 
to El Camino Real as a State Highway. The 
current 2010/11 update of the Caltrans High-
way Design Manual (HDM) and future HDM 
updates present opportunities to achieve the 
necessary flexibility in design standards.  Ulti-
mately, the introduction of specific standards 

for multimodal urban arterials into the HDM 
may be beneficial.

Planning for Future 9.3.2. 
Land Use and Transit 
Agencies with land use authority over the 
Corridor should be aggressive in planning 
for increased densities at key transportation 
nodes. The level of transit desired on the 
Corridor to support a sustainable and livable 
environment will only be possible with robust 
land uses and activity centers to support it.  

SamTrans and VTA should continue to seek 
funding to plan and implement an enhanced 
transit service on the Corridor, and should 
consider a phased approach to implementing 
transit improvements as land use intensifies. 
VTA’s El Camino Real BRT Conceptual Engi-
neering process and the SamTrans Compre-
hensive Operations Analysis (COA) represent 
near-term opportunities to plan for enhanced 
transit.

SamTrans and VTA should conduct further 
study of the potential benefits, costs, and lo-
gistics of a cross-county BRT.

CMAs should support TOD through grant 
incentives where possible and explore the use 
of potential performance measures, such as 
those discussed in Chapter Four and Appen-
dix A, where suitable.

Management 9.3.3. 
and Operation 
Based on the opportunity areas, areas of 
collaboration, and possible action areas, the 
following preliminary recommendations have 
been developed related to management and 
operation of the GBI corridor:

Adopt a phased approach to planning for 1. 
and implementing improvements along the 
corridor: One possible approach could in-
volve three phases – near term, mid-term, 
and long-term – with different policies, 
actions, and means of interagency coor-
dination – in each phase.  For instance:

a. Near-term: Continue current struc-
ture of informal coordination with 
governmental resolutions of support, 
with the Task Force and Working 
Groups functioning as the coordinat-
ing entities.  Adopt MOUs, Coopera-
tive Agreements, or similar tools as 
necessary to achieve certain specific 
goals.

b. Mid-term: Consider adopting a more 
formal agreement such as an MOU 
between all interested cities/towns 
along the corridor as well as the 
counties, CMAs, transit agencies, Cal-
trans, and other agencies.  Use this 
agreement to achieve certain targeted 
goals.  Build on related efforts such as 
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the VTA El Camino Real BRT project 
or the C/CAG Smart Corridor proj-
ect and learn from these models.

c. Long-term: Explore the possibility of 
adopting formal structures to fund 
and implement different functions, 
such as cross-county enhanced transit 
service, streetscape improvements 
and maintenance, joint land use plan-
ning efforts, or parking management 
districts.

Maintain a long-term vision, but achieve 2. 
it through incremental change.

Explore additional funding opportunities, 3. 
including opportunities for mutli-agency or 
public-private partnerships.  This should be 
a broad-based effort involving all the par-
ties and users with an interest in the GBI 
corridor.  Particular attention should be 
paid to potential funding sources that are 
flexible and can be sustained over time.

Ensure that the GBI partner agencies are 4. 
prepared for opportunities as they arise. 

Education 9.3.4. 
and Outreach
All the parties involved in the GBI effort, 
both public and private, should continue to 
pursue a dialogue with decision-makers and 
the general public about the potential for 
enhanced transit service as well as related 
multimodal street improvements. The partner 
agencies for the Grand Boulevard Initiative 
should seek funding to create and carry out 
an outreach and civic engagement plan in 
order to build support for Transit-Oriented 
Development on El Camino Real. 




