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BAYSHORE MULTI-MODAL FACILITY STUDY

TASK 2.2 LAND USE ANDPLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

INTRODUCTION

This memorandum summarizes the land use and neighborhood access considerations in planning a
Bayshore Multi-Modal (MM) Facility adjacent to the current Caltrainstation and along Sunnydale
Avenue.

The memo identifies nearby opportunities and constraints in a planning a Multi-Modal Facility. Taking
into account the Bayshore Intermodal Station Access Study (2012) and the Bi-County Transportation
Study (2013), the memo considers Multi-Modal connections and the compatibility of adjacent land
uses based on the current understanding (August 2016) of development projectsin the area.

Figure 1 — Study Area Map, showing Sunnydale Avenue preferred alternative
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STUDY AREA LAND USE

The study area, defined as ¥%:-mile from the edges of the Caltrain platforms, is currently a disconnected
mix of industrial, formerly industrial and redeveloping areas, adjacent to residential neighborhoods,
Bayshore Boulevard and US 101. But the immediate vicinity and the entire Bi-County area are poised for
significant growth. The study area is expected to grow by 3,800 housing units and 13,810 jobs. The
Multi-Modal Facility will play an important role in connecting these growth areasand existing
neighborhoods to various modes of transportation. The major growth areasand projects are
summarized in Figure 2 and discussed further in the “Current and Future Development Projects” section.

Figure 2 — Major Plan Areasand Projectsin the Bi-County Area

MAIJOR PROJECT STATUS HOUSING NON-
UNITS RESIDENTIAL
(GROSS) (S.F.)
Brisbane Baylands* Under review 648 - 8,215,000
Sunnydale Hope SF Approved 50 1,775
Schlage Lock Approved 20 1679 46,700
Executive Park Plan Approved 70 2,800 226,000
Candlestick/Hunters Under 784 10,500 4,315,000
Point construction

* The currentalternatives under review by the Brisbane City Council donotinclude housing
on the Brisbane Baylands site. The Daly City Bayshore PDA, designated a Transit Town Center,
has not been allocated housing oremployment, either. One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) funds can
be used for projects that support multimodal accessand projects in PDAs, but onlyif thereis
a commitment to growth and affordable housing
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Figure 3 — Study Area Land Use Map
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EXISTING NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT
AREA ZONING

The existing zoning in the immediate vicinity of the MM facility allows for mixed use development and
for some light industrial uses (see Figure 4). The majority of surrounding neighborhoods consist of mixed
density residential zones. To the west of the Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock site, two neighborhood
commercial corridors — along Leland Avenue and along Bayshore Boulevard - allow for neighborhood
commercial development. To the east, the areais predominantly zoned for single family residential. To
the south of the Study area, the Brisbane Baylandsarea is currently zoned for light industrial uses. Plans
for the Baylands are discussed in more detail below.

Figure 4 - Site Existing San Francisco Zoning Map*
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NC-3 - NEIGHBORHQOD COMMERCIAL, MODERATE SCALE RM-1 - RESIDENTIAL- MIXED, LOW DENSITY

NC-S - NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL, SHOPPING CENTER RC-3 - RESIDENTIAL- COMMERCIAL, MEDIUM DENSITY

*Adjacentareas in Brisbane are zonedindustrial. Future zoning is currently unknown (see Brisbane Baylands
section)

VISITACION VALLEY

Visitacion Valley is bounded to the west and north by McLaren Park, to the east by Highway 101 and to
the south by the San Francisco / San Mateo County line. It contains mostly twoto three story buildings
with a variety of architectural styles, including local landmarks like Eichler homes and a Julia Morgan-
designed church. Homeownership in the neighborhood is much higher than the citywide average. The
area also includes McLaren Park, the second largest park in the City (317 acres), and the Visitacion Valley
Greenway, a linear system of open space lots connecting to Leland Avenue. Leland Avenue and

Bayshore Boulevard make up one of the San Francisco’s “Invest in Neighborhoods” corridors. The Leland
Ave corridor is rich with retail and was redesigned with additional lighting, planting, seating, and safer
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pedestrian facilities in 2010. Businesses along the corridor include retail, food services, professional
services and social services agencies.

Visitacion Valley currently has several challenges affecting the health of the commercial district; it has a
high vacancy rate (23%) and low foot traffic. Sales tax captured has declined by 22% since 2006,
compared with a citywide growth of 17%. While the area has undergone physical improvements to the
public realm, those improvements alone have not succeeded in attracting more shoppers to the district.
A study of existing sales tax compared with local demand indicates that local residents patronize
businesses outside of the area.

OPPORTUNITIES

e Asan Invest in Neighborhoods corridor with recent public realm improvements, Leland Avenue
provides a safe pedestrian connection from Visitacion Valley to the Schlage site and, ultimately,
the Multi-Modal Facility. Multi-Modal Facility design should design for this pedestrian connection
and the Leland Avenue extension into the Schlage Lock site. The corridor also contains several
storefronts and other opportunities for retailand commercial activity.

e The Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Fee and Fund was established
approximately tenyears ago in anticipation of new development at Executive Park and other
sites in the area. The Planning Department, in collaboration with the SFMTA and other city
agencies, meets with the Visitacion Valley community annually to identify and prioritize project
for impact fee spending. Funds dedicatedto “pedestrian, bicycle and streetscape improvements”
could potentially contribute to elements of the Multi-Modal Facility. Approximately $4.4 million
has been programmed for these improvements, including planning, design, and construction
work, between FY 16 and FY 20.

o A portion of Schlage Lock contributions to the fund are already earmarked specifically for Bi-
County priority projects, including the new bus rapid transit line, improvements to the
Bayshore Caltrain Station, a potential Harney Way connection to Geneva Avenue, and
smaller-scale pedestrian and bicycle improvements.

CONSTRAINTS

e According to San Francisco’s Vision Zero, the Bayshore Boulevard/Arleta Avenue/San Bruno
Avenue intersection, an at-grade stop for the T-Third, is considered a High Injury Intersection.
There are not any Vision Zero Priority Projects currently planned for the intersection. Multi-
Modal station facility programming such as signal prioritization, signage and minimizing crossing
distances have the potential to address and abate future injuries.

o Visitacion Valley vehicle traffic entering and exiting US 101 frequently queues during peak hours.

LITTLE HOLLYWOOD

The Little Hollywood neighborhood lies between Bayshore Boulevard and US 101, just east of the
Schlage Lock site. Less than a square mile, Little Hollywood is one of the City’s most diverse
neighborhoods, home to mainly working families in 1-2 story bungalow-style homes.

OPPORTUNITIES
e A neighborhood rich with diversity, home owners and a small park, Little Hollywood provides

critical pedestrian connections and, potentially, opportunities for improved pedestrian, bike and
transit access to and from areas east of US 101.

2.2-5



BAYSHORE MULTI-MODAL FACILITY STUDY

CONSTRAINTS

e Narrow through-streets, topography, US 101, and highway related traffic limit access and
mobility in the neighborhood and near the Multi-Modal Facility.

e Residents have expressed concern about routing BRT through the neighborhood.
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CURRENT AND FUTURE DEVELOPMENT
PROJECTS

Sites such as Schlage Lock, Executive Park, Candlestick Point, Hunters Point, and Sunnydale HOPE SF will
develop in the next 10 years and generate trips to and from points all over the Bay Area. The projects
and their implications on a future Multi-Modal Facility are summarized below.

SCHLAGE LOCK SITE

This 20-acre, transit-oriented development site comprises 1,680 housing units on 12 building parcels,
two parks, and a pedestrian-oriented streetscape plan. The development will also provide up to 46,700
square feet of commercial development. A third open space, Blanken Park, is proposed adjacent to the
historic Schlage Lock Office Building in the north of the site. As part of the Schlage Lock development
agreement, the historic building will be rehabilitated and house community uses.

ACCESS FROM SCHLAGE AND BAYSHORE BOULEVARD

When the Schlage Lock development is complete, surrounding streetswill provide walking access to the
multimodal facility utilizing sidewalks of various widths. Transit riders will have several options for
connecting between the Caltrain Station, the T-Third and buses along Bayshore. The options include:
the preferred MM facility alternative along Sunnydale Avenue; using Schlage Lock’s Street A to connect
to or from the Bayshore/Arleta/Blanken intersection and the historic office building plaza; or any
alternative route throughthe Schlage Lock street network to or from Bayshore bus stops. Class Il
designated bikeways are currently located on Bayshore Boulevard and Class Il bikeways (with sharrows)
are designed throughout the Schlage Lock street network.!

Phase | of Schlage, as currently proposed (August 2016), will include a pedestrian and drop-off route to
Caltrain via Raymond Ave, Street A and Street F on the Schlage site (see draft phase diagram). The
pedestrian component of this connection would need to be completed before the temporary certificate
of occupancy (TCO) for the first building in Phase |. The vehicular and bicycle access (i.e. the roadway,
see hashed areain figure below) would not need to be constructed until the end of Phase | (Parcels 1,2
and 3).

1T A Class| Bikeway is a separated right of way forthe exclusive use of bicycles; Class |l is defined as a bike lane
striped on astreet; Class lllisasignedbike routeina roadwayshared with pedestrianor vehiculartraffic
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist1/d1projects/manila-atp/bikeways_explained.pdf
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Althou
the ea

gh the west side has several options to access the MM facility, the east side has only one. From
st, pedestrians can access the Caltrain platform via the existing surface parking lot along Tunnel

Avenue. Pedestrians currently walk from the platform entrance to the existing pedestrian bridge (~560
feet) to get to the platform on west side of the Caltraintracks. Currently, the 56-Rutland connects the

Executive Park area and Little Hollywood neighborhood, and stops at Blanken/Tunnel and
Bayshore/Arleta.

OPPORTUNITIES

The Schlage Lock site is already planned; however the design and phasing of future construction
should complement a Multi-Modal Facility and support accessto it. Ample sidewalks, public
spaces, and urban design should encourage safe pedestrian and bike travelto BRT and bus stops,
the Caltrainstation and nearby land uses. The phasing and construction should be coordinated to
support safe pedestrian and bicycle access to the Multi-Modal Facility.

Wayfinding signage, maps, real-time bus and trainarrivalinformation, shelters, and pedestrian-
only paseos canenhance Multi-Modal accessthroughout the Schlage Lock site.

The historic office building at the north of the Schlage Lock site could provide access to a BRT
alignment alternative and/or several MM facility elements. The potential opportunities will need
to be considered after further environmental analysis of the Geneva Harney BRT and Phase |l of
this Multi-Modal Facility study.

The owner of 2201 Bayshore Boulevard submitted a Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA)
application for an early development concept on the site. While the initial concept was
inconsistent with the vision of open space and pedestrian access in the area, the site represents
an opportunity to enhance the public realm and pedestrian experience.
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CONSTRAINTS

The street network, street designs and parcelization of the Schlage Lock site were determined
prior to recent Multi-Modal transportation planning in the area. The facility design must

therefore work within the constraints of the Schlage Lock and coordinate changes with the
Schlage Lock project sponsor.

The Schlage Lock street network will be developed incrementally over several years of Phased
development. A number of interim solutions may have to be designed.

Sunnydale Avenue falls within two jurisdictions, the City of San Francisco and the City of
Brisbane. The splitting of Sunnydale Ave and the Brisbane Baylands process complicate MM
facility implementation (see Brisbane Baylands section below).
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BRISBANE BAYLANDS

Four development alternativesfor the Brisbane Baylands are still technically under environmental
review in Brisbane: a Developer-Sponsored Plan (DSP), a DSP Variant (DSP-V), a Community Proposed
Plan (CPP), and a CPP Variant (CPP-V) including an expansion of the Recologysite. (A fifth alternative,
the Renewable Energy Alternative, was not analyzedin the EIR). The alternativesinclude options for the
amount of residential, commercial uses; the primary uses in the commercial or mixed-use core; and the
Recology site. They are summarizedin the following table excerpted from the revised Notice of
Preparation of the Draft EIR2. However, asof the August 25, 2016 recommendation of the Brisbane
Planning Commission, the Brisbane City Council is considering alternatives without housing and a net
increase of 1-2 million square feet in building area.

ACCESSIBILITY TO THE MULTIMODAL FACILITY FROM BRISBANE

VTA bus connections from the South access the study area from Bayshore Boulevard, while three
different shuttles provide Brisbane connection to the Bayshore Caltrain Station. Vehicles from the south
and US 101 currently access the Caltrain station via Tunnel Avenue.

The BayTrail stops at Lagoon Road in Brisbane along the western side of US 101. The trailis planned to
continue north, adjacent to US 101 and connect to a route under the freeway. When the trail is
completed, bicyclists will have the opportunity to gainaccess to the multimodal facility and Caltrain
from the east via Beatty Road and Tunnel Avenue.

OPPORTUNITIES

e The clearest opportunity in the Baylands lies just south of the San Francisco-Brisbane border:
extending Sunnydale Avenue in astraight line to the Caltrain station. Completing the Schlage
Lock street grid would improve Multi-Modal access, reduce irregularitiesin the street network
and development parcels, and connect more seamlessly to potential future development in
Brisbane.

o Atemporary Multi-Modal Facility in Brisbane is possible independent of the Baylands process.

e The Baylands also present great potential for mixed-use, transit-oriented development near a
Multi-Modal Facility; more proximate shuttle and transit stops; and other elements of a Multi-
Modal Facility.

CONSTRAINTS

e The uncertainoutcome and timing of the Brisbane Baylands EIR presents constrains the
coordinating and planning a Multi-Modal Facility in Brisbane.

e The uncertaintimeline and buildout of a potential Baylands development also affects the design
or permanence of a temporaryfacility in Brisbane.

e Much of the Baylands, including areasnearthe MM facility, is contaminated and subject to
remediation prior to development.

e Costs for building out and maintaining a temporary facility in Brisbane would present a constraint
to future implementation.

e Brisbane’s Baylands DEIR currently shows multiple land use and transportation scenarios, none
containing a Multi-Modal Facility at the current Bayshore Caltrain station. However the Brisbane

2 http://www.ci.brisbane.ca.us/baylands/eir-process/notice-preparation
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City Council, on recommendation from the Brisbane Planning Commission, as part of their

development review, is reviewing project alternatives without housing, up to 1-2 million net new
square feet of retail/office/school/renewable energy, and open space. This direction, in terms of
land use mix, does not align with Priority Development Area guidelines of which both the portion

of southern San Francisco and northern Brisbane is currently identified.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT FOR BRISBANE BAYLANDS PROJECT SITE BUILDABLE AREA
Renewable Developer- Developer Commumnity Commumnity
Energy Sponsored Plan | Sponsored Plan —| Proposed Plan Propesed Plan -
“"[RE; (DSF) vt (cPP) Expancion Variant
(DSP-V) {CPP-V)
PROJECT SITE AREA acres acres acres acres acres
MNew Development T2.4 400 3400 21141 2111
Existing Recology Site 42.0 o 1 42.0 48.0
Renewable Energy Generation 141.0 250 25.0 la) {a)
Wastewater Treatment 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Total Buildable Area” 267 4 rey afre.T 267 4 2674
Lagoon 135.8 135.8 135.6 135.8 135.6
Public Use / Open Space 330.0 188.7 1688.7 330.0 330.0
Total Site Area 733.0 6B4.0 684.0 733.0 T33.0
PROFPOSED LAND USES square feet square feet square feet square feet square feet
Residential Total - 5,150,400 5,150,400 - -
Residential Flats - 4,351,800 4,351,800 - -
(3,850 units) 3,980 units)
Residential Townhomes - THE,800 TB8.600 - -
(424 units) (4284 units)
Hotels and Conference 261,100 5BE,800 1,392,300 1,048,100
{363 rooms) (719 rooms) (1,590 rooms) (1,500 rooms)
Retail/Mixed CommerciallOffice/R&D 173,800 568,300 283,400 2,209,500 2,209,500
Research and Development Single Use 654,300 3,328, 300 2,595 200 2,007,000 1,672,200
Office and Institutional - 2,762,000 2,363,100 952,700 952,700
Office - 2,651,200 2,252,300 - -
nstitutiona - 110,800 110,800 - -
Office/ Institutional Mixed - - 822,700 822,700
Entertainment/Civie/Cultural See above 28,200 1,066,500 1,074,500 1,074,500
Arena - - 630,100 - -
Theater! Exhibition/Peformance Venue - - 337.200 274,500 274,500
Multiplex - - T1.000 - -
Cultural/Enteriainment - - 811,300 811,300
Civie/ Cultura - 28,200 28,200 188,700 128,700
Industrial 1,153,500 142,500 142,500 469,100 1,220,100
Existing Reloc 142,500 142,500 142,500 142,500 142 500
Mew Industria - - &G, 800 G,600
Existing Resource and Recovery - - 260,000 -
Expanded'Rebuilt Resource and 1,011,000 - - 1,011,000
Recovery
Total Square Footage 1,982,200 12,238,800 12,191,300 8,145 100 8,215,100
SOURCE: UPC, 2011; Dyett and Bhatia, 2012. Excerpt from Revised NOFP, Gcteber 2012,
a The CPP will incorporate alfternative energy generation within the Project; location, size, and type of faciliies will be determined at
a later date. Acreages of other proposed land uses may decrease as a result.
b The buldable area incledes all planned development and associated area for streets and infrastructure.
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EXECUTIVE PARK

Executive Park is located east of the preferred Multi-Modal Facility location and in the southeast part of
San Francisco adjacent to US 101. Approved in 2011, the development consists of 70 acres, 2,800 new
housing units, and 226,000 square feet of net new non-residential development. Currently, the 56-
Rutland provides access between Executive Park and the Schlage Historic Office Building. A commuter
shuttle also provides service between Executive Park, BART and Caltrain during morning and evening
commute hours. The Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will serve people leaving or arriving from the
Executive Park development by BRT, on foot, or by bicycle.

OPPORTUNITIES

The future Geneva Harney Bus Rapid Transit line will connect Executive Park to the Bayshore
Multi-Modal Facility.

Executive Park transportation mitigation measure TR-13 includes changes to signals, street
parking and striping at Tunnel and Blanken avenues. These measures should be coordinated with
designs, signalization and striping which maximize pedestrian safetyand access tothe Multi-
Modal Facility. See also mitigation measure M-TR-12, M-TR-21, and remainder of transportation
measures which require fair share contributions to intersection improvements in the vicinity.

Executive Park transportation mitigation measure TR-3 requires increased weekday shuttle
service, implemented “as needed,” as well as “revised route and stop patternto make the
Bayshore Caltrain Station a permanent stop and include two additional stops...” The Multi-Modal
Facility should coordinate with these changes and accommodate additional service from this
project and others in the vicinity.

Neighborhood access to a variety of land uses could be improved.

Increased land use intensity and densification in Executive Park will likely increase potential
ridership and outreach opportunities.

The Executive Park streetscape plan, including potential BRT routing under US 101, is currently
under review. The MM Facility Study and designs should coordinate with this effort.

CONSTRAINTS

US 101 bifurcates the area and presents difficulty in providing connections for all modes, but
specifically affects pedestrian and bike access. The only east-west routes across US 101 are
Blanken and Beatty/Harney.

The Caltraintracks (south of Blanken) are also a significant barrier.

The light industrial zoning to the east of the surface parking limits the amount of transit-
supportive land uses in the area.

3 Executive Park Subarea Plan EIR, 10/13/10sf-planning.org/ftp/files/MEA/2006.0422E_Exec_Park_DEIR.pdf
4 Executive Park Subarea Plan Transportation Study, AECOM, 10/1/10

2.2-12



BAYSHORE MULTI-MODAL FACILITY STUDY

CANDLESTICK POINT/HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD

Together, the Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard (CP-HPS) areas comprise nearly 800 acres of
waterfront land along San Francisco’s southeastern shores. The development project includes 12,100
residential units (32% affordable), over 300 acres of new waterfront parks, approximately 885,000
square feet of neighborhood retail and entertainment space; and 2.5 million square feet of commercial
space oriented around a “green” science and technology campus. The 56-Rutland is planned to provide
future service to CP-HPS.

OPPORTUNITIES

CP-HPS areas are densifying, which will increase opportunities to grow ridership. With the
completion of the Geneva Harney BRT connecting CP-HPS to the Bayshore MM Facility and
Balboa Park BART, opportunities for Multi-Modal access, outreach and coordinating operations
abound.

The CP-HPS developer is required to make a number of phased improvements tothe roadway, as
well as pedestrian and bicycle facilities along Harney Way>. These designs should be consistent
with recommendations from this MM Facility Study.

The project includes the provision of express shuttles from both Hunter’s Point and Candlestick
Point to downtown San Francisco during peak hours. While distant from the MM Facility, the
rollout of the service presents opportunities for coordinating Multi-Modal access and outreachin
the area.

While not timed with the CP-HPS development, T-Third service between Bayview and Chinatown
via the Central Subway will ultimately be improved from one-car to two-car trains or a
comparable service improvement.

CONSTRAINTS

Several mitigations are already determined, without the benefit of coordinating with this MM
Facility study.

5 CP-HPS Phasell Case No.2007.0946E - Final EIR, Addendum 4, Feb 22, 2016, Exhibit|
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Addendum%204%20Exhibits%2 0A-R.pdf
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SUNNYDALE HOPE SF

Currently the City’s largest public housing site, Sunnydale-Velasco (“Sunnydale”) sits in the Visitacion
Valley neighborhood at the foot of McLaren Park. The 50-acre, 785-unit site is home to more than 1,700
ethnically diverse people. The HOPE SF plan will:

e Replace 785 units of replacement housing

e Build 900 new affordable and market-rate units that in new residential buildings throughout the
site.

e (Createa hub of activity for the Visitacion Valley community, with a new recreationaland
educational center, parks, a community garden, farmer’s market, neighborhood-serving retail,
and other community services.

e Add new streetsand blocks that are pedestrian oriented, reflect the neighborhood’s scale, and
incorporate greendesigns and bioswales.

The 8, 9 and 56 buses connect the MM facility area to Sunnydale. Leland Avenue also provides on-street
bike parking (40 in total) betweenthe Visitacion Valley Playground and Bayshore.

OPPORTUNITIES
e Improved bicycle connectivity and bike infrastructure between Sunnydale and the Multi-Modal
Facility

¢ Inaddition to the existing transit infrastructure, the Geneva Harney Bus Rapid Transit line would
be the major route connecting the Sunnydale Hope SF to the Bayshore Caltrain Station, as well as
the Balboa Park BART Station. Neighborhood access to a variety of land uses could be improved.

RECOLOGY EXPANSION

In April 2015, the City of Brisbane held a hearing to discuss Recology’s proposed application for
expansion. Among other things, the proposal included consolidating existing Pier 96 and 7th Street
operations into their Tunnel Avenue Facility, which overlaps the San Francisco/Brisbane border. The
expansion would also include a new visitor center and auditorium, additional car parking structure,
rezoning, new roadway alignmentsand utility easements, and new administrative offices. Taken
together, the expansion would incorporate 21 additional acresin Brisbane. The proposal is currently on
hold and subject to change pending conversations with the Cities of San Francisco and Brisbane.

OPPORTUNITIES

e Shared vehicle parking facilities, potentially reducing the area devoted to parking
e Negotiationfor boundaries and roadway alignments to better suit the station access, amenities
and circulation.
CONSTRAINTS

e Expansion plans are in progress and uncertain at this time — including the street network, street
design, and routing for Recology trucks, private vehicles and BRT. Bayshore MM Facility planning
will have to accommodate alternative scenarios based on the information available at this time.

e Parking accommodation for Recology employees, while an opportunity, can also present a
challenge to pedestrian, bicycle or transit access.
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BAYSHORE MULTI-MODAL FACILITY STUDY

HIGH SPEED RAIL MAINTENANCE FACILITY

The California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) is studying a potential storage and light maintenance
facility in the Baylands as part of its Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(draft anticipatedin 2017). The study is reviewing locations both west and east of the Caltrain
tracks/proposed high speed rail corridor (see figure below).

OPPORTUNITIES

e Any potential maintenance facility will have to be carefully planned, designed and coordinated
with the City of San Francisco, City of Brisbane and property owners, including UPC (owner of
Schlage and Baylands) and Recology. Street designs leading to the facility and the site design
should be coordinated with local efforts to enhance Multi-Modal access.

CONSTRAINTS

e A maintenance facility will limit the potential for transit-oriented, mixed-use neighborhoods
adjacent to the MM facility.

e Both potential maintenance facility locations suggest moving the existing Bayshore Caltrain
station further south. This would significantly affect the ridership catchment area and removes
the immediate access of EJ neighborhoods along the southern edge of San Francisco. The
proposed location is not near either the Geneva Harney BRT alignment currently under
consideration for near or long term operations and would make it difficult to provide cross modal
connection.

SAN FRANCISCO TO SAN JOSE: Potential Light Maintenance Facility*

E

[EAST STUD|
lBounDAR
Y, R

DRAFT BRISBANE MAINTENANCE FACILITY

*Potential facility placement would be either East or West of Caltrain tracks
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Task 2.4:
Economic Analysis of Proposed Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility

The Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will improve access to the Bayshore Caltrain Station by closing the
existing physical gap between the station and surrounding land uses and transit connections, as shown in
Figure 1. As the critical link serving more than 18,000 new housing units, infrastructure improvements
and existing neighborhoods throughout southeast San Francisco, a Multi-Modal Facility would support
higher transit ridership on the planned Geneva-Harney BRT route and the potential for higher level of
Caltrain service at this station. In summary, the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will provide:

e Improved connections among various modes of transportation

e Reliable links to existing and future transit service including Caltrain, Muni, Muni Metro,
SamTrans, and the planned Geneva-Harney Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line (with access to BART)

e Enhanced amenities, including high quality shelters, platforms and signage

e Safer pedestrian and bicycle access to surrounding neighborhoods and businesses

Figure 1 StudyArea and Caltrain Spatial Gapto SurroundingUses
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Study Background

Phase of the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility Study identified Sunnydale Avenue as the preferred location for
a Multi-Modal Facility, as shown in Figure 2. This proposed location is near the northern boundary of San
Mateo County within a designated Priority Development Area (PDA) that encompasses area within both
counties, referred to as the San Francisco/San Mateo Bi-County Area PDA. Itis also within close proximity of
two other PDAs that are planned for significant new growth in housing and non-residential development.
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Phase Il develops and evaluates conceptalternatives for the preferred location based on consultantanalysis,
public agency inputand community feedback. This Study’s recommendations focus on a mid-term timeframe
forimplementation, roughly in the 2023-2025 window, which would coincide with Geneva-Harney BRT.

As developmentin Schlage Lock continues, further discussion of the preferred design and elements of the
Multi-Modal Facility will be undertaken in order to ensure what is eventually builtis useful,accessible,
attractive, and scalable. Dependent on other agency projects - including those from Caltrain, Caltrans,
CHSRA, City of Brisbane, and City and County of San Francisco - Multi-Modal Facility elements near the
Bayshore Caltrain Station may be added orrelocated to better serve users in the long-term. Caltrain
operations are outside the scope of this project, but coordinating transitservice and local land use growth
will be essential to serving the residents and employees of the bi-county area.

The Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will facilitate better access and connectivity to different modes of
transportation by providing integrated links among regional and rapid transit, local buses, shuttles, private
vehicles, cycling and walking. While the Multi-Modal Facility will benefit the broader Bay Area by
improving transit access, it will particularly benefit residents and workers who live or work in the
surrounding San Francisco neighborhoods of Visitacion Valley, Sunnydale, Little Hollywood, Portola,
Executive Park, Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard, as well as residents and workers in Daly
City’s Bayshore neighborhood, the City of Brisbane and in the proposed Baylands area of Brisbane.
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How the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility Will Help Achieve Key
Community Goals

The Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will help spur economic activity in the surrounding neighborhoods
and promote mixed use, transit oriented development by providing better regional transit service and
attracting new travelers, residents and businesses to the area. Several transformative, infill development
projects are currently underway in the surrounding area that will create mixed-use developments at the
former Schlage Lock facility, Executive Park and Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard and revitalize
public housing at Sunnydale and Alice Griffith. The Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility—along with the
enhanced Geneva-Harney BRT line—will provide critical transit components for these developments.

The Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will also help achieve key goals identified in community meetings as
well as local and regional goals identified in previous plans and policy documents. In summary, the
Facility will help achieve the following key community goals:

Substantially improve transportation access for residents, workers and visitors alike, encouraging
community development and promoting environmental justice.

Promote safe and easy travel to surrounding neighborhoods and the broader region by providing
improved access to a variety of transportation modes at a single, convenient location.

Increase transportation choices and provide easier access to residents, workers and visitors
through enhanced station connections and complete streets.

Improve access to the Bay Area’s rapid transit systems, increasing the number of people using
public transportation and helping surrounding neighborhoods become more environmentally
sustainable and accessible.

Feature specially designed streets and sidewalks that will create safe pedestrian and bicycle
access in order to foster a safe, walkable and bicycle-friendly surrounding area.

Enhance the local economy and promote new business opportunities as transportation access and
transit ridership improves in the surrounding area.

Incorporate sustainable development principles that include “green” construction, enhanced
accessibility and good urban design.

Pay prevailing wages in connection with its design and construction as a public project.

More specifically, Exhibit 1 presents the key goals (from existing plans and reports) that the Bayshore
Multi-Modal Facility will help attain.
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Exhibit 1: Key Planning Goals of the Approved Plans and Tasks in the Study Area

Bi-County Trans portation Study (Final Report, February 2015)

o Provide strongmultimodal connections that facilitate safe travel within, among, and through
neighborhoods.
o Support strong transit service.

Geneva-Harney BRT (Feasibility Study Final Report, July2015)

o Increase the transportation choices serving the Bi-County areaby improving the Multi-Modal
performance ofthe corridor.

o Improvenearand long termtransit solutions on the corridor.

o Enhance corridor livability and community vitality through urban design.

Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock (Development Agreement September,2014)!

o Payprevailing wages in connection with all Public Improvements (including streets, sidewalks, utilities,
bicycle infrastructure, off-site intersection improvements) and Community Improvements (including
pedestrianpaths, parks and openspaces).

o Createalivable, mixed-use urban community thatserves the diverseneeds ofthe community and
includes access to public resources and amenities.

o Encourage, enhance, preserveand promotethe community and city’s long termenvironmental
sustainability

o Create pedestrian-oriented environment that encourages walking as the primary transportationmode
within the project area.

o Encourage the use ofalternative modes oftransportation by future area residents, workers and visitors
and support thedevelopment ofthe Caltrain station as a major Multi-Modal transit facility.

o Create well-designed open spaces that enhance the existing community and new development.

San Francisco General Plan Trans portation Element (adopted December 2010)

@)
@)

O O O O

Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout thecity.

Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the privateautomobile as the means of meeting
San Francisco's transportation needs.

Increase the capacity oftransit during the off-peak hours.

Coordinate regional and local transportation s ystems.

Ensure choices among modes oftravel.

Assure expanded mobility forthe disadvantaged.

HOPE SF Guiding Principles (2006)

o Integrate Process with Neighborhood Improvement Revitalization Plans, including:
o Improved transportation
o Enhancedpublic safety
o Neighborhoodeconomic development

o Create Environmentally Sustainable and A ccessible Communities.

! Development A greementby and between the City and County of San Francisco and Visitacion Development,
LLC, a subsidiary ofthe Universal Paragon Corporationrelative to the development known as The Schlage Lock
DevelopmentProject, September 2014
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Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard (Development Plan EIR, November 2009)

o Provide automobile, public transportation and pedestrian connections between the Shipyard, Candlestick
Point, and the larger Bayview neighborhood.

o Significantly improve accessibility to the site and reduce traffic impacts on thesurrounding area;
promote walking and cyclingas the primary modes oftransportation within the development.

Executive Park (AreaPlan, May 2011)

o Create an urban neighborhood that balances density with livability.

o Providearange oftransportation opportunities to the residents of Executive Park.

o Improve physical connections that would encourage residents to shop in nearby neighborhood
commercial districts, suchas Leland Avenue.

o Encourage the expansion oftransit services to thearea.

Brisbane Baylands (Draft Environmental Impact Report, June 2013)

o Promote and encourage non-vehicularaccess and movement to and fromthe site (particularly from
Central Brisbane) and within thesite as well.

o Provide safe and pleasant pedestrian and bike paths, and convenient access and linkages to public transit.

o Contribute tocritically needed solutions to regional transit and transportation issues, which will benefit
both the project and existing communities.

o Promote land use mix and good urban design.
Sunnydale-Velasco HOPE SF (Draft Environmental Impact Report, December 2014)

o Create environmentally sustainable and accessible communities.

o Establish physical and social connections between the Sunnydale-Velasco housing developments, the
larger Visitacion Valley neighborhood, and thelarger city.

o Build newsafe streets and open spaces.

o Incorporate sustainable development principles thatinclude“green” construction and healthy buildings,
a walkable neighborhood, stormwater management and solartechnology.
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B. Description of Existing Conditions in Surrounding Areas

The Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will primarily affect and benefit the surrounding neighborhoods
located within a half-mile radius from the Bayshore Caltrain station, which are within a short walking and
biking distance to the Multi-Modal Facility. (See Figure 1 for a map of the primary study area.) In
addition, the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will benefit the neighborhoods along the planned route of the
Geneva Harney Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), which will provide more reliable and frequent transit to
Hunters Point Shipyard, Candlestick Point, Executive Park, Visitacion Valley, Sunnydale, Little
Hollywood, Portola and the Bayshore neighborhood.

Figure 2: Study Area Map, showing the preferred Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility location

| Preferred Multi-modal Facility
Location on Sunnydale Ave

Caltrain Rail

Existing Caltrain
Platforms

Existing/Plannned
Class I/Tl Bicycle Facilities

Direct Walking Routes to
Potential Multi-Modal
Facility from Outside of
1/4 Mile Radius

Existing Muni Metro (T-Third)

Existing and Committed Bus
Transit Service
Potential BRT Alignments

and Station Locations
in Study Area

Overview of Surrounding PDAs

The Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility is located within the San Francisco/San Mateo Bi-County Area
Priority Development Area (Bi-County Area PDA), which is poised for significant growth due to new
residential and non-residential development. A Priority Development Area (PDA) is an area designated
by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC) as akey infill development location within the Bay Area for new investment, homes and job
growth, whichis within walking distance of frequent transit service.

As the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility is proposed to be located next to a key transit stop along the
Geneva Harney BRT route, two other PDAs poised for significant growth will also be significantly
affected by the Facility: the Bayview PDA and Bayshore (Daly City) PDA. (See Figure 2 for a map of the
three PDAs that will be affected by the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility, and Table 1 for a summary of
existing demographic data for each PDA.)

In summary, the three PDAs in the proximity of the proposed Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility together
account for over 50,000 residents and 25,000 jobs (see Table 1). While transit access has improved in
recent years to these PDAs, significant new transit improvements are proposed to occur in the PDAs,
including the proposed electrification of the Caltrain line, Geneva Harney BRT, upgrades to local bus
service and the T-Third Muni Metro line. The Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will tie all these services
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together, connecting southeast neighborhoods to BART, the west side and downtown San Francisco, as
well as the peninsula. Significant new development is proposed to occur in all three PDAs, and new
development will benefit from improved transportation accessibility to these areas.

Table 1: Study Area Existing Conditions Based on ABAG PDA Showcase Data

Bayview/Hunters Total
PDA San Francisco/San Mateo Bi-Connty Area PDA Point Bayshore | o di
ty Shipyard /Candlestick | (Daly City) PDA | OWIToRRding
Point PDA FDA
San Francisco San Mateo B San Mateo
Connty c c San Francisco Connty ty
Plan Status Planned Planned Planned Potential
Transit B Transit Town
Future Place Type Neighborhood Suburban Center Urban Neighborhood
FDAT SamTrans SamTrans SamTrans Muni, SamTrans
Schlage Lock, Brisbane
Sunnydale Hope, Baylands, Can -
Major Projects Execntive Park, logy int Shipvard N/A
and Recology 2
ion Expansion
Net Acres 283 596 879 2,133 320 3332
Population (2010) 10.251 - 10,251 36373 5,729 52353
Hounscholds (2010) 2,828 - 2,828 10,320 1,550 14,698
Jobs (2010) 983 505 1,488 22,461 1,100 25,049
Agricultural & Natural Resources 11 - I Fid I 31
Manufacturing, Wholesale, & Transportation 172 285 457 4778 123 5358
Retail 33 85 i35 L71¢ 85 1,942
Financial & Professional Services 374 Fi 375 5,228 150 5,753
Health, Fdy 1, & Rec ! Services 240 41 281 4,742 604 3,627
Other i34 a2 226 3,875 136 6,337

Source: Plan Bay Area, July 2013 and Plan Bay Area forecast update, February 2015
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Figure 2: Priority Development Areas (PDAs) in the Study Area
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San Francisco/San Mateo Bi-County Area Priority Development Area (Bi-County Area PDA)

The Bi-County Area PDA consists of residential neighborhoods in San Francisco to the north and the
proposed Brisbane Baylands development area to the south in San Mateo County, all of which are located
within the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility study area:

e The San Francisco County portion of the Bi-County Area PDA consists of well-established
residential neighborhoods (Visitacion Valley, Little Hollywood, Executive Park and Sunnydale)
with commercial businesses concentrated along Leland Avenue, Geneva Avenue and Bayshore
Boulevard. According to ABAG, this area houses 10,250 residents (the entire population of the
Bi-County Area PDA), while local businesses provide about 1,000 jobs in the professional
services, health and education, and industrial sectors. New major infill developments at Schlage
Lock, Sunnydale and Executive Park are approved and will be built in the near future.?

e The San Mateo County portion contains industrial uses in Brisbane Baylands, including a
lumberyard and a solid waste processing facility. It is also the site of a former solid waste landfill
that is currently undeveloped. Existing Baylands businesses provide about 500 jobs, primarily in
the industrial sector. No residents currently live in the San Mateo County portion of the
Bi-County PDA. The City of Brisbane is currently considering a new development proposal and
land use plan for the Baylands area.

Bayview/Hunters Point Shipyard/Candlestick Point PDA (Bayview PDA)

The Bayview PDA encompasses the entire Bayview Hunters Point neighborhood and spans over

2,100 acres to the east of Highway 101. The Candlestick Point portion of this PDA is anticipated to be
most directly impacted by the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility given its location along the Geneva Harney
BRT route, within a short drive to the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility. Harney Way is the main
connection point from Jamestown Avenue and Gilman Avenue in Candlestick Point to Executive Park
and Highway 101.

Candlestick Point is best known as the site of the former Candlestick Park Football Stadium for the 49ers.
Now that the Candlestick Park Football Stadium is no longer in operation, Candlestick Point primarily
consists of the Candlestick Point State Recreation Area (CPSRA, a state park along San Francisco Bay), a
small number of privately owned parcels (including an RV Park), and a major public housing
development (Alice Griffith). Given the current mix of land uses, only a small portion of Bayview
residents and employees live or work in Candlestick Point; however, a significant portion of new growth
in the Bayview PDA is anticipated to occur in Candlestick Point.

Alice Griffith is a 256-unit residential housing development with a small amount of retail and business
uses. The housing complex suffers from deferred maintenance and deteriorated conditions, and only

9 percent of its residents are currently employed.* All of the existing units will be rebuilt and replaced as
part of the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 mixed—use development project.

Bayshore (Daly City) PDA

2 The demographic characteristics ofresidents in the San Francisco County portion are further discussed below.
3 Alice Griffith Redevelopment Project, Draft EIS, December 2011
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The Bayshore PDA consists of the Bayshore residential neighborhood in Daly City, commercial uses
along Geneva Avenue (including the Cow Palace) and a low-intensity industrial area located immediately
to the north of MacDonald Avenue near the San Francisco border. The Cow Palace is an indoor arena and
event space owned and operated by the California Department of Food and Agriculture, which represents
the most significant opportunity for future redevelopment in Daly City. No significant new developments
have occurred in Bayshore since 2009 when Pacific Place, a mixed-use project with 15,000 square feet of
retail and 72 apartments along Geneva Avenue, was completed. *

Bayshore houses fewer than 5 percent of the Daly City population. > Most of its residents are born outside
of the United States and about 25 percent speak little or no English. When compared to the entire Daly
City population, the Bayshore has a higher proportion of families below the poverty level and residents
with less than a high school education.

* http://www.dalycity.org/about_daly city/city profile.htm
> Ibid
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C. Demographic Characteristics of Surrounding Neighborhoods

As described above, the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility is proposed to be primarily located in the
Visitacion Valley neighborhood of San Francisco. Visitacion Valley is a largely residential neighborhood
with retail use concentrated along Leland Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard, which is one of

San Francisco’s “Invest in Neighborhoods” commercial corridors. The neighborhood is currently served
by the T-Third Muni Metro line and by major bus routes along Bayshore Boulevard and Geneva Avenue.
Exhibit 2 below summarizes the existing demographic conditions in Visitacion Valley.

The surrounding Sunnydale, Little Hollywood and Portola neighborhoods are also located near the
Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility and will be affected by it:

e Sunnydale is located in the southwest portion of Visitacion Valley next to McLaren Park.
In addition to the large Sunnydale public housing complex that consists of about 800 existing
housing units, Sunnydale currently has 29,000 square feet of community facilities and three small
playgrounds to serve local residents.

o Little Hollywood is San Francisco’s smallest neighborhood, sandwiched between Bayshore
Boulevard and Highway 101. Little Hollywood is largely a residential area with single-family
homes. It is adjacent to industrial uses such as the Recology Solid Waste Disposal Facility and
the closed Schlage Lock Factory, which is currently being redeveloped into a mixed-use project.

e Portolais alargely residential neighborhood located to the north of Visitacion Valley, between
McLaren Park and Highway 101. The majority of retail use in Portola is located along San Bruno
Avenue and includes a mix of neighborhood servicing businesses such as bakeries, restaurants,
grocery stores and pharmacies.

Visitacion Valley, Sunnydale, Little Hollywood and Portola are located in San Francisco’s zip code
94134, which is one of the city’s most diverse areas, housing a mix of Asian, African American, Latino,
and Caucasian households. Table 2 further below compares the socio-economic conditions in this zip
code with that of San Francisco as a whole. Over half of its residents are born outside of the United States
and speak a language other than English at home. Homeownership and families with children are much
higher than the citywide average. However, compared to San Francisco, it has a lower median household
income, higher unemployment rate and larger proportion of families below the poverty level.

As further discussed below, new residential and commercial development is proposed for Schlage Lock
and Sunnydale Hope SF, which are proposed to significantly increase the number of residents and retail
businesses within the surrounding area.
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Exhibit 2: Visitacion Valley Demographics®

Population Race [ Background CITYWIDE VISITACION VALLEY
== White 48% 12%
]
139060 | [0 Black 6% 8%
vs. 805,240 Citywide i [0 Asian 33% 66%
i I Native American / Hawaiian or Pacific |slander 1% 1%
1
. . |
Population Density ! I Other f Two or More 13% 13%
o= % Latino 15% 18%
35 'per acre Male / Female Ratio 51/49% 50/50%
vs. 27 Citywide Foreign Born 36% 56%
Linguistic Isolated Households 14% 268%
Median Age Age
40 4 i——- Under 5 4% 6%
* LM 5nl7 9% 16%
= . . ]
vs. 38.5 Citywide i [ RELVEN 30% 239
| M 35105 37% 36%
1
L I 60 and over 19% 19%
% of Households Households
No. of Houscholds Without a Car Family Households A49%, 75U,
o (o) 4 Single-Person Households 39% 13%
1
° 16 /0 Mon-Family Households 17% 12%
. 345,810 Citywid 299% Ci i 5
benBad ifywide e Ty Average Household Size e 3.7
Average Family Household Size 31 4.6
Median
Household Income Unemployment Income
Median Family Household Income £86,670 £64,885
$57,510 12% -
L] Per Capita Income $45,478 $20,210
vs. $71,420 Citywide vs. 7% Citywide %o Poverty 12% 11%
Unemployment 7.0% 12.0%
Education Education
A higher percentage r— High School or Less 29% B2%
L “"‘1"": | I Some Collegs / AA Degres 20% 22%
grudlmﬁea or less. 1
i I College Degree 31% 13%
— B Post Graduate 20% 2%
No. of Housing Unita Housing
Renting Households 62% 36%
3,780 Rental Vacancy Rate 3.4% 3.6%
vs. 376,940 Citywide Median Rent £1,260 nfa
Residential Density = Single Family Housing 33% 85%
B ————————— 1
# units | 2-4 Units 21% 10%
9 per acre ! I 5 -9 Units 10% 2%
1
vs. 12 Citywide “— Il 10 units or more 35% 4%
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Table 2: 2016 Socioeconomic Characteristics of Surrounding Neighborhoods (Zip Code 94134)

Surrounding
Category Neighborhoods San Francisco
94134
Number |Percent| Number |Percent
Population 44,500 365,913
By Race
White 6,772 15% 413,022 48%
African American 3,450 8% 45,709 5%
Asian 25,922 58% 297,202 34%
Other Race 8,356 19% 109,980 13%
By Ethnicity and Single Race
Hispanic/Latino 9,938 22% 134,855 16%
Not Hispanic/Latino 34,562 78% 731,058 84%
Language Spoken at Home
Speak Only English at Home 13,228 32% 460,487 56%
Speak Language Other than English at Home 31272 [ 69%[ 405426 | 44%
Education Attainment
Population 25+ with Less Than High School Graduation 8,664 27% 92,011 13%
Houscholds 12,302 375195
Average Household Size 3.59 224
Houscholds, People < 18 4,940 40% 68,635 18%
Families 9458 163,154
Families Below Poverty 1,101 12% 13,279 8%
Household Income
Median Household Income $65.814 $84.160
Business and Employment
Civilian Labor Force Unemployed 11.69% 7.35%
Employed Civilian 16+ Population in White Collar Occupation 11,033 52% 352,173 72%
Employed Civilian 16+ Population in Blue Collar Occupation 3,935 18% 45,148 9%
Number of Business Establishments, 2014 349 33,189
Paid employees for pay period including March 12, 2014 3,541 573,297
Transit
Workers by Travel Time to Work 19,623 435480
Average Commute (in minutes) Workers Worked Away 36 35

! January 2016 estimates except where noted specifically

Source: The San Francisco Health Improvement Parinership (SFHIP), U S. Census Bureau American FactFinder

® Invest in Neighborhoods San Francisco: Visitacion Valley Leland A venue and Bayshore Boulevard Neighborhood
Profile, San Francisco Office of Economic and W orkforce Development, February 2013
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D. How Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility Will Improve Quality of Life for
Disadvantaged Communities

The proposed Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will benefit surrounding areas by providing them with
improved access to the Bay Area’s rapid transit systems to better reach employment, retail, and other
opportunities. As a result, the surrounding neighborhoods will become more accessible and
environmentally sustainable—important goals for the three adjacent cities and key planning features for
developments in the surrounding PDAs. In addition, the improvements will provide better accessibility
and help improve the quality of life of local residents, many of who live in disadvantaged communities
(Communities of Concern (CoC) and/or Environmental Justice (EJ) Communities).

Communities of Concern are defined by ABAG as those communities having concentrations of four or
more factors such as limited English proficiency, zero-vehicle households, seniors, population with a
disability, single-parent families, cost-burdened renters, or communities with concentrations of both low-
income and minority populations.’ Although the neighborhoods surrounding the Bayshore Multi-Modal
Facility haven’t been specifically identified as CoCs by ABAG, they meet four of the CoC criteria as
shown in Table 3 below.®

Table 3: Surrounding Neighborhoods Meet Key Criteria for Communities of Concern

. Surrounding
Disadvantaged Factor Concentration Neighborhoods
Threshold
94134
Minority Population % 85%
Limited English Proficiency Population 20% 69%
Zero-Vehicle Households 10% 15%
Cost-burdened Renters 15% 26%

Source: The San Francisco Health Improvement Partnership (SFHIP),

US Census Bureau American FactFinder; City and County of San Francisco
2015-2019 Consolidated Plan OMB Control No: 2506-0117

{exp. 07/31/2015)

In addition, the feasibility study for the proposed Geneva Harney BRT Line reveals that over half of the
Geneva-Harney Corridor residents are Asian, followed by Hispanic or Latino populations, which
represent a quarter of the population.® The Geneva-Harney Corridor encompasses Hunters Point
Shipyard, Candlestick Point, Sunnydale, Visitation Valley, the Excelsior, Mission Terrace and parts of
San Mateo County—a far greater area than the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility. However, the Bayshore
Multi-Modal Facility is essential to connecting future BRT passengers in these neighborhoods to
destinations throughout San Francisco and the region.

As shown in Figure 3 (taken from the Geneva Harney Feasibility Study), median household incomes vary

’ Plan Bay Area Equity Analysis Report, Appendix A : Detailed Methodology
¥ ABAG has analyzed and designated largerareas in San Franciscoas Communities of Concern.
? Geneva-Harney Feasibility Study, Final Report, July 2015
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from $18,000 to $150,000, with the higher income areas to the south of Geneva Avenue in Daly City and
Brisbane and lower income areas north of Geneva Avenue, near San Francisco’s Sunnydale housing
projects. The neighborhoods surrounding the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility have high concentrations of
both low-income and minority populations, who stand to benefit from the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility
and the resulting improved transit connections.

Figure 3: Income Distribution on the Geneva-Harney Corridor

Study Area Median Income

v

0,000 - 110000
120,000 - 150,000

Source: Geneva-Harney BRT Feasibility Study. SFCTA. 2015.

CoCs are key components of Plan Bay Area, which tackles issues such as housing a growing population
while accommodating transportation needs, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The Bayshore Multi-
Modal Facility will help fulfill Plan Bay Area goals by promoting safe and easy travel to surrounding
neighborhoods (which included CoCs) and the broader region by providing improved access to a variety
of public transit systems at a single, convenient location.

Environmental Justice (EJ) is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of
race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement
of environmental laws, regulations and policies. ' However, a significant amount of research has shown
that minorities and low-income communities are disproportionately exposed to environmental harms and
risks, as they often suffer from inadequate public infrastructure and poor transportation access."

10 https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice
"' Not in My Backyard: Executive Order 12,898 and Title VI as Tools for Achieving Environmental Justice,
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As discussed above, the study area of the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility has high concentrations of both
minority and low-income populations. The existing conditions in these communities do not include many
of the basic amenities necessary to make them an attractive space for transit, pedestrian and bicycle use.
Narrow sidewalks, large retaining walls, chain link fences and minimal landscaping make the area unsafe
and unpleasant to travel through by foot or bicycle. As described further in Section F, the surrounding
neighborhoods have much poorer transit and bike access, and they are not as walkable when compared to
San Francisco as a whole.

San Francisco’s EJ Program is committed to promoting a healthy, safe environment in San Francisco’s
most vulnerable communities, and the City’s EJ program has particularly focused on improving the
quality of life for residents in the southeast part of San Francisco where the Bayshore Facility and the
study area are located. The proposed Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will help achieve San Francisco’s
environmental justice goals by improving transportation accessibility, promoting healthier and safer
neighborhoods, and enhancing economic growth in the following ways:

e Provide high quality and safe environments at transit stops and along bikeways, sidewalks and
crosswalks.

e Help secure safer and more direct transit connections to surrounding neighborhoods and the
region than would otherwise occur. (In particular, Schlage’s Phase I plan does not include a
Multi-Modal Facility or street connections to the Caltrain Station, and the timing of subsequent
phases is uncertain. This could result in a lack of Multi-Modal Facility connections indefinitely.)

e By improving transit accessibility, encourage new employment and housing in the surrounding
area, which will help spur business and improve the local retail climate.

e Connect surrounding residents with major employment centers in downtown San Francisco and
along the US 101 corridor by providing them a faster and safer access to the Bay Area’s rapid
transit system

e As apublic project, the construction of the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will offer prevailing
wages.

Chapter2: What is Environmental Justice?, United States Commission on Civil Rights, October 2003.
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E. Market Assessment

While the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will benefit the broader Bay Area region by improving regional
transportation access, it could particularly benefit local businesses, as well as those residents who live or
work nearby. Therefore, it is important to take a closer look at the market conditions in the Visitacion
Valley where the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility is located.

As described in Section B, Visitacion Valley is a predominantly residential neighborhood with a
concentration of retail business along Leland Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard and a few industrial uses
to the south. The majority of business establishments along the Leland Avenue corridor are small retail
businesses, such as restaurants, salons and dry-cleaners, along with a post office, public library and bank.
Retail spaces along Leland Avenue have traditionally experienced relatively high vacancy rates (for
example, a 23 percent vacancy rate in 2012).'? Bayshore Boulevard has a concentration of auto-oriented
businesses, including gas stations and auto services that line its western frontage.

Figure 4: Land Uses in Visitacion Valley and Surrounding Developments

HOPESF s ) > i EXECUTIVE PARK

" SAN FRANCISCO
SANMATEO

ey . B a3 |.“ ®X
UG- MXED USE-GENERAL I - usmoustan

RH-1-RESIDENTIAL- HOUSE, ONE FAMILY - M-2- HEAVY INDUSTRIAL

g NC-2 - NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL, SMALL SCALE |:| RH-2- RESIDENTIAL- HOUSE, TWO FAMILY |:| C-2- COMMUNITY BUSINESS

NC-1- NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL, CLUSTER

NC-3 - NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL, MODERATE SCALE RM-1 - RESIDENTIAL- MIXED, LOW DENSITY

NC-S - NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL, SHOPPING CENTER RC-3- RESIDENTIAL- COMMERCIAL, MEDIUM DENSITY

12 Invest in Neighborhoods San Francisco— Visitacion Valley Leland A venue and Bayshore Boulevard
Neighborhood Profile, San Francisco Office of Economic and W orkforce Development, February 2013.

Seifel Consulting Inc. | Page 2.4-17



Source: San Francisco Zoning Map

Given the lack of retail businesses in Visitacion Valley, 90 percent of spending by neighborhood
residents, or $160 million annually, was estimated to be spent by local residents on businesses outside the
Visitacion Valley neighborhood in 2010." This finding is confirmed by a study conducted by the

San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development that indicates all retail businesses except
lawn and garden supplies show significant retail leakage and do not capture much local household retail
demand. (See Figure 5.) '

13 Visitacion Valley Retail Analysis Draft Report, Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., June 2010

' Invest in Neighborhoods San Francisco— Visitacion Valley Leland Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard
Neighborhood Profile, San Francisco Office of Economic and W orkforce Development, February 2013
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Figure 5: Leakage /Surplus Factor by Industry Group, Visitacion Valley
Source: Invest in Neighborhoods — Visitacion Valley, Feb 2013
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However, these market conditions are poised for a substantial change due to the significant amount of
new development that has been approved and will bring a substantial number of new residents and
businesses to the surrounding areas. The following section provides a brief overview of these major
development projects and the amount of projected housing and employment that they each will generate.

Major DevelopmentProjects in the Vicinity of the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility

Five major development projects are proposed in the vicinity of the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility, as
summarized below in Table 4. (See Figure 6 on the following page for the location of each major
development project.)

Table 4: Major Development Projects Near the Proposed Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility

Project PrOJe.Ct Project Description
Name B (Land Use Specific) RLELLE
(County) P
Candlestick/ | San Francisco | ¢ 10,500 new housing units (includes | e Phase I Under
Hunters Point replacement of 256 public housing construction;
units) in Phase II; Phase II update
e Up to 1,600 new housing units in under review
Phase |
e 3.68 M sq.ft non-residential space
(office/R&D, hotel, retail)
e 430,000 sq.ft community space
Schlage Lock | San Francisco | e 1,679 new housing units; e Development
e 46,700 sq.ft. retail; Agreemeélt
e 18,000 sq.ft. refurbished office Appr9ve
e Buildings under
review
Executive San Francisco | ¢ 2,800 new housing units (of which e Approved
Park 500 have been constructed);
e 73,200 sq.ft. of new retail
Sunnydale San Francisco | e 1,669 new housing units (includes e Approved
Hope SF replacement of 775 units);
e 16,000 sq.ft retail;
e 75,000 sq.ft community space
Brisbane San Mateo e 1.639M - 2.639M sq.ft. of non- o Under review
Baylands residential space

These development projects will help reinvigorate the surrounding area by providing new housing, shops
and services. The goal for the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility is to open before the Geneva Harney BRT

is estimated to begin operation, in 2023. However, to begin to understand some of the initial benefits of a
Multi-Modal Facility, it is useful to consider what the area will be like in the year 2030. San Francisco
Planning Department’s informal, conservative estimation is that by 2030 the major development projects
in San Francisco will be about 75 percent complete. Each of these projects is described below, along with
the number of housing units and jobs that are anticipated to be in place in 2030.
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Figure 6: Major Projects in the Study Area
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Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard

Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard (CP-HPS) is composed of approximately 700 acres east of
Highway 101 in the southern part of San Francisco. The proposed project will develop approximately
12,000 residential units (1,500 in Phase I are built or under construction), including one-for-one
replacement of the 256-unit Alice Griffith public housing complex in Candlestick Point. The development
will also add over 4 million square feet of non-residential space for office, hotel, retail and R&D. 5
Additionally, the project will feature artist studios, performance arena, new parks, sports fields, and
waterfront recreation areas. A large portion of the proposed new development, particularly the retail and
residential uses, will occur in the areas surrounding the former Candlestick Stadium and Alice Griffith
within the Candlestick Point portion of CP-HPS, which is most accessible to the Multi-Modal Facility.

Upon completion, permanent employee population associated with CP-HPS is projected be 13,500 and
majority of them will be in office/R&D sector. When the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility opens, CP-HPS
is projected to have about 8,000 new homes and 10,000 new jobs. '°

Schlage Lock

Schlage Lock will transform an abandoned industrial facility into a new mixed-use community with
1,679 housing units, two parks, community facilities, and a pedestrian-oriented streetscape plan. The
development will also provide up to 46,700 square feet of commercial development to accommodate a
15,000- to 30,000-square-foot grocery store plus complementary retail and office spaces. The vacant
historic building will be refurbished and used for office and community space. At project completion, the
commercial and community space is projected to generate 133 new jobs, most of which will be in the
retail sector. !’

Assuming the plan proceeds according to the Design for Development document, a conservative
projection of 75% completion would mean that Schlage Lock would have approximately 100 jobs and
about 1,260 homes by 2030.

Executive Park

Executive Park is located to the east of the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility across US 101. The site
currently contains existing office development and over 500 multi-family or townhome units that have
been built since 2010. About 310,000 square feet in existing non-residential development will be replaced
with new development of 2,800 housing units and 88,000 square feet of retail. '® Once this new mixed-use
development is complete, office employment is projected to decrease by about 1,100 jobs while 200 new
retail jobs will be created. In addition, the existing housing stock of 500 units will increase substantially

'S Non-residential uses include 885,000 gross square feet (gsf) ofretail; 150,000 gsfofoffice; 2.5 million gsfof
Research & Development (R&D)uses; a 220-room, 150,000 gsfhotel; 255,000 gsfofartist live/work space;
100,000 gsfofcommunity services; and a 75,000 gsfperformance arena.

' Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase Il Development Plan Draft EIR, November 2009

7 Where employmentprojections were notavailable in published reports on these proposed developments, this
report estimates future employmentbased onthe proposed amountofnon-residential development multiplied by
the relevant per-square-foot-of-new-developmentemployment factors utilized by the San Francisco Planning
Department in its Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines (October 2002).

'8 Includes 15,000 square feet ofapproved retail for Signature Properties project.
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to a total of 2,800 units. By 2030, Executive Park is projected to have about 150 jobs and 2,100 housing
units.

Sunnydale Hope SF

Sunnydale Hope SF is a new development that would revitalize a 785-unit public housing development
located to west of the Multi-Modal Facility. The proposed project will replace Sunnydale’s existing
public housing units on a one-for-one basis and build 1,000 new homes to create a new, mixed-income
neighborhood with homes affordable to a wide range of household incomes. In addition to the new
homes, the project is proposed to include 16,000 square feet of retail and 72,500 square feet of
community space, which will replace an existing community center. Thus, upon completion the project
will feature 1,750 housing units and create 170 additional jobs in the community service and retail
sectors. By 2030, Sunnydale is projected to have about 1,300 housing units and about 200 retail jobs.

Brisbane Baylands

Located immediately to the south of the proposed Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility, Brisbane Baylands
encompasses approximately 733 acres of former municipal landfill and former rail yard within the City of
Brisbane. The project may also include part of the existing 44-acre Recology facility that is located
partially within Brisbane and partially within San Francisco.

Most of this area is currently undeveloped. The existing uses include the Recology Facility, two
lumberyards, Brisbane Bayshore Industrial Park, Brisbane Recycling Company, the Baylands Soil
Processing facility, and buildings associated with former rail yard uses. Other existing uses include the
Caltrain Bayshore Station, a horse-boarding stable, and a number of interim uses (such as plant nursery,
bus yard, storage, etcetera).'” The two lumberyards together have about 35 employees. The other existing
businesses together have about 60 employees, and Recology currently employs about 1,102 individuals at
its existing site, although a substantial number of these employees are located within the San Francisco
portion of Recology.?’ Employment is expected to increase significantly with the proposed Brisbane
Baylands project.

After considering four alternatives in the Brisbane Baylands EIR, the Brisbane Planning Commission has
recommended that the Brisbane City Council adopt a plan that would include 1.63 million to 2.64 million
square feet of non-residential development and would not provide any new housing units. This level of
development is subject to change as the land use approval process moves forward. Since the
recommendation is dramatically different than the EIR alternatives, the site design, walkability and
orientation to transit is unclear. For the purposes of this analysis, the Planning Commission’s
recommendation is assumed to be approved, which would replace about one-third of the existing
businesses with a substantial amount of new office and R&D development. By full buildout, this is
projected to increase employment on average by about 3,400 jobs in addition to Baylands’ existing
employment base of 1,100 jobs. However, the timing of future development within the Baylands is
unclear given that the Baylands Plan has not yet been adopted by the City.

1 Brisbane Baylands Draft EIR, June 2013
20 Brisbane Baylands Draft EIR, June 2013
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Daly City Bayshore

In addition to these major development projects in Brisbane and San Francisco, the Bayshore PDA, which
encompasses the Bayshore neighborhood of Daly City, is also anticipated to grow from new infill
development by 2040 according to ABAG projections. However, most of the growth from new
development in Bayshore is attributable to the potential redevelopment of all or a portion of the Cow
Palace, which is currently an actively operating arena and event venue. Given that the Cow Palace is still
operating, and there are no current plans for its redevelopment or any other new developments in the
Bayshore area of Daly City, no projected growth from new development is conservatively assumed to
occur there by the opening of the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility. *' As previously shown in Table 1, the
Daly City Bayshore PDA is currently estimated to have about 1,600 existing households and 1,100 jobs,
as no substantial amount of new development has occurred there since 2010.

New Housing and Employment Growth from Surrounding Area

As described above, the major development projects have significant commercial components and have
the potential to draw customers and workers to the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility study area. In addition,
future residents in new housing units will increase the retail spending power of the area significantly.
Together these major projects will replace more than 1,000 public housing units and remove over 600,000
square feet of older industrial and office space to make way for new mixed-use, mixed-income transit
oriented development (TOD). At the opening of the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility, surrounding areas
would include more than 14,000 housing units and 16,000 jobs if new development moves forward as
planned. ? (See Figures 7 and 8 on the following page.)

2l The projections conservatively do not assume any growth fromnew housing orjobs in the Eastern Daly
City/Bayshoreneighborhood based on the SFCTA/MTC Growth Projections between 2020-2040 for TAZ 1207.

22 Based on the assumption that 75 percent of proposed new developmentin the major projects willbe completed by
the opening ofthe multimodal facility perthe San Francisco Planning Department.
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Figure 7: Existing and Projected Housing Units from Major Projects Located Near Bayshore Multi-Modal
Facility
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Figure 8: Existing and Projected Employment from Major Projects Located Near Bayshore Multi-Modal
Facility
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F. Impact on Existing Businesses and Livability

Transportation access to a neighborhood plays a vital role in enhancing its livability and desirability as a
place to live, work and visit. As evidenced in American Planning Association’s May 2014 research report,
more and more, residents and businesses are choosing locations based on their accessibility as measured
by their walk, transit and bike scores: %

“When asked what would strengthen their local economy, two-thirds believe that investing in
schools, transportation choice, walkability and key community features is the best way. For both
Millennials and Active Boomers, including those living in today’s suburbs, walkability is high in
demand.”

Currently, the transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the neighborhoods surrounding the Bayshore
Multi-Modal Facility do not score well according to national metrics that rank accessibility on a scale of 1
to 100, with 100 being the highest ranked. San Francisco as a whole is one of the most transit friendly and
walkable cities in the United States, second only to New York, and many of San Francisco’s eastern
neighborhoods achieve scores in the 90t percentile for walkability and transit access. ** The
neighborhoods surrounding the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility, however, have significantly lower scores,
reflective of their limited transit and bike access and inadequate pedestrian amenities (see Table 5).

Table 5: Walk, Transit and Bike Scores for the Surrounding Neighborhoods

Neighborhood ‘Walk Score Tramsit Score  Bike Score
San Francisco City 86 80 75
Vistiacion Valley 67 68 50
Little Hollywood 66 69 56
Sunnydale 58 62 413
Candlestick Point 47 64 36
Hunters Point 47 57 38
Bayshore, Daly City 53 Unavailable 12
Baylands, Brisbane 12 9 Unavailable

Source: https://wwwredfin.com/ and https://www_walkscore.com

2 Investingin Place for Economic Growth and Competitiveness, A Research Summary, American Planning Association, May
2014

24 https://www.walkscore.com/cities-and-neighborhoods/
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People currently use Geneva Avenue, Sunnydale Avenue, Bayshore Boulevard and Leland Avenue to
drive, walk, bike, and ride transit. In addition, Geneva Avenue is a key goods-movement corridor for
trucks connecting a broad swath of San Francisco to two highways: I-280 and US 101.23

These streets are not designed to accommodate vehicular and pedestrian traffic in a safe way. Narrow
sidewalks, lack of bicycle lanes, large retaining walls, chain link fences, and minimal landscaping make
the area unsafe and unpleasant to travel through by foot or bicycle. However, the Bayshore Multi-Modal
Facility will improve transit, bicycle and pedestrian safety as well as connectivity.

With new walkable developments, redesigned streets, and additional transportation services coming to the
area, the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will help enhance overall transportation effectiveness and
improve the quality of life and desirability of surrounding neighborhoods, which will in turn promote
business activity. Specifically, the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will improve access to local businesses
and residential neighborhoods, by enhancing connections to transit and making it easier for people to get
to local businesses, shops, and services.

» Geneva-Hamney Feasibility Study, Draft Report, July 2015
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NELSON
NYGAARD

MEMORANDUM

To: San Francisco Planning Department
From: Nelson\Nygaard
Date:  March 6, 2017

Subject: Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility Study Phase Il — Task 2.5: Operational Needs
Assessment

The Bay shore Multi-Modal Facility will improve accessto the Bayshore Caltrain Station by closing
the existing physical gap between the station and surroundingland uses and transit connections,
asshownin Figure 1.

Figure1 StudyArea and Caltrain S patial Gap to Surrounding Uses
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Currently, Muni and SamTransservices along Bayshore Boulevard do nothave an accessible
connectionto the Bayshore Caltrain Station. Further, bicycle and pedestrianaccessis only
availablethrough a circuitous, out-of-direction routing via Blanken and Tunnel Avenue. Along
with the Schlage Lock streetscape network, the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will provide safe,
direct connectionsneeded to growridership, increase safety and serve existing and future
neighborhoods. Together with the planned Geneva-Harney BRT Line, the Multi-Modal Facility
will facilitate a vast improvementin east-west mobility serving the southern portion of San
Francisco. Inparticular, Geneva-Harney BRT will connect Caltrainto existing and planned Muni

116 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 500 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 415-284-1544 FAX 415-284-1554
www.nelsonnygaard.com
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and SamTransservices, linking Candlestick/Hunters Point in the eastto destinationsin
Visitacion Valleyand then west to the Balboa Park BART Station and the Sunset District.

Study Background

Phase I of the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility Studyidentified Sunnydale Avenue as the preferred
location fora Multi-Modal Facility, as shownin Figure 2. Phase IT developsand evaluates concept
alternatives for the preferred location based on consultant analysis, public agencyinputand
community feedback. The facilitylocation and design as recommended through PhaseI and IT
focuses on a mid-term timeframe for implementation, roughly in the 2023-2025 window, which
would coincide with Geneva-Harney BRT.

Asdevelopmentin Schlage Lockcontinues, further discussion of the preferred designand
elements ofthe Multi-Modal Facility will be undertakenin order to ensure whatis eventually built
is useful, accessible, attractive, and scalable. Dependent on other agency projectsincluding those
from Caltrain, Caltrans, CHSRA, City of Brisbane, and City and County of San Francisco, the
elements of the Multi-Modal Facility mayberelocated to better serve usersin thelong-term.

Figure 2 Sunnydale Avenue Preferred Multi-Modal Facility Location
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Purpose of Task 2.5 Memo

This memorandum presentsthe approachto and evaluation ofthe four concept alternatives
created for the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility in the San Francisco-San Mateo Bi-County area.
First, the high priority elements and desired minimum standards commonto all alternativesare
presented followed by a brief description of each concept and the key differences among them.
Next, the study’s evaluation framework is presented, which includes four primary categories
(criteria)and a range of transportation-related metrics for each. The evaluation of alternativesis
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performed separately for each category. Theresult of the evaluation found that all alternatives are
feasible from a Multi-Modal operations perspective but Alternatives 3 and 4 provide a higherlevel
offunctionality and convenience for users of all modes. More info on construction-related
feasibility of the Multi-Modal Facility canbe found in Technical Memorandum 2.8.

MULTI-MODAL FACILITY SITE LOCATION

The preferredlocationforthe Bayshore Multi-Modal Facilityis illustrated in Figure 3,as shown
inthe yellowhighlight. AspartofPhaseIl, a total of four conceptalternatives for thislocation
were developed and evaluated. Inorderto develop a range of concepts which offer differing
circulation patternsand passenger amenities, two alternatives (3 and 4) extend beyond the City
and County lineinto City of Brisbane, San Mateo County.

The Schlage Lock development sits between the Caltrain tracks and Bayshore Boulevard alonga
busy north-south corridor in the southeast corner of San Francisco. Schlage Lock will transform
an abandoned industrial facilityinto a new mixed-use community with 1,679 housingunits, a
grocerystore, two parks, and a pedestrian-oriented streetscape plan. Developmenthere can help
address regional growth and related transportation needs by integrating aninviting, useful,and
efficient Multi-Modal Facilityinto the overall design and functionality of the Schlage site.
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Figure 3 Preferred Multi-Modal Facility Si
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MULTI-MODAL CONCEPT ALTERNATIVES DESCRIPTION

This section presentsthe concept alternatives developed as partof Phase I1. Multi-Modal facilities
link transportation services and infrastructure within a single location or area, providingbetter

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. | 2.5-4



Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility Study Phase Il = Task 2.5 Operational Needs Assessment
San Francisco Planning Department

access and connectivity for people usingregional and rapid transit, local buses and shuttles,
privatevehicles (cars/trucks), cycling, and walking. Facilities can take many formsincluding:
special street designs, a kiosk, shared platforms ora station. The alternatives designed by the
study team, with input and guidance from the public and stakeholders, incorporated a wide range
of Multi-Modal elements (e.g. shelters, public space, bike parking) and strived to meet minimum
designstandards (e.g. 4 shuttlebays). Theywerebased off the street network in the Visitacion
Valley Schlage Lock Open Space and Streetscape Master Plan.

Desired Facility Elements

Every transit trip either starts or ends with a walking trip. A Multi-Modal Facility should
thereforebe a place where people feel safe, comfortable, and can circulate with ease. All concepts
were developed with the following high-priority elementsin mind:

Shuttle Loading Area: Refersto thelocation where first /last-mile shuttles would serve the
Multi-Modal Facility. This would be a place easily and directly accessible by employee,
community, senior and paratransit shuttles.

Seatingand Shelter: Refers to seating for waiting passengers and protection from the elements
in the form of roofs, enclosed areas, or shade. Thisrequirement was supported by the public,
many of whom commented that the areacan get very windy.

Passenger Loading Area: Refersto thelocation where private vehicles, taxis, and
transportation network companies (TNCs) would serve the Multi-Modal Facility. Thiswouldbea
placeeasily and directly accessible by v ehicles.

Pedestrian Access: Refersto theavailability of direct and safe walking paths to and from the
facility. This is veryimportant given that the majority of users are expected to walk to the facility
and betweentransitmodes. The facility areawill include additional pedestrian-oriented elements
lay ered on the Schlage street network, makingwalkingtrips safer, more comfortable and direct.

Bicycdle Access: Referstotheavailability of directand safe bicycling paths to and fromthe
facilityincluding connectionsto existing bicycle routes along Bayshore Boulevard, San Bruno
Avenue, Blanken Avenue, Geneva Avenue, and Tunnel Avenue.

Bicycdle Storage: Refers to thebicyclelockersandbicycle racks, and perhaps even bicycle
storagerooms. Caltrainin particular has a large percentage of passengerswho accessits services
by bicycle, suggesting a growing need forbicycle storage at thisfacilityas the area develops
aroundit.

Bicycle Share: Refers to a Bay Area Bikeshare kiosk. Thiswould be a place where passengers
could access orreturnsharedbicycles. To be successful, at a minimum there would havetobe
multiple kiosks around the Bayshore area and in the Ex ecutive Park, Hunters Point Shipyard and
Candlestick Point developments.

Way finding: Refersto the signage placed strategicallyaround thefacilityareato direct people to
the Multi-Modal Facility and within the Multi-Modal Facility to assist travelersto find specific
modesandservices.

Information Kiosks: Arestreet elements or furniture where travelers can find information
related to services, routes, and fares.
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Allfacilitieswould be designed to be A DA-accessible.

Minimum Standards/Design Guidelines

Each conceptalternative strives to meet minimum standards for operational efficiency,
effectiveness, and safety, as shownin Figure 4. These minimum standards are specific
requirementsforthehigh-priority elements (e.g. four shuttlebaysforthe shuttleloading area
element).

Figure 4 Desired Facility Elements: Design Principles

Category Design Principle

Minimum of four shutle baysfor 30' vehicles

TransitOperations 170" minimum for independentshutfe movement

Maximize quality, size of waiting area

Minimum 170" curbside pick-up space

Direct connections for all modes
(especially pedestrian and bike)

Mult-Modal Connectivity Safe, secure bike paths

Safe, secure pedestrian paths

Wayfinding features
20" minimum clear-width
Vehicle Access : :
30" design vehicle
. Minimize impact on developable land
Policy

Minimize encroachmenton neighboring parcels

Concept Alternatives

In orderto accommodate the required design elements, the Planning Department recommended
that four alternatives with different sitelayouts be explored to analyze howeach one could
incorporate the design elements and effectively address overall multimodalfacility operations.
The four concept alternatives are described as:

Modified Schlage plan (cul-de-sac)

On-street (StreetA)

Looproad (Sunnydale Ave/Street F)

‘Teardrop’ loop multimodal facility (Sunnydale Ave)

@ p

Alternative 1

This facility concept (Figure 5)is fully contained withinthe City and County of San Francisco.In
orderto meet the facility requirements outlines above, the cul-de-sac radiusis designed to allow
for independent pull-in/pull-out of three 30-foot shuttles. Theradius (58 feet) is largerthan a
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recently proposed cul-de-sac from Schlage Lock’s Phase I application (48feet). This increase in
streetright-of-way doesreduce the amount of developableland onblocks 11 and 12, but offers
significantly improved vehicular operation on a dead-end street. This conceptalso moves the
passengerloadingzoneto Street A to eliminate conflictsin the cul-de-sac. Evenwith these
operationalimprovements, thisalternative would stillhave a smaller shuttle zones thanthe other

alternatives.

Regarding connectivity to the external street network, the most direct connection between

Bay shore Boulevard and the Caltrain Station would be viathe public paseo/Street F which links to
Visitacion Avenue, tobebuilt in a later phase of the Schlage development. Thereis nota direct
connectionorclear line of sight, which canincrease safety, ease and appeal of transit, from
transit along Bayshore Boulevard to the Caltrainstation. Public comments received onthis
alternativeincluded the observation that Caltrain to BRT on Bayshore Boulevard wouldbe along
walk and thata path or walkway alongthe southern edge of the development, directly connecting
Sunnydale Avenue is desired.

Figure 5 Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility Alternative 1
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Alternative 2

Similarto Alternative 1, thisfacility (Figure 6) is fully contained within the City and County of San
Francisco. Different from Alternative 1, Alternative 2 replaces the cul-de-sac with a 66-footwide
dead-end street with 20-foot sidewalks that ultimately connectto the Caltrain platform. All
passengerloadingand unloadingwould occur on Street A between Street F and Sunnydale
Avenue. Private vehicles would load on the west curb of Street A, requiring passengersto cross
Street A toreach the station entrance. Shuttleswouldload onthe eastside curb. Since shuttles
wouldbeactive primarily during peak weekday periods, private vehicles could also use the east
side curbspace onStreet A during off peakhours. Additional passengerloadingcould occur, if
demand warrants, north of Street F. Garage access to blocks 11 and 12 remain on Street F; eastof
the garage entrances this street would be reserved for pedestrians and bicyclists (past the parking
garage entrances).

Connectivity to the external street network would essentially be the same as under Alternative 1.
Thereis not a direct connectionor clearline of sight, which canincrease safety,easeand appeal
oftransit, from transitalong Bayshore Boulevard to the Caltrain station. Bike accesswould bethe
least convenient of the alternatives; with most loading occurring on Street A, onlya ClassI1I
facility could be accommodated. Te most direct connection to Bayshore Boulevard would be via
the public paseo/Street F. Commentsreceived at the November 31 public meeting stated thatthe
Caltrain station was too far to walk under this alternative and that the dead-end street could
become a traffic nightmare.:

! The project team attempted to mitigate circulation issues at the dead-end street by shifting all passenger loading to
Street A. The dead-end street would be for garage access and non-motorized travel only.
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Figure 6 Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility Alternative 2
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Alternative 3

This alternative (Figure 7) improves upon the operational functionality of the Multi-Modal
Facility by expanding its footprint and creatinga station looproad to better serve users. Since
Alternatives 1 and 2 border the City and County line, the only way to expand the footprint was to
encroachinto the City of Brisbane onland owned by the Brisbane Baylands applicant, by
approximately 26,000square feet. This concept offers a superior sense of place, with the public
area between Sunnydale Avenue/Street F devoted solely to the Multi-Modal Facility and itsusers.

Station accessis improved compared to Alternatives 1 and 2. There is direct connectionand clear
line of sight along Sunnydale Avenue to the Caltrain Station from Bayshore Boulevard. Shuttle
and passengerloadingoccurs adjacent to the southbound Caltrain platform; passengers
transferringbetweenthose modes donothaveto crossa street for access. Further, this alternative
is able to avoid conflicts between Caltrain-bound traffic and Schlage Lock development traffic
sinceall loading would occur onstreetsthat do not containresidential or retail destinations.
Another major non-motorized design change compared to Alternatives 1 and 2 is theadditionofa
Class 1 bike path on Sunnydale Ave between the Caltrain Station and Bayshore Boulevard.
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This alternative waswell-received at the November 37 public meeting. Many attendees thought it
had thebestcirculation of the four conceptsfor cars, bikes, and walkers.

Figure7 Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility Alternative 3
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Alternative 4

This facility concept (Figure 8) is most similar to Alternative 3: it creates a unique sense of place
with its tear-drop design and seamless connection to the Caltrain platform; passengers have easy
access from Caltrainto shuttles and private v ehicles, or vice versa, without having to crosseven
one street; it separates Caltrain-bound traffic from Schlage Lockretail/residential uses; and the
Class 1 bike path on Sunnydale Ave providesa clear connectionbetween the Caltrain Stationand

Bay shore Boulevard.

By re-envisioningthe station loop road (see Alternative 3) asa tear-drop, thiscreatesa facility
that is primarily located in the City of Brisbane. By doing so, it offers the biggest footprintfor
developableland onthe Schlage site, but encroachesinto developableland owned by the Brisbane
Baylandsapplicant. I't also maximizes the passenger waitingareaamongst allthe alternativesand
offersthe most direct sightline along Sunnydale Avenue: the Caltrain Station willbe visible from

Bay shore Boulevard..
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This alternative was also well-received at the November 3 public meeting, similar to Alternative
3. Community members especially liked the landscape potential, but compared to Alternative 3,
felt thattraffic issues would be more acute with the tear-drop design thanthelargerloop road.

Figure 8 Alternative 4
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EVALUATION FRAMEWORK AND CRITERIA

This sectionpresentstheresults ofthe project team’s evaluation of the likely benefits and impacts
ofthe Multi-Modal Facility project. The evaluation framework used to analyze each ofthe four
alternative consistsof four main transportation-related categories: transit operationsand
performance, multimodal connectivity, vehicular access, and policy and im plementation
considerations.

The conceptswere developed to takeinto account existing and planned transportation services:
»= (Caltrain Commuterrail
* Geneva-Harney Bus Rapid Transit
= Localbusroutes: Muni 8, 9,56,and SamTrans 292
*  MuniLightRail T-Thirdline
*= Employer/event shuttles
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* Bicycles, bicycle storage, bike sharing
» Pedestrianaccess
» Park&Ride/Kiss&Ride locations
» Taxilanepotential
= Carsharepotential
= Bikeshareinstallation potential
Thereareno plans to divert fixed-route public transit (i.e. Muni, SamTrans) into the Schlage Lock

Developmentsite to serve the Multi-Modal Facility, but none of the alternatives preclude that
possibility if demand warrants.

Criteria and Metrics

Criteriaarebroken into two categories: benchmarkmetrics and performance characteristics. The
benchmark metrics are used to comparatively evaluate the alternatives againstone anotherand
take into account operational and spatial needs in each alternative. They consist of quantitative
measures, such as the number of busbays, and qualitative elements, such as ease of
implementation.

Metrics such as pedestrian experience, ease of navigation by user type, and consistency with area
plans arealso criticalto the success ofthe facility; for thisevaluationtheyareincluded as
performance characteristics, or secondary metricsthathelpidentify important characteristics of
the conceptsbut don’t vary significantly for comparison purposes. The metricsincludedin the
evaluation framework are shown belowin Figure 9.
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Figure9 Multi-Modal Facility Evaluation Framework

Performance

Metric Description Benchmark Characteristic

Transit Operations & Performa

nce

Shuttle capacity

Number of independently accessible 30" bus
bays

Distance from Caltrain platform to
connecting transit (closest stop in

pair)

Woalking distance to shuttles

Walking distance to Geneva-Harney BRT

Walking distance to Muni Metro T-Third

Walking distance to Muni 8, 8BX, 9, 9R,
SamTrans 292

Shuttle route directness

Number of turns from Bayshore to Caltrain

Shuttle conflict potential

Severity of conflicts with other modes for station
access (qualitative)

Multi-Modal Connectivity

Distance from Caltrain platform to
connecting mode

Walking distance to passenger loading

Distance to the bicycle network

Programming potential of waiting
area and amenities

Programming of the space for all users

Programming potential of bike
access

Facility type

Pedestrian experience

Sidewalk connection, ease of use

Sightline between Caltrain and
Bayshore Blvd

Clear sightline /directness

Vehicular Access

Width of access lane

in feet

Length of passenger loading and
drop-off zone

in feet

Internal roadway conflict and
congestion potential

Potential for conflict between vehicles and all
modes

Route directness (in private vehicle)

Number of turns from Bayshore to Caltrain

Policy & Implementation Cons

iderations

Size of development parcel footprint

in square feet

Development Potential

Based on street frontage and accessibility to the
Station and Bayshore Blvd. (qualitative)

Ease of implementation

Based on administrative efforts and design
considerations (qualitative)

Consistency with Schlage Lock Plan

Is the alternative consistent with the original
Schlage Lock Plan

Consistency with planning/design
policy

Consistency with Phase 1 and regional TOD
guidelines

Cost (i.e. 12% design)

Order of magnitude

Extent of facility sited in Brisbane

Original plans to stay within the SFcity limits

preferred
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The resultingevaluation detailsthe strengths and weaknessesofeach alternativebased onthe
four transportation-related categoriesand their related performance metrics. All four concepts
weredesigned to meet minimum design standards; thus minimum standardssuch as safety
measures and A DA accessibilityare notincluded in this evaluation. Any design concept with
unsafe features orlacking A DA accessibility wasremoved from consideration or refined during
the concept development stage to ensure minimum design standards were met. Figure 10
presents the legend used for scoringin the four primary categories.

Supporting datafor quantitative measures can be found in A ppendix A.
Figure 10 Scoring

O | Deficient
(» | Satisfactory
@ | Ideal

MULTI-MODAL FACILITY ALTERNATIVES EVAULATION

Transit Operations and Performance

The metricsevaluated for transit o perations and performance are shown in Figure 11. The
defining strengths or weaknesses of each alternative are discussed below.

Figure 11 Transit Operations and Performance Metrics

Performance
Description Benchmark Characteristic

Number of
Shuttle independently accessible D ® | O
capacity 30' bus bays

Walking distance to
Distance shuttles > ® o
from Woalking distance to X
Caltrain Geneva-Harney BRT © D
platform to Woalking distance to
connecting | Muni Metro T-Third X O >0
transit Walking distance to
(closest Muni 9, 9R, SamTrans X O D D
stop in 292
pair) Walking distance to

Muni 8, 8BX X O o]0
Shuttle
route Number of turns frctm X D ol o
di Bayshore to Caltrain

irectness

Shuttle Severity of conflicts with
conflict other modes for station X O D o
potential access (qualitative)

The benchmark metrics include:
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* The numberofbusbaysfor3o-footemployer/event shuttlesthat can operate
independently of one another. The number of desired shuttlebayswassetat four. This
would more than accommodate existing operations and this standard would also
accommodate anticipated future activity when additional Caltrainservice is projected.

= The walkingdistance between the Caltrain platform and the designated areafor
employer/event shuttles. With shuttles expected to provide first/last mile solutionsfor
regionaltrips beginningorendingat the Bayshore Station, convenient and proximate
access to/from Caltrainis a highly desired feature for manyfacility users.

= The walkingdistance between the Caltrain platform and the proposed Geneva-Harney
BRT station on Bayshore Boulevard at Sunnydale Avenue (distance measured to
northbound station). The Geneva-Harney BRT line would provide east-west connectivity
throughthe Study Area between Balboa Park BART and Candlestick-Hunters Point
Shipyard. Itwould be alogical connectingmode forregional tripssouth alongthe
Peninsula Caltrain corridor.

Other performance characteristics reported include walking distance to othertransit options on
Bayshore Boulevard (closest stop relative to the Caltrain platform) and shuttle route directness
and conflict potential. While there are multiple transit o ptions on Bayshore Boulevard the
connectionbetween Caltrain and the Geneva-Harney BRT line is the key connecting service; the
other Muniroutes (8, 8BX, 9,9R,and T-Third) are focused onservingintracity trips northto
downtown SF and SamTrans 292 parallelsthe Caltrain corridor. Although these routes
demonstrate highridershipin the Study Area, they are not expectedto have a high volume of
transfers.2

Alternative 1

Aspart of the conceptalternative development process, the radius of the cul-de-sac was designed
to allowforindependent shuttle operation. With this design there enough curb space (170 feet)
for three 30-footbusesto operate independently of each other. Thefourbusstandard would have
required a larger cul-de-sac radius that would have taken away too much developableland from
blocks11and 12. The potential for conflict for employer/event shuttles with other modes, and
with eachother, is higher than the other alternatives specifically due to the constraintsofa cul-
de-sac design. The walking distance required to transfer between the Caltrain platform and
Geneva-Harney BRT is thelongestunderthis alternative: a pedestrian would walk north to the
paseo,thenwestto Bayshore Boulevard and south to Sunnydale Ave or southon StreetA to
Sunnydale Avenue, then west to Bayshore Boulevard.

Alternative 2

This conceptreduces the potential conflictand congestion in the cul-de-sac by moving the shuttle
operations to Street A. This location allows for four shuttle bays, meetingthe minimum standard
ofthe desired facility elements. The drawbackis that passengers transferring between Caltrain
and shuttleshave thelongest mostandindirect pathto walk amongall alternatives. Passengers

2 Ridership data used in this study was obtained from the Geneva Harney BRT Feasibility Study (SFCTA,2015) which
analyzed Muni data from 2011. The Phase Il Task 2.7 Memo presents this ridership data at the stop-levelin the study
area.
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transferringbetween Caltrain and Geneva-Harney BRT would followthe same indirect path as
Alternative 1.

Alternative 3

This concept provides a direct path and clear sightline betweenthe site ofthe future Geneva-
Harney BRT stop at Bayshore Boulevard Sunnydale Avenue to the Caltrain platform for
pedestrians making transit connections. This alternative also offers a direct path for shuttles
coming from Bayshore Boulevard to the stationloop road thatborders the Caltrain platforms,
whichreduces the potential for conflict between shuttles and other modesdueto the station-
servingnature of theloop.

Alternative 4

Similarto Alternative 3, this concept providesa direct route from Bayshore Boulevard for shuttles
and pedestrians connecting to/from Caltrain. I't also reducesthe severity of potential conflict
betweenshuttles and other modes compared to Alternatives 1 and 2, since all pick-up/drop-off
activityis designed to occur within the tear-drop loop serving the Caltrain Station. Itsimplifies
the shuttle routing from Bayshore Boulevard, allowingforingress and egressto occur atthe
Sunnydale Avenue/Bayshore Boulevard intersection.

Multi-Modal Connectivity

The metrics evaluated for Multi-Modal connectivity are shown in Figure 12. The defining
strengths or weaknesses of each alternative follow.

Figure 12 Multi-Modal Connectivity Metrics

Performance

Metric Benchmark Characteristic

Description

Distance from Walking distance to X

Caltrain passenger loading

platformto Distance to the bicycle X
connecting mode | network

Programming

potential of Programming of the X
waiting area space for all users

and amenities

Programming

potential of bike | Facility type X
access

Pedestrian Sidewalk connection, X
experience ease of use

Sightline

between Clear X
Caltrain and sightline /directness

Bayshore Blvd
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The benchmark metricidentified in this categoryis the walking distance between the Caltrain
platform and passengerloading area (i.e. private v ehicles, taxis, transportation network
companies). Pick-up/drop-off by private vehicles is expected tobe a primary mode of access to
Caltrain,and alongwith a designated shuttleloadingzone, thisis a necessary curb space
component ofthe Multi-Modal Facility.

The performance characteristic metrics help evaluate the quality and functionality of the facility
for pedestriansandbicyclists. This group of metricsis important for ensuring that the facility
fostersa senseof placeforusersofall modes,and that connectionsbetween modesis as intuitive
and user-friendly aspossible.

Alternative 1

Spaceis allocated for passengerloading on Street A, however thelocation would require the
second longestwalk ofthe four alternatives. The cul-de-sac is not designated for passenger
loading, butit willattract vehiclesdroppingoff or picking people up and add to the congestion
potentialofthisalternative. The cul-de-sac, while not directly adjacent to the Caltrain platform,
provides a sense of place to users withits wide sidewalks and potential for a dedicated plazaarea.
Pedestriansand bicyclists will be required to travel betweenthe backofa building to the westand
the Caltraintracks to accessthe Caltrain platform from Street F, whichis lessdesirable thanthe
pedestrian experience of Alternatives 3 and 4. Bicydlists could access ClassI11anes south of Street
F (cul-de-sac)and Class I1I lanes with sharrowsto the north. Asmentioned in the previous
section, thedesignofthis facility alternative, in conjunction with the Schlage site plan, would
preclude a direct sightline between Caltrain and Bayshore Boulevard.

Alternative 2

Aswith Alternative 1, pedestriansand bicycdlists will be required to travel betweenthe backof
Schlage developmentonblocks10 and 11 and the Caltrain tracks to accessthe Caltrain platform
from Street F. The passengerloading area exceeds the minimum designstandard buthasbeen
placed onthewest side of Street A, requiring passengers to crossthe street unlike under the other
threealternatives. The wide sidewalks and limited access for vehicleseast of Street A enhances
the non-motorized experience on Street F, with street space dedicated to pedestrians and bikes
east ofthe blocks 11and 12 garage entrances. With loadingoneither side of Street A, thereis no
longerspaceforthe ClassITbikelane shown in Alternative 1, makingthe bicycle networkslightly
less attractive to users. Multi-Modal connectivity is otherwise similar to Alternative 1. Thereis no
directsightlinebetween Caltrain and Bayshore Boulevard.

Alternative 3

This concept focuses on improvingefficiency and convenience by locating the passengerloading
area adjacent to the Caltrain platform and addinga ClassI shared-use path along Sunnydale
Avenue. The distance between the platform and a pick-up/drop-offis nominal for southbound
Caltrain passengers; transferring between those modes does not require crossing a street for
access. Thestationloop road also allows for more public space adjacent to the Caltrain platform.
It offers a superior sense of place compared to Alternatives1 and 2. Pedestrian and bicycle access
to Bayshore Boulevardis directand simple alongthe ClassI shared-use path. Facilityusers can
see the Caltrain platform from Bayshore Boulevard, and vice versa. Under this alternative, unlike
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the others, facility users can accessthe Caltrain platform two ways: from the paseo/StreetF or
Sunnydale Avenue.

Alternative 4

Similarto Alternative 3, this concept enhances Multi-Modal connectivity by providing a one-way
loopforefficientand convenient station circulation. Passengerloading is adjacent to the Caltrain
platform. Thetear-drop design ofthe facility offers the largest amount of space for public serving
uses, and together with attractivelandscaping inside the station loop road this alternative would
offer the greatest sense of place amongthe four concepts. Pedestrianandbicycle accessto
Bayshore Boulevardis directand simple alongthe ClassI shared-use path.

Vehicular Access

The metricsevaluated for vehicular access are shown in Figure 1 3. The defining strengths or
weaknessesof eachalternative follow.

Figure 13 Vehicular Access Metrics

Performance
Metric Description Benchmark Characteristic
Width of access

lane in feet X e 6| D
Length of

passenger loading | in feet X DIDPDIDDID
and drop-off zone

Internal roadway Potential for conflict

conflict and between vehicles X OOl | @

congestion potential | and all modes
Number of turns

from Bayshore to X (CEECAN BN )
Caltrain

Route directness (in
private vehicle)

There arethree benchmark metricsidentified in this category:

»= Curb-to-curbroadway widthrequires a 20-foot minimum, set by the San Francisco Fire
Department. But the design and ease of movementamongmodesin each alternative
helpsto dictate whether wider lanes mightbe desirable. The Multi-Modal Facility
roadwayswere designedto be consistent withthe OSSMP and to meet the minimum
standard.

= Passengerloadingis a high priority facility element. The longer the passengerloading
zone the more flexibility the facility willhave in accommodating a range of Caltrain
servicetypes. The desired minimum standardis 170 feet, or approximately eight vehicles.
Since passengerloading/unloading atkey transit stations often occurs where it is most
convenientforthedriver, it is imperative to encourage loading in designated areasby
makingthose areas convenient and easily accessible zones.
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» Internal roadway conflict potential is a qualitative metric (in lieu of microsimulation) that
seeks toidentify the alternatives that provide the most efficient circulation amongst all
modes. Inadditionto station-bound traffic, each alternative maintainsblock 11 and 12
garage access, with varying degrees of mixing between the two types of trafficbased on
Multi-Modal Facility design.

Routedirectnessis being reported asa performance characteristic to helpidentify which
alternatives are most easily accessible from Bayshore Boulevard.

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 maintainsat leasta 26-foot wide lane throughout the facility. This concept moves
the passengerloading zoneto Street A to eliminate conflicts in the cul-de-sac. However, the cul-
de-sac provides the most proximate areatoload/unload Caltrain passengers and those motorists
together with shuttles, private v ehicle ingress/egress from the garages of Schlage Lock blocks 11
and 12, and bicycles creates the greatest conflict potential of the four alternatives. Similar for
pedestriansandbicyclists, motorists do nothave a directsightline to the Caltrain platform under
Alternative1.

Alternative 2

With no designated turnaround, Street F becomesingress/egress only for blocks 11and12; all
loading/unloading would occur on Street A. Shuttleswouldload onthe eastside curb and private
vehicles wouldload on the west side. Since shuttleswould be active primarily during peak
weekday periods, private vehicles could also use the curb space northbound on Street A.
Additional passenger loading could occur, if demand warrants, north of Street F. Thus, this
alternative hasthe mostflexibilityand space for passengerloadingamongthe four alternatives.

Since Street A would accommodate passengerloading, shuttleloading,andlocal Schlage Lock
trips thereis potential for vehicular conflict; however, the northbound shuttle and southbound
privatevehicleloading areas help spread out the activity to help mitigate this concern. Similar for
pedestriansand bicyclists, motorists donothave a direct sightline to the Caltrain platform under
Alternative 2.

Alternative 3

This alternative is flexible from a vehicular access standpoint as the portion of the stationloop
roadbetween Street F and Street A was designed specifically to enhance Multi-Modal access. It
maintainsan access wayofat least 22 feetand traffic can circulate bi-directionally for station
access. The primary passengerloadingarea is adjacent to the Caltrain platform and meetsthe
minimum standard of 170feet. The projectteam has identified o ptional passengerloadingacross
from thedesignated areato accommodate additional demand, if warranted. Since the station loop
road serves the facility exclusively and passengers canaccess the platform without crossing
streets, the conflict potentialis minimized compared to Alternatives 1 and 2.

Alternative 4

Similarto Alternative 3, this concept includes a stationloop road designed specifically to facilitate
Caltrain transfers. The tear-drop designhasa smaller radiusthan theloopin Alternative 3 and its
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interior would containlandscaping rather than developableland. Its one-way design provides an
11-foottravel lane with 9 feetof mountable “grasscrete” in order to meet the minimum access lane
width of 20 feet. Passengerloading would occur adjacent to the Caltrain platform with 200 feet
designated but could be increased with a commensurate reductionin centerlandscaping. The
one-way travelresultsin thelowest conflict potential ofthe four alternatives. On the curve
adjacenttothe Caltrain platformthelane widthis 20 feet which would allow for unobstructed
circulation evenifprivate vehiclesare double-parked in front of the station.

Policy and Implementation Considerations

The metricsevaluated for policy and implementation considerations are shownin Figure 14. The
defining strengths or weaknesses of each alternative follow.

Figure 14 Policy and Implementation Considerations Metrics

Performance Alt Alt Ak

Metric Description Benchmark Characteristic 3
Size of
development in square feet X D/ 1D @
parcel footprint
Based on street
Development frontage and
Potential accessibility to the X DIOI DI @®
Station and Bayshore
Blvd. (qualitative)
Based on process
Ease of and design X
. . . . D
implementation considerations
(qualitative)
How consistent is the
Consistency with alternative with the X O
Schlage Lock Plan | original Schlage Lock
Plan?
Consistency with Consistency with .
planning /design Phase 1 and regional X ®
policy plans and TOD
guidelines
H 0,
g:::g(L;e 12% Order of magnitude X D
s Original plans to
E;;:n:noé:;:;:z s.ta.y within the SF city X D
limits preferred

The benchmark metrics in this categoryinclude:

= The developable size of the Schlage Lock blocks 11 and 12 with the inclusion of the facility
alternative as designed. Generally, the better the facility thelarger theland area it will

consume.
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» The development potential whichis a qualitative assessment of synergy between mixed-
use development and the facility itself.

» The easeofimplementationtakesinto account processand design considerations, such as
whetherthe approval, construction, and maintenance would be a multi-jurisdictional
effort.

Other metricsreported include each alternative’s consistency with Schlage Lock’sapproved plan,
consistency withregional plansand policies,3 order of magnitude cost, and the estimated square
footage of the Multi-Modal Facility that would fall withinthe City of Brisbane.

Alternative 1

This conceptis completely contained within the City /County of San Francisco. In orderto
accommodate Multi-Modal activity, the cul-de-sac reduces the amount of developable land on
blocks11and12.The cul-de-sac does provide greater development potential than Alternative 2
and would be easy to implement, relative to the other alternatives.

With regardsto the other policy and implementation performance characteristics, Alternative 1
couldbeimplemented at a relatively loworder of magnitude costandis consistent with an
interim proposalby the Schlage Lock developers. However, compared to the other alternatives,
the cul-de-sacit is not as consistent with regional design policy guidelines that are meant to
ensure Multi-Modal facilities are sustainable and efficient.

Alternative 2

This conceptis also completely contained within the City /County of San Francisco. Withthe
removal ofthe cul-de-sac in favor of placing all passengerloading onto Street A, this alternative
maximizesthe amount of developableland on blocks 11 and 12. However, a consequence of
removing the cul-de-sacis a negative impact on development potential alongthe Street A since
streetfrontingresidential useswould belessdesirable in front of passenger loading zones. It
wouldbeeasy toimplement, since Street F, east of Street A is most consistent with the original
Schlage Open Space Streetscape Master Plan (OSSMP). However, this alternative deviates from
the original OSSMP in that Sunnydale Avenue would not connect directly to the Caltrain station
and curbsonStreet A would prioritize Multi-Modal o perations.

Similarto Alternative 1, Alternative 2 could beimplemented at a relatively low order of magnitude
cost.

Alternative 3

This alternative expands the Multi-Modal Facility footprint with the creation of a stationloop
road. With this design, the amount of developable land onblock 12is reduced compared to the
other alternatives. It also encroachesinto the City of Brisbane (approximately 26,000square
feet). From a development potential perspective, this alternative removesfacility elementsfrom
StreetA, allowing for curb use more consistent with residential building frontages. Withits new

3 Regional plans and policies reviewed for consistency are documented in the Phase | Memo, Appendix A: Data Collection
(Stantec, December 2015).
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streetnetwork, wider sidewalks, and plazain the southeast corner, this alternative would have the
highest construction costs.

This alternative has more implementation challenges than the other three alternatives, because it
includesnewstreets, reducesdevelopableland onblock 12,and would require coordination and
agreement with the City of Brisbane and the Brisbane Baylandslandowner. Itis lessconsistent
with the Schlage Lock site planthanthe other three alternatives butis consistent with regional
guidelines, by includingelements such asdirect sightlines, expanding the street grid, and street
spacededicated to solely to the Multi-Modal Facility and itsusers.

Alternative 4

This facility concept is almost fully located outside of San Francisco City and County lines (41,000
squarefeet)and would offer the most developableland on block11 and 12. Thusit is consistent
with the Schlage Lock site planbut this concept would be at the expense of developableland on
the Brisbane Baylandssite. However, the Multi-Modal access, amenity and circulation benefits it
would offer to potential future developmentin Brisbane is justifiable. Similar to Alternative 3, this
alternative removes facility elements from Street A, allowing for curb uses more consistent with
residences. Requiring coordination and agreement with the City of Brisbane and the Brisbane
Baylandslandowner, it has severalimplementation challenges similar to Alternative 3. This
alternative would have a higher cost of construction than Alternatives 1 and 2,and depending on
construction costsofthe roadway, could surpass Alternative 3 asthe mostexpensive.

Itis consistent withregional guidelines, including direct sightlines, convenient pedestrianand
bicycle connections, and street space dedicated to solely to the Multi-Modal Facilityand its users.

SUMMARY

More detailed recommendations and implementation steps will be discussed in the final report.
This evaluation found that all four alternatives are feasible; none have a fatal flawwithregards to
transit operations and performance, multimodal connectivity, vehicular access, or policy and
implementation considerations asevaluated.

Alternatives 3 and 4 consistently ranked higherthan Alternatives 1 and 2 in operations,
functionality, non-motorized connectivity, and consistency with regional guidelines. Alternatives
3 and 4 provide a greater sense of place and offer moreland area for facility elements such as
shelters, waitingarea/benches, landscaping, wayfinding, kiosks, etc. since they connect directly to
the southbound Caltrain platform.

Implementation of Alternatives 1 and 2 would be far easier than Alternatives 3 and 4. Alternatives
3 and 4, with their expanded footprint and new, Multi-Modal streets would require construction
in the City of Brisbane, requiring significant coordination and contractual agreements.
Alternatives 1 and 2 could be constructed ata much lower order of magnitude costthan
Alternatives 3 and 4.
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Appendix A

Quantifiable measuresused to evaluate the four Alternatives are presented in the following
figures, organized by the categoriesin the report.

Transit Operations & Performance

Alternatives 3 and 4 provide a significantly shorter walk to the Caltrain platform for pedestrians
gettingdropped off from employer or community shuttles, asshownin Figure A1.

All othertransit connections are expected to take place along Bayshore Boulevard, which means
that the distances pedestrianswould have to walk to connect from the Caltrain platformare
influenced greatly by whether ornottheir pathis direct. Besides the northbound Muni stop that is
northofthe proposed paseoin the development, havinga direct connection along Sunnydale
Avenue, asin Alternatives 3 and 4, reducesthe walking or biking distance to Bayshore Boulevard.

Figure A1 Proximity from Caltrain platformto connecting transit (in feet)- closeststop
Definition | At1 | At2 | At3 | At4
Employer/community shutfes 225 435 30 70
Geneva-Harney BRT, Muni 9/9R, Muni Metro T- 1,065 1,070 890 885
Third, SamTrans 292
Muni8, 8BX, 9 Owl 1,275 1,285 1,305 1,290
Southbound Muni 9/9R 1,445 1,425 1,035 1,030

Multi-Modal Connectivity

Alternatives 3 and 4 provide a significantly shorter walk to the Caltrain platform for pedestrians
gettingdropped off at the passengerloading zone, asshownin Figure A 2.

Figure A2 Proximity of passenger loading zone to Caltrain platform (in feet)
Definition | At1 | At2 | At3 | At4
Walking distance from Caltrain platiorm to
passenger loading zone 430 500 50 40
Distance from Calfrain platform to bicycle 430 430 35 35
network

Vehicle Access

The length ofthe passengerloadingzone was desiredtobe at least 170 feet, orthelength of
approximately eight cars. All alternatives met this criteria, but Alternative 3, with 140 feetmore
spacethan the others, was notranked higherbecause it is notnecessarily moreideal. The space
could ultimately be programmed for something other than passenger pick up at fullbuild out of
the project.
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All alternatives are consistent with width ofthe accesslanerequired by the city of San Francisco
Fire Department.

Figure A3 Convenience to Caltrain via Automobile (in feet)
Definition Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4
Length of passenger loading zone 200 200 340 200
Width of access lane 26 26 22 20

Policy and Implementation Considerations Metrics

Althoughit is preferred that the alternatives are sited fullyin the City and County of San
Francisco, thereis a benefit of having more room for development and accessibility for all users to
the Caltrain Stationonthe Schlage development site, and therefore wasnot considered a fatal
flaw. The extentto which thefacilityis sited in Brisbane is shownin Figure A 4. The breakdown of
developable space by alternative is presented in Figure As.

Figure A4 Extent of facility development sitedin Brisbane (insquare feet)
| At1 | At2 | At3 | At4

Extentof facility located in Brisbane 0 0 26,321 | 41,386
Figure A5 Approximate total square footage of developable space

Block Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt3 Alt 4

11 31,800 36,400 38,900 38,900

12 51,900 58,100 47,900 55,900

Total 83,700 94,500 86,700 94,700
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MEMORANDUM

To: San Francisco Planning Department
From: Nelson\Nygaard
Date:  March 6, 2017

Subject: Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility Study Phase Il = Task 2.7: Station Operations and
Multi-Modal Connectivity

The Bay shore Multi-Modal Facility will improve accessto the Bayshore Caltrain Station by closing
the existing physical gap between the station and surroundingland uses and transit connections,

asshownin Figure 1.

Figure 1 Study Area and Caltrain S patial Gap to Surrounding Uses
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Currently, Muni and SamTrans services along Bayshore Boulevard do nothave an accessible
connectionto the Bayshore Caltrain Station. Further, bicycle and pedestrianaccessis only
availablethrough a circuitous, out-of-direction routing via Blanken and Tunnel Avenue. Along
with the Schlage Lock streetscape network, the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility will provide safe,
directconnectionsneeded to growridership, increase safety and serve existing and future
neighborhoods. Together with the planned Geneva-Harney BRT Line, the Multi-Modal Facility
will facilitate a vast improvementin east-west mobility serving the southern portion of San
Francisco. Inparticular, Geneva-Harney BRT will connect Caltrainto existing and planned Muni

116 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 500 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 415-284-1544 FAX 415-284-1554
www.nelsonnygaard.com
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and SamTransservices, linking Candlestick/Hunters Point in the eastto destinationsin
Visitacion Valley and then west to the Balboa Park BART Stationand the Sunset District.

Study Background

Phase I of the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility Studyidentified Sunnydale Avenue as the preferred
location fora Multi-Modal Facility, as shownin Figure 2. Phase IT developsand evaluates concept
alternatives for the preferred location based on consultant analysis, public agencyinputand
community feedback. The facilitylocationand design as recommended through Phase I and 11
focuses on a mid-term timeframe for implementation, roughly in the 2023-2025 window, which
would coincide with Geneva-Harney BRT.

As developmentin Schlage Lockcontinues, further discussion of the preferred designand
elements ofthe Multi-Modal Facility will be undertakenin order to ensure whatis eventually built
is useful, accessible, attractive, and scalable. Dependent on other agency projectsincluding those
from Caltrain, Caltrans, CHSRA, City of Brisbane, and City and County of San Francisco, the
elements ofthe Multi-Modal Facility mayberelocated to better serve usersin thelong-term.

Figure 2 Sunnydale Avenue Preferred Multi-Modal Facility Location

Preferred Multi-modal Facility
Location on Sunnydale Ave

Caltrain Rail

Existing Caltrain
Platforms

Existing/Plannned
Class I/1l Bicycle Facilities

Direct Walking Routes to
Potential Multi-Modal
Facility from Outside of
1/4 Mile Radius

Existing Muni Metro (T-Third)

Existing and Committed Bus
Transit Service
Potential BRT Alignments

and Station Locations
in Study Area

Purpose of Task 2.7 Memo

The following memorandum consists of an assessment of the non-motorized conditions (i.e.
pedestrian/bicycling)in the Multi-Modal Facility Study Area with a focus onconnectionsto
surrounding land use and transit o pportunities. It recommendsimprovementsto enhance
connectivityand accessibility to surroundingland uses and transit o pportunities. This
connectivity assessment takes into account qualitiesrelevant to the non-motorized environment,
includingbuffer from traffic, pedestrian crossing conditions, pedestrian supportive infrastructure,
bicycleinfrastructure, transit amenities, slopes, auto speeds, and safety.
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LAND USE CONNECTIVITY

The preferredlocation for the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facilitywould be adjacentto the
southbound Bayshore Caltrain Station platform along the future Sunnydale Avenue corridor. This
facilitywould be fully contained within the Schlage Lock development (Alternatives1 & 2) or
partially within the Schlage Lockdevelopment and partially within Brisbane Baylands
(Alternatives 3 & 4). Thereare several essential land uses, both planned and in development, that
the Multi-Modal Facility must connectto. Theyinclude:

» Existingresidencestothewest of Bayshore Boulevard (i.e. the Visitacion Valley
neighborhood)

» Potential commercial areastothe south ofthe City-Countyline (i.e.the Brisbane
Baylands project) and the Brisbane commercial core off Bayshore Boulevard.

= Existingresidencesand employerstothe east of Tunnel Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard
(i.e. Recology, Executive Park,and Candlestick Point), as well as existing residences to the
north of Arletaand Blanken (i.e. the Little Hollywood neighborhood)

Access and connectivity between Study Arealand uses and the Multi-Modal Facility are
essentially the same acrossallfour alternatives currently under consideration. Each alternative
under consideration includes a facility concept between Bayshore Boulevard and the Bayshore
Caltrain Station along or near Sunnydale Avenue. Multi-Modal Facility users would utilize the
existing street network (i.e. sidewalks, bicycle facilities, etc.) to travel to/from destinations. The
only significant difference betweenthe alternativesis that Alternatives 3 & 4 offerthe most
convenientaccessfor people walkingand biking from Bayshore Boulevard via a proposed mixed
use path on Sunnydale Avenue (directly connecting Bayshore Boulevard with the Caltrain
Station).

Multi-Modal Access Assessment

Walkability and bikability is especially importantin creating an environment that makes for
desirable placesto live and work. This assessmentlooksat accessto the various land usesand
land usetypestothewest, south, east,and north of the Multi-Modal Facilitylocation and
recommends improvements thatincrease convenience, comfort, and safety for non-motorized
modes, such as walkingand biking.
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Figure 3 Immediate Facility Study Area
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The development of the Schlage Lock street network, as shownin Figure 3, provides opportunities
for greater walkability to and around the Multi-Modal Facility. However, the existing area
surrounding the facility site still presents many barriersto the convenience, comfort, and safety of
userswho willbe walking and bikingto the facility. These barriers, asshownin Figure 4, existin
the formoflinear barriers (such aswide and high-speed rights-of-way and property fences), point

barriers (such as dangerousintersections), and deficiencies (such as non-existent or currently
dilapidated sidewalks).
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Figure 4 Barriers for Pedestrianand Bicycle Access
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The barriers and opportunities for facility access via non-motorized transportation are described
below and are categorized by the direction of travel to and from the facility.

From the West

In general, connections to points west require the crossing of Bayshore Boulevard (aswell asthe
right-of-way for the T-Third light railline). Asshownin Figure 6, Bayshore Boulevard is a busy
corridor for manyvehicles,some of which are travelling at speeds over thelimitof 35 miles per
hour. Overall, the pedestrian experience up and down Bayshore Boulevard is lackingin appeal,
and facesmany safety compromisesin the formofcurb cuts for businessesingress and egress, as
well as encroachment of vehicles onthe sidewalk space besides auto-oriented businesses along
the west side of Bayshore Boulevard near Visitacion Avenue (see Figure 5).

Figure 5 Bayshore Boulevard facing south from Visitacion Avenue

1

Despitethe many street trees along Bayshore Boulevard’s sidewalks and medians, thereis little
comfort for pedestrians orsafe sense of enclosure dueto a lack of active pedestrian-oriented
storefronts, as well as amenities along the street frontage zone, such as benches, planters, and
short-termbicycle racks. Although they are clearly marked in the roadway, the bicycle facilities

1 Source: Google (All pictures taken in 2016)
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alongBayshore, also pictured in Figure 6, lack actual physical protection from vehiculartraffic, as
well as parked and stopping vehicles (both legally and illegally).

Figure 6 Bayshore Boulevard facing northtowards Blanken Avenue

2

Immediately to the west from Bayshore, connections canbe easily made with the commercial
corridor of Leland Avenue (pictured in Figure 7). The crossing with Leland is the only signalized
crossing of Bayshore Boulevard between Arleta Avenue and Visitacion Avenue. The block of
Leland Avenue immediately west of Bayshore s a positive example of recently designed
streetscaping standards that ensure sufficiently accessible paths of travel, safe and convenient
provisionof on-street bicycle parking, effective drainage, clearly designated and metered on-
street parking, human-scaled street lighting, street trees, seating areas, public art, and textured
crosswalks for greater driver awareness of pedestrians (pictured in Figure 8).

2 Source: Nelson\Nygaard (all NN pictures taken in September 2016)
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Figure 7 Leland Avenue facing northwest from Bayshore Boulevard

3 Source: Nelson\Nygaard
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Figure 8 Leland Avenue facing westfrom Bayshore Boulevard

4

Access from South

Facility users could use Tunnel Avenue or Bayshore Boulevard to access the facility from points
south—particularly the City of Brisbane’s commercial district via Bayshore Boulevard. Tunnel
Avenue, south of the City-County line, lacks complete sidewalks on either side, asevidenced in
Figure 9. Tunnel Avenueis also a ClassIII bikeroute and providesthe direct bicycle access to
central Brisbane via Old County Road and the Bay Trail via Lagoon Road and Sierra Point
Parkway.

4 Source: Google
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Figure 9 Tunnel Avenue, facing northtowards City-County line

5

The westside of Bayshore Boulevard has pedestrian infrastructure stretching as far south as the
Brisbane City limit, just past the intersection with Geneva Avenue.

The most tangible bicycle infrastructure surrounding the siteis a Class IT on-street marked bicycle
lane along Bayshore Boulevard. This is a logical o pportunity for additional marked and protected
lanes to provide lateral connections, wayfinding signage oriented to bicycle routesand major
transit nodes, and possible changesin textures/paintto encourage greater driver awareness of
non-motorized travelers for safety purposes. This is also apparent for access to and from the west.

Access from East

The greatest challenge ofaccessingthe facility from the east is the self-evident barrier caused by
the railroad right of way (pictured on Figure 10). To crossthe tracks,one must either usethe
Caltrain pedestrianbridge (constructed in 2004) to the south, or walknorth to Blanken Avenue.
Ifone wereto take the Blanken Avenue route from the facility, their route would be an indirect
one (whichis described in the section detailing northern access north below).

5 Source: Google
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Figure 10 Caltrain Right-of-Way Facing S outh from Blanken Avenue

Immediately adjacentto the existing Caltrain station platform, along the parking spaces serving
the station (shownin Figure 11), the pedestrian facilities have a path oftravel that is barely
sufficient for Americanswith Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. The constrained path oftravel,
caused by the placement of utility poles, protective fencing, could be easily subject to blockage by
foreignobjectsordebris.

6 Source: Nelson\Nygaard
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Figure 11 Caltrain station parking lotfacing southtoward platform
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Beyond theimmediate station, a key access need to and fromthe eastincludes Executive Park.
Gettingtothatlocation, however, necessitates crossing the Bayshore Freeway (U.S. Highway 101).

Althoughthereis a ClassI1I signed bicycle route providing access from points east beyond the
Bay shore Freeway to the station via Alana Way and Beatty Avenue (which is also the most direct
routebetweenthe Caltrain station entrance and Ex ecutive Park), it appearsthatthere are no
visible markings or protections forbicyclists. This segment, whichis technically part of Bicycle
Route #805, wasidentified in the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan asa “long-term bicycle
improvement project.” Additionally, there are non-existent sidewalks alongthe Alana Way
underpass, asshownin Figure 12,as well as along Beatty Avenue, shownin Figure 13.

7 Source: Nelson\Nygaard
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Figure 12 Alana Way under the Bayshore Freewayfacing east

8

Figure 13 Beatty Avenue facing westtowardsthe Bayshore Station

Access from North

The Bay shore Freeway, Recology site, and the topography stretching from the Excelsior district,
through McClaren Park,and CandlestickPoint all act as majorbarriersfor access fromthe north
and portions of Little Hollywood. Pedestrians and bicycles coming from the north are essentially

8 Source: Google

9 Source: Google
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forced onto Bayshore Boulevard or Tunnel Avenue to access the Multi-Modal Facility, Schlage
Lock Development, orthe Bayshore Caltrain Station. There are some shortcuts at dead endsin the
streetgrid that allow non-motorized passage; however, likein Figure 14, these pathsoftravelare
not paved orramped, and are therefore notaccessible to contemporary standards whatsoever.

Figure 14 Hester Avenue facing south towards Wheeler and Blanken Avenues
P - ‘

10

To get to thefacility walking south along Bayshore, one will have to cross Bayshore Boulevard. In
alllikelihood, the crossing may occur at the intersectioninvolving Blanken Avenue. This
intersection has anirregular design, complex signal timing, multiple transit routes, and the site of
multiple pedestriancollisions (asdetailed in the safety sectionbelow). Additionally, the current
sidewalk conditions of Blanken Avenue between Bayshore Boulevard and Tunnel Avenue, shown
in Figure 15,areunevenandinaccessible.

10 Source: Google
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Flgure 15 Blanken Avenue facing west toward Bayshore Boulevard
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The most direct path to the facility from the northis currently notin the plans for the Schlage
Lock development. Ifspace permits, there could be a direct pedestrian connection through a
public space fromthe corner of Street A and Raymond Avenue to Blanken Avenue (pictured in
Figure 3), parallel to therailroad right of way and coordinated with any public space adjacent to
the old office building. Without that design improvement, people would be forcedto turnwest
onto Raymond Avenue until Bayshore Boulevard, and thenbacktrack (or decideto takean
eastern route walking up Tunnel Avenue altogether). Thisis inconvenient to some walking routes
that terminate in Little Hollywood. Safety

Even overthepast severaly ears, the immediate Study Areasurrounding the Multi-Modal Facility
hasbeenthesite of multiple pedestrian collisions. Thelocations of such collisions are identified in
Figure16. This sectionhighlights where safety or other improvements should be considered
throughan analysisofcollisiondata.Inparticular, the noteworthy hotspotsofcollisionsthatare
most proximate to the Multi-Modal Facility include the intersections along Bayshore Boulevard,
including:

= Arleta Avenue/Blanken Avenue/San Bruno Avenue (which also includesthesite ofa
bicycle collisionas noted in Figure 17)

11 Source: Nelson\Nygaard
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= Raymond Avenue

= GenevaAvenue
The dominance of Bayshore Boulevardin the Study Areawith regardsto safety issues (alongwith
transit and businesses accessibility), underscore the recommendations that follow atthe end of
this memo. Inparticular, thatimprovementsin support of the Multi-Modal Facility depend on
improvements madeto the Bayshore Boulevard corridor and—at the veryleast—its intersection
with Arleta, Blanken, and San Bruno Avenues.

Figure 16 Pedestrian Collisions 2008-2013

Pedestrian Collisions 2008-2013
Geneva-Harney BRT Corridor

@  Pedestrian Collision

Ek!umber of Collisions
1

B

12 Geneva-Harney BRT Feasibility Report, 29.
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Figure 17 Bicycle Collisions 2008-2013
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TRANSIT CONNECTIVITY

Walkabilityis a critical component ofa successful transit system, since every transit trip begins or
ends with a walk trip. This section details multimodal access with regardsto accessing transit
stops(bothexistingand planned) from the facility location. Existing barriers and prioritiesfor
futureimprovement are influenced by many factors, includingthe designofthe busstopsand
intersections, the ease of transferringbetween services, and the context of where service willsee
tangible improvements and frequency. Therefore, it is important to firstlook at the overall
context oftransit services in proximity to the facility.

Existing Transit Services

The transit services specified in Figure 18 are accessible within a reasonable walking distance (1/4
mile or7.5 minutes) of the Multi-Modal Facility and Bayshore Caltrain Station.

13 Geneva-Harney BRT Feasibility Report,31.
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Figure 18 Existing Weekday Transit Service in Facility Area

Destination Daily AM/PM  WeekdayHours of
Headway Peak Operation
Range Headway
(mins.) (mins.)
MuniBus
8-Bayshore Balboa Park to Downtown San Francisco via BayshoreBivdand US 101 | 8-15 8/8 4:40am-1:15am
8AX-Bayshore A | Geneva/Schwerin to downtown San Francisco and North BeachviaSan | 8 8/8 6:40-10:00 am;
Express Bruno Avenue and US 101 3:30-7:40 pm
8BX-BayshoreB | BalboaParkto Downtown San Francisco via BayshoreBlvdand US 101 | 8 8/8 6:20-10:00 am;
Express 3:30-7:50 pm
9-San Bruno Visitacion Valley to Downtown San Francisco via US 101 and Potrero Ave | 12-20 12112 4:55am-1:40am
9R-San Bruno Visitacion Valley to Downtown San Francisco via US 101 and Potrero Ave | 8 8/8 6:00 am-7:00 pm
Rapid
90-San Bruno San Bruno Ave/Arleta Ave to Downtown San FranciscoviaUS101and | 30 30 12:40am-5:50 am
(Owl) Potrero Ave
56-Rutiand Visitacion Valley and Executive Park via Blanken Ave 30 30/ 30 7:00 am-9:30 pm
Muni Metro (LightRail)
T-Third Embarcadero o Visitacion Valley / Sunnydale via Mission Bay, Dogpatch | 9-20 9/9 5:00am-12:50 am
and Bayview
SamTrans (Bus)
24 Brisbane to Westmoor HS (Daly City) via Geneva Aveand Mission St (onebus) | — 7:10-7:50 am;
3:00-3:40pm
29 Templeton/Brunswick (Daly City) to Lipman MS (Brisbane) via Geneva (onebus) | — 7:45-8:15am;
Ave and Bayshore Blvd 3:10-3:40pm
292 Hillsdale Shopping Center to Downtown San Francisco via Caltrain line 15-60 15720 3:55am-2:35am
and SFO
397 San Francisco to Brishane and Palo Alto via Bayshore (Overnight) 60 — 12:45am-6:25am
Commuter Rail
Caltrain North to San Francisco; South to Peninsula (Bayshore Station) | 60 60 6:35am-12:10am
Shuttle
Bayshore-Brisbane | Bayshore Caltrain Station to Daly City Library to downtown Brisbane via | 55-100 — 9:45am-3:45pm
Senior Bayshore Blvd
Brisbane-Crocker | Balboa Park Station to Brisbane-Crocker Industrial Park via the Bayshore | 10-30 20/20 5:45-9:35am,
Business Park Caltrain Station 2:45-7:30 pm
Brisbane-Bayshore | Bayshore Calrain Station to Brisbane-Crocker Industrial Park via 60 60 5:50-9:00 am;
Caltrain Bayshore Blvd and San BrunoAve 4:45-7:10 pm
Daly City Bayshore | Serramonte TransitCenter to Bayshore Blvd via Daly City and Balboa 65-100 65/65 6:30am-8:03 pm
Park stations
Executive Park Balboa Park Station to Executive Park via Recology 30-45 30-45 6:10-8:15am,
3:05-5:50 pm

14

14 Geneva-Harney BRT Feasibility Report,p. 24
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Caltrain Ridership

With suchlimited accessibilityand a lackofstation areaservinguses, current and historical
Caltrain ridership at the Bayshore Station is consistently near the bottom ofall stationsalong the
line. Roughly 250 peopleboard at the station each day, which hasremained constant over
between2014and 2016. A major benefitofthe Schlage Lock development and Geneva-Harney
BRT combined with the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility is that together they would hopefully
result in higherlevel of Caltrainservice atthisstation. This greater ridership potential is reflected
in boththehigh planned developmentlevelsaround the stationand majorupgradesin station
accessibility, security, and potential transit-oriented development.

Muni Ridership

Asshown in Figure 19, mostofthe Muniridershipin the study area is lightly distributed (with
less than 50 daily boardings plus alightings per stop) onthe streets surrounding the Multi-Modal
Facility sitelocation on Sunnydale Avenue. The busiest stop, at Bayshore Boulevard and Blanken
Avenue, has a combined daily stop activity of 56 boardings and alightings The nextstop that
comes closein ridershipis outside the study area (and City limits)at theintersection of Geneva
Avenue and Schwerin Street. These ridership counts were taken in 2011, during the Muni Transit
Effectiveness Project planning process, and then used in the Geneva-Harney BRT Feasibility
Study, published by SFCTA in 2015. Since these ridership counts occurred priorto any Muni
Forward service improvements, todays’ ridershipin the study areais expected to be somewhat
higherthanshown,and will continue to increase as newdevelopment comes online.

Just like in the safety assessment, Bayshore Boulevard’srelative dominance ofridership and
overall traffic withinthe study areanecessitatesitsimprovement as a top recommendation.
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Figure 19 Existing Muni Ridership and Service Map
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Planned Transit Service Improvements

Within the Study Areathere are several planned transitimprovements that would affectthe use
and operationofthe Multi-Modal Facility, as well asfacilitate travel between the facility and key
destinations. These transitimprovementsinclude the Geneva-Harney BusRapid Transitroute,
the Geneva Avenue & Visitacion Valley Multimodal Improvement Project (benefiting the 8

Bay shore), and Caltrain Electrification.

» The Geneva-Harney Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line is a proposed service envisioned to
provide existing and future neighborhoods along the San Mateo-San Francisco County
borderwith a bus connection to theborder area’s key regional transit system hubs. Initial
service would offer 8 minute headways and would improve based on demand. Fromits
northernterminus in the Inner Richmond neighborhood, the route would assume the
28R routingalong19th Avenueto Daly City BARTand thento Balboa Park BART. The
From Balboa Park BART/Muni Station in the west the corridor extends to Hunters Point
Shipyardin theeast, including making a connection to the Bayshore Caltrain Station.

15 Geneva-Harney BRT Feasibility Report,23.
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Exact routing east of the Caltrain trackshasyetto be determined, but within the Study
Area,thecloseststation connecting to the Bayshore Caltrain Stationwouldbe on
Bayshore Boulevard at Sunnydale Avenue. A dditional connections couldbe made at a
stop northwest ofthe Multi-Modal Facility on Bayshore Boulevard at Arleta/Blanken
Avenues.

» Aspart of MuniForward, SFMTA is proposingtransit priority and pedestrian safety
improvementsalongtheroute that will make it safer to walk, increase the frequency and
reliability of service, and enhance the customer experience—on and offthe bus. Within
the Study Area, Muni Forward would make improvements to Visitacion Avenue and
Bayshore Boulevard.

= The Caltrain Modernization Program would electrify the Caltrain Corridor from San
Francisco’s 4thand King Stationto Tamien Stationin San Jose, converts diesel-hauled to
Electric Multiple Unit (EMU) trains,and increases service up to six Caltraintrainsper
peakhour perdirection. At the Bayshore Caltrain Station service frequency could be
increased from 1 train per hour perdirection to 2 trains per hour per direction based on
demand. A successful Multi-Modal Facility would encourage activity at the Bayshore
Caltrain Stationand have a synergistic effect onjustifying more Caltrain service.

Transit Access Assessment

Althoughthe Study Area currently hasan abundance of transit service, the majority ofit is
focused onconnections to downtown San Francisco. One notable exceptionis that the 8-Bayshore
currently provides service to Balboa Park BART. Ultimately, the planned Geneva-Harney BRT
routewillbe the only true east-west route traversing southern San Francisco/northern San Mateo
countieslinking Daly City to Candlestick-Hunters Point viathe Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility.
Safe, convenient, and proximate connections between the Multi-Modal Facility and key transit
service-- such as Geneva-Harney BRT --are a critical component for overall success. The following
assessment looks at accessto transit to the west, south, east,and north of the Multi-Modal
Facility location and recommends improvements.

As shown in Figure 20, the closest stops for eachtransitroute servingthefacility studyareaare
not all in one place. Thisis partially a function of ensuring efficient transit o perations (rather than
require divertingbus routes), butit requires extra considerationto the journey one must take
betweenthesestops, aswell asthe stop designsthemselves.
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Figure 20 Transit Stops Proximateto Multi-Modal Facility Along Bayshore Boulevard
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From the West

AlongBayshore Boulevard between Sunnydale and Visitacion Avenuesis an existingand planned
regional transit stop, serving Muni local services, Muniexpress services, Muni Metro, Samtrans
services, and the planned Geneva-Harney BRT. A ccessingthe stop will be the first essential
connection for people using the facility, primarily because it will be the most proximate transit
connectionservingthe majority of connecting transit services.

Currently, the straightaway alongthis stretch Bayshore Boulevard, alongwitha current
restrictionforon-street parkingonthe eastside ofthe street, ensures ample room for buses to
stop and, ifjust north of Sunnydale Avenue, layover between runs. Thissubstantial space forboth
vehicles and waiting passengersis shownin Figure 21. The nortbound transit boarding areas are
currently being coordinated with the developer of Schlage Lockand should be built when adjacent
parcelsare developed.

Figure 21 Bayshore Boulevard facing north towards Visitacion Avenue

16

Regarding southbound buses, the current busstopssplitat this intersection. Buses goingtowards
Balboa Park BART (the 9 seriesof Muni buses)turnwest onto Sunnydale and stop, while buses
going southbound stop on the far side of Sunnydale Avenue. Itwillbe easier to make a connection
betweenthe 9 seriesbuses and Samtransroutes at the Bayshore/Arletastop, as they both stop at

16 Source: Nelson\Nygaard
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the exactsamelocation. Nevertheless, the possibility of a transfer should stillbe accountedin
futureintersection improvements, especially asthe Geneva-Harney BRT gets constructed, which
will amplify supply and demand for the critical east-westlink.

Aspeople move west from the facility, regardless of the Alternative chosen, they will reach

Bay shore Boulevard attheintersection of either Sunnydale or Visitacion Avenues. Ensuring there
is a safe and accessible route within the rights-of-way of both those streetsand Bayshore
Boulevard (sidewalkand median included)to all stopsand stationsis critical. These
improvementsshouldbe donein advance,andin tandem with, the development of the Geneva-
Harney BRT service.

From the South

South of Sunnydale Avenue, the next majortransit stop thatis planned to serve the Geneva-
Harney BRT line attheintersection of Bayshore Boulevard and Geneva Avenue, located within
San Mateo County (which also serves Samtrans school trippers). Because thisintersectionis
situated a quarter-mile south of a planned stop that is more convenient to the facility at
Sunnydale Avenue, the important priority for southern transitaccess is simply to ensure that
thereis a complete and accessible pedestrian connectionbetween Sunnydale and Geneva
Avenues. Ensuring sidewalk continuity along Bayshore Boulevard will increase the convenience
and accessibility of the neighborhood.

From the East

Asnotedabove,the mainbarrier involving any eastern access are therailroad tracks. Itwill be
important to monitor activity on the Caltrain overpass stairwells and elevatorsfor congestion
duringpeak travel timesas people access multiple transit and shuttle services (ranging from
Caltrain to the private shuttles). However, it is expected that activity willbe minimal onthe east
side, especially as shuttle stopswillbe reconfigured to serve the facility directly on the west side.

Making a connectionto Geneva-Harney BRT service (the primary east-west transitservingthe
facilityareain the future), will be preferable for some people using the facility on the eastern
side—especially people disembarking a northbound Caltrain service (asthey maynot wantto
crossthetracks using the pedestrian bridge). This non-motorized connection to Geneva-Harney
BRT will be dependent on the alignment selected for the project. While routing between Bayshore
Boulevard and Executive Park is stillunder development, three options are currently being
considered. Two of the three optionswould include a stop near the northbound Caltrain platform.
The nearest stop under consideration for the east side ofthe facility is located atthe corner of
RecydeRoad and Tunnel Avenue. Another routing option wouldinclude an easement granted by
Recologyfora newbus-only road along Visitacion Avenue.
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Figure 22 Tunnel Avenue facing north at Beatty Avenue

17

From the North

Serving lightrail,local buses, and express buses the Arleta/Blanken/San Bruno intersection with
Bay shore Boulevard is an important transit node—owed in partto the factthat it currently hasa
higherridership than any otherlocationin the study area. However, safe access for pedestrians
and bicyclistsat this locationis also complex and hindered by the existing conditions along
Bayshore Boulevard.

The T-Third MuniMetro stop (“Arleta Station”), whichopenedin 2007,isuptocodeon
pedestrian accessibility standards. The northbound and southbound bus stopsalong San Bruno
and Bay shore, however, are spatially constrained.

The northboundbusstop’s spatial constraints are mostly owed to its placementonan incline of
over5%alongSan Bruno Avenue between a westbound curvein theroad anditseventual merger
with Bayshore Boulevard. From a pedestrian perspective, the stop provides sufficient paths of
travel,accessible curb ramps atthe intersection, and a level waiting areaat the front ofthe stop.
However, thebusstopitself, with anestimate “red curb”length of 9o feet, maybetoo short for
60-footarticulated buses (Muni policy sets a typical length of 100feetfor farside 60-footbus
stops).® Insufficientroom forbusesto pull in and out ofthe stops may compromise the overall
multimodal transportation system with regardsto both efficiency and safety. Although thiscould
be remedied by extending the designated “red curb” busstop zone, it would interfere withboth a

17 Source: Google

18 http:/ /nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2016,/05/1-7_Tanner-Transit-Stop-Spacing-Location-and-
Infrastructure_2015.pdf
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privateresidential driveway and a curvein the road. Therefore, a bus bulb maybe more
appropriateifspaceis constrained.

A different, yetalso important, design concern exists in the southbound stop. Overall, the
estimated “red curb”length ofthe stopis approximately 105 feet. However, about 60 feet from the
pointofcurvature, thereis a two-way driveway that directly serves the 7-Eleven convenience store
at 2200 Bayshore Boulevard. Thismay cause a point of conflict between traffic on Bayshore
Boulevard, butit also endangers people walking alongthe roadway or waitingforthebus.
Additionally, as evidenced in Figure 23 there may notbe sufficient space for two buses stopping
consecutively, as is the case during weekday peak travel times (the policy for a farside stop
accommodating consecutive 60-foot busesis a minimum of165feet). InFigure23,a bushasno
choicebut to stop directly in the crosswalk, blockingthe views of driverson Arleta Avenue, and
compromisingthe ability of pedestriansto safely cross Bayshore Boulevard and accessthe facility.

Figure 23 Bayshore Boulevard facing west, just south of Arleta/Blanken

In addition to accommodatingaccess fromthisstopto thefacility, thereis also a need toimprove
currently existing transit connections—namely betweenbusesandlightrail. Insuchinstances
(demonstratedin Figure 24, passengers disembarking the T-Third light rail at Arleta Station may

19 Source: Nelson\Nygaard
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currently beinclined to cross Arleta Avenuein the median of Bayshore Boulevard in hopesof
reaching the southernside ofthe intersection—and in turn, the southbound busstop along
Bayshore Boulevard.

Figure 24 Bayshore Boulevard facing west, just north of Arleta/Blanken

20 Source: Nelson\Nygaard
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RECOMMENDATIONS

This assessment has highlighted a number of challenges, barriers, and opportunities to accessto
surrounding land use and transitin the Study Area. The improvements that willimprove facility
access are necessary regardless of which alternative facility design is ultimately chosen. Once a
facilityuserwalksorbikes away from the Caltrain platform, their spatial choices outside of the
Schalge Lock development will beidentical. Improvements are summarized by access direction
below:

Figure 25 Recommended Improvements for Facility and Study Area Access

Details of Necessary

Improvementand Location Infrastructure and Improvements | Transit Connections Supported
West of Facility
Enhance pedestrian safety, High visibility crosswalks and e Geneva-HarneyBRT
convenience, and aesthetic pavementmarkings, bulbouts, e Muni8.8X 9 9R
improvements along Bayshore sidewalk re-surfacing, short-term A
Boulevard between Genevaand | bicycle parking racks and other e MuniMetro (T-Third)
Arleta items that protect pedestrians while e Samfrans 24, 29,292,

providing a greater sense of 397
enclosure and caution for all
transportation modes.

Southof Facility

Rehabilitate sidewalk connections | ADA accessible sidewalk facilities, e Geneva-Harney BRT
along Bayshore and Tunnelon bot | including a suficienly wide and e  Samtans 24.29
sides of the City-County border. level path of ravel, with detectable ’
panelsand ramps at all curb cuts

East of Facility

Improve non-motorized connections | ADA accessible sidewalk faciliies, e Geneva-Harney BRT
between to Executve Parkvia and buffered or protected bicycle
Beatly and Alana facilites (which are currenty

planned)
Monitor usage of existing N/A e Caltrain
pedestrian bridge and vertcal e  Shutfes
circulation
North of Facility
Reconfigure the intersection of Signal timing improvements, high- e Muni8,8X,9,9R, 56
Blanken/Arleta/Bayshore/San visibility crosswalks, automatic : Th
Bruno to enhance safety and pedestrian signal actuation, *  MuniMeto T-Third)
accommodate expanded BRT automatic bus and light rail signal
service. priority, bulbouts for both

pedestrians and bus stops
Open adirect pedestrian access ADA accessible sidewalk faciliies, e Muni8,8X 9,9R, 56
route running due north from the including a sufficiently wide and ; T
facility to Blanken Avenue, parallel | levelpath of fravel for both bicycles * MuniMeto (T-Third)
to the railroad rightof way and and pedestrians — plus sufficient

coordinated with any public space | protections from railroad right-of-
adjacent to the old office building. | way
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MEMORANDUM

To: San Francisco Planning Department
From: Nelson\Nygaard
Date:  March 30, 2017

Subject: Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility Study Phase Il — Task 2.8: Preliminary Feasibility
Assessment

The Bay shore Multi-Modal Facility will improve accessto the Bayshore Caltrain Station by closing
the existing physical gap between the station and surroundingland uses and transit connections,
asshownin Figure1. Asthecritical linkserving more than 18,000 new housing units,
infrastructure improvements and existing neighborhoods throughout southeast San Francisco, a
Multi-Modal Facilitywould support higher transit ridership onthe planned Geneva-Harney BRT
routeand the potential for higherlevel of Caltrainservice at this station.

Figure1 StudyArea and Caltrain S patial Gap to Surrounding Uses

[} M / -
;’d
f? 5 ¥
cmeoieEar & "
SR AR &‘%, oy g o, HUNTERS POINT AN
4 & : & HIFARD
T $ TRARSIT
Ok - ks
0
. o
= e
/ ,
" YOSEHTE
u, > stoue
<) Y
(] iy
M
y
O‘ 4 ""’ﬂa,,,
(it
¢ CANDLESTICH
O’O POINT"

/ WESTERN
" SEGMENT

~

AgGoLoay

B L o1

B e T

DALY CITY | | icteria anclpreousty Sor deved oute opt s
cowpaLAGE i y
o 4 7 ke Opon& BlarkeaLalvop Gouskt
A BRISBANE s ("
CENTRAL J° pauaws | 3 Iy Optien B Resalagy Neth
PR 4/ BRBBARE meme Opton © Beoly fueno
(Ew
h
0 T .- === 28R 19th Avenue Existing Tr= Existing Muni Metro Light Rail > Potential Multi-todal Transfer Locations'
Seale 122137 mmmm 28R { Geneva-Hamey (GH) BRT: Western Segment  —(s—  Existing Muni Bus Routes (Express Routes Not Shown) City and State Parks
Date Saved: 11/3/2016 28R/ GH BRT Central Segment =@~ Existing SamTrans Bus Routes D Proforrod Muli-modal Facility
Eot reforeiie tact: danlel shooter@sfmta.c Location on Sunnydale Ave
;’l'"”' fiol A28 g £ 6. COmE 28R /GH BRT: Eastom Segment 4—+ Caltrain / Future High-Specd Rail Alignment
SFMTA
fr
Source: SFMTA 2017

Phase I of the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility Studyidentified Sunnydale Avenue as the preferred
locationfora Multi-Modal Facility, as shownin Figure 2. This proposed locationis withina
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designated Priority Development Area (PDA) thatencompasses area within both San Francisco
and San Mateo Counties. Itis also within close proximity of two other PDAs that are planned for
significant new growth in housing and non-residential development.

Phase IT develops and evaluates concept alternatives for the preferred location based on
consultant analysis, public agency input and community feedback. The facility location and design
asrecommended through PhaseI and I focuses ona mid-term timeframe forimplementation,
roughlyin the 2023-2025 window, which would coincide with Geneva-Harney BRT.

Asdevelopmentin Schlage Lockcontinues, further discussion of the preferred designand
elements ofthe Multi-Modal Facility will be undertakenin order to ensure whatis eventually built
is useful, accessible, attractive, and scalable. Dependent on other agency projects —including
those from Caltrain, Caltrans, CHSRA, City of Brisbane, and City and County of San Francisco —
Multi-Modal Facility elements near the Bayshore Caltrain Station may be added or relocated to
betterserve users in thelong-term. Caltrain operations are outside the scope of this project, but
coordinating transit service and local land use growth willbe essential to serving the residents
and employeesofthe bi-countyarea.

Figure2 Sunnydale Avenue Preferred Multi-Modal Facility Location
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Purpose of Task 2.8 Memo

The following memorandum consists of the preliminary feasibility assessment for the four
conceptalternatives created for the Bayshore Multi-Modal Facility at the Schlage Lock sitein San
Francisco. A feasibility analysis was necessary to determine a frameworkfor moving forward and
any fatalflawsassociated with any ofthe alternatives. Specific refinementsfor each alternative
werealso considered as part of thisreview.
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INTRODUCTION/OVERVIEW

Concept Alternatives

Phase 1 ofthe Bayshore Multimodal Facility Study determined several “required” elements fora
Bay shore Multimodal Facility. Phase 2 ofthe Study developed four concept alternatives, each of
whichaccommodate the required design elements and multimodal facility operations in a
differentway.The 4 concept alternatives are described as:

Cul-de-sac

On-street (StreetA)

Looproad (Sunnydale Ave/Street F)

4. ‘Tear drop’loop multimodal facility (Sunnydale Ave)

@ M

Figure 2 through Figure 5 showthe 4 alternatives, their layout onthe Schlage Lock site,and the
conceptual locations of the multimodal facility elements.

Intent of the Planning-level Review

Task 2.5 evaluated the conceptalternatives based on a number of evaluation measures. This
memo summarizes Task 2.8, a planning-level feasibility analysis of each alternative. A feasibility
analysiswasnecessary to determine a framework for moving forward and any fatal flaws
associated with any ofthe alternatives. Specific refinementsforeach alternative were also
considered as partofthis review.
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Figure 3 Bayshore Multimodal Facility - Alternative 1 (Cul-de-sac)
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Figure 4 Bayshore Multimodal Facility - Alternative 2 (Street A)
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Figure5 Bayshore Multimodal Facility - Alternative 3 (Loop road)
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PRELIMINARY FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT

Areas of Analysis and Methodology

The project team wastasked to analyze the feasibility of all four multimodal facility conceptsto
determine opportunities, constraints, and any fatal flaws. The alternatives were analyzed with
respect to the following key considerations:

» Gradesandgeotechnical considerations
»  Order ofmagnitude cost estimates for Multi-Modal Facility elements

= Potential utility conflicts withrelationto underground utilities and loading factors for
MM facility elements

»  Waiting andwalkingareas

» Ability to expand to accommodate othertransportation usesand increased demand
Since the alternativeshave muchin common and include the same set of required multimodal
facility elements, the feasibility assessment focused on areas where differences in the alternatives
were significant.

Feasibility AssessmentResults and Findings

The following sectionsdetail the findings for each alternative as it relatesto the areas of analysis
listed above. Opportunities and challenges foreach alternative are the centerpiece of this
feasibility assessment,and are noted for each alternative.

Grades and Geotechnical Considerations

The four alternatives’ site layouts were analyzed with respect to the grading plan in the proposed
Schlage Planto determineif any fatalflaws existed with any newroadway layouts and multimodal
facility designs. The elevation of the existing Caltrain platformis slightly lower than the planned
Schlagessite,and gradingup tothe desired height needed to be considered.

The street configurationand accessto the Bayshore Caltrain stationin Alternative 1 are nearly the
same asSchlage’s proposed PhaseI construction drawings. The fundamental differenceis a larger
cul-de-sacradius (see Task 2.5 memo). Due to these consistencies, grading or geotechnical
conflicts are notanticipated. Since Alternative 2 is also largely consistent with the Alternative 1
and Schlage’sproposed Phase I drawings, it is assumed that grading will notbe an issue for this
Alternative either.

Alternative 3 contains a roadway alignment that is different fromthe other alternatives by
creatinga parallel roadway adjacent to the Caltrain platform. Because the Caltrain platformis
lowerthanBlock 12 to the west, a cross-sloped roadway will need to be constructed to match the
desired height of the block. Ifthe crossslopeis too great, a stepped entrance may havetobe
created at Block 12 to accommodate the elevation gainto the groundlevel of the building,

The gradingin Alternative 4 will be similarto that of Alternative 2 along the southern edge ofthe
Caltrain platform, and no criticalissuesare expected with this design.
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Potential Utility Conflicts and Vehicle Loading Factors

The alternatives were evaluated with respect to any changesin the Schlage Plan that may cause
issuesorconcernswiththe proposed underground utility plan as well as examined the feasibility
ofaccommodating multimodal facilityloading on the physical roadbed. It was determined that all
alternatives are not expected to alter the existing Schlage Plan’s roadway alignment significantly
enoughto require complete redesign of future underground utilities. Alternatives 3 and 4 contain
additional roadway segments and blocks which will require additional utilities underground, but
are notexpected to conflict with the Schlage Plan utilitiesand may introduce additional
opportunities fortie-insbeneaththe new blocksegments.

Shuttleloadingareas would ideally need to be constructed with appropriate concrete bus pads to
enduretheload of shuttle operations over time. These concrete padsare the same type as the ones
used at Munistopsand some general purpose vehicle parkinglanes. Typically, an 8-9’concrete
pad is constructed adjacent to the curb where the heavyvehicle will stop and start. The feasibility
analysisconcluded that concrete bus pads canbe constructed at the shuttleloading areasforeach
alternative, including any passengerloadingareasthat may warrant them to withstand heavy
vehicle use. Curved roadway segments where frequent shuttle stopping may occur can alsobe
constructedin this manner.

Waiting and Walking Areas

Alternative 1 providesa relatively short walking distance for shuttle passengersfromthe cul-de-
sac loading area, while people utilizing the passengerloading areawill need to walk furtherif they
are dropped offonStreet A. Thesingle access pointat the end ofthe cul-de-sac constrainsaccess
and creates a longerjourney for people walking and biking from west of Bayshore Avenue. The
physical constraints of the access way itself may also create an undesirable place to walk,
dependingon the footprint of Block11, its frontage, and pathway design elements. This
alternative provides theleastamount of sidewalk space for waitingareas and amenitieslike
seating, bicycle parking, and a bike share station. Due to these constraints, some multimodal
facilityelementsmay belesssubstantial thanin otheralternatives.

In alternative 2, the walking and waiting areas adjacent to the Caltrain stationfor both passenger
loadingand shuttle passengers in this alternative is a longer distance and less desirable thanin
Alternative 1.Inaddition, the walking and biking routes to the Caltrain platform require walking
around a buildingblock in an indirect path from Sunnydale Avenue, asin Alternative 1. When
compared to the cul-de-sacin Alternative 1, the additional pedestrianand shared spacesin
Alternative 2 can accommodate more multimodal facility amenities, such as seating, bicycle
parking, and bike share pods. The additional space, however, is notat the Caltrainstationitself
and may be an undesirable waitingarea for Caltrain passengers.

A moreopen transition between the roadway and the Caltrain platformis introducedin
Alternative 3, asopposed to the constrained accesswaysin Alternatives 1 and 2. This alternative
provides unconstrained access to Caltrain from Sunnydale Ave, allpoints alongtheloop road.
Alternative 3 offers the most directaccessfor people walking and biking from Bayshore Boulevard
througha proposed mixed-use path on Sunnydale Avenue. Because ofthe new looproad’scurve
to the north atthe Caltrain station, a large section of opensidewalkspace canbe utilized forthe
required multimodal facility elements, such as bicycle parking, waiting areas,and a bike share
pod.
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Alternative 4 also providesthe same direct access as Alternative 3 for people walking and biking
from Bayshore Boulevard and to the west through a proposed mixed use path on Sunnydale
Avenue. Thelocationofboth the shuttleloadingand passengerloading offer a close proximity to
the Caltrain platform. Access via Street F and the east side of Block 11 will remain, providing
access for pedestriansand cyclistsfrom thenorth. Theend of the tear droploading area provides
an opentransitionbetweenthe roadwayand the Caltrain platform, and allows for the greatest
amountofsidewalk space for waitingareas and placement of multimodal facility elements.

Ability to Accommodate Increased Demand

Alternative 1 differsfromthe other alternativesin that the cul-de-sac shuttle bays can only
support 3 independent loading o perations. This could become a capacity issue in the future if
thereis an increase in shuttle demand. Operationally, the future placement of potential parking
garage access points in the cul-de-sac may create conflicts during peakhourswhen general
purposetrafficis mixed with the 3 shuttle bays. There mayalso be delaysduringthe peak hours at
the Street A and Street F intersection with shuttlesand garage traffic exiting along with passenger
loading, howeverit is not anticipated to be significant. A nother constraint in Alternative 1 is the
ability to expand the multimodal facility to accommodate increased demand. Limited public space
isavailabletoinstalladditional amenities such as bicycle parking, bus shelters, and seating. There
are few locations to repurpose for additional shuttleloading curb spaceifneeded, allof whichare
designated for on-street parking. The building footprint setagainsta narrowaccess pointto the
Caltrain station provides further constraint that cannot be expandedin the futureif needed.

Alternative 2 also contains a design that causes the building on Block 11to constrainan already
narrowaccess point to the Caltrainstation, and limits further expansion of the facility orits
elements in the future. Thereis some, butlimited, curb space on Street A that can be repurposed
for additional shuttle or passengerloading if future demand warrants it. Because of the separated,
bi-directional passengerloadingand shuttle operationsin comparison to Alternative 1, traffic
operations is notanticipated to create conflictsifthereis increased demand.

Alternative 3’s plazafeature at the southeast corner ofthe multimodal facility offers more open
spacefor street amenities and their expansionif necessary. Because thisspaceis adjacenttothe
Caltrain platform, it would be easierto swap out different features asdemand dictatesin the
future. Anexample of thiswould be adding additional bike share infrastructure or seating,.
Expansion of curb space for additional passengerloading and shuttle loading o perations would be
as challengingas Alternatives 1 and 2, and would likely take from on-street parking planned on
StreetA. Itisimportantto notethat Alternative 3 creates new curb space for passengerloading
and shuttle operations, so the net change if expansionis necessary would belesssevere thanin
Alternatives 1and 2.

The teardrop feature in Alternative 4 contains a similar amount of space for expansionof
multimodal amenities as demand warrants, however allocatingadditional curb space for
additional passenger loading or shuttle operations mayrequire space to be taken from planned
on-street parking on Street A. The planned curb space for passengerloading and shuttle
operations is technically on the same side of the roadway onthe same street and givesthe unique
opportunity to adjustthe proportion of curb space allocated to passengerloadingand shuttle
operations as demand changes overtime.
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Development Yield Comparison

Each alternative yields a different amount of developable area surrounding the multimodal
facility. A summary ofeach block's developable areaby alternative canbefound in Table 1 below.
The values are an approximation and will ultimately vary based on final designs, sidewalk widths

and other easements.

A reference ofblocknumbers from the site developer canbe seenin Figure 5 below.

Figure 7 Blocks Surrounding Multimodal Facility

Source: Schlage Open Space Streetscape Master Plan, June 2014
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Table1 Developable Area Comparison
Alternative ‘
Block 1 2 3 4

11 31,800 36,400 38,900 38,900

12 51,900 58,100 47,900 55,900
Approximate total

square footage of 83,700 94,500 86,700 94,700
developablespace

Conceptual Cost Estimate

A planning-level cost estimate was created to highlight the differences in costsassociates with
construction of the four alternatives. Thelayout of the cost estimate separates the costs of
construction lineitems thatare commonto all four alternatives, and those that are specific to
eachindividual alternative. Markups and contingencies are included for each alternative.

Becausethe multimodal facility is lo cated on the Southeast corner ofthe Schlage Locksite, only
the costssurroundingthe facility arelisted in the estimate in Table 2 below. The itemized list
contains elements located from Street Bon the westto the Bayshore Caltrain Station on the east,
and the City limits (or edge of site) on the southto Street F on the north. The exceptionto these
limits is the pedestrian and bicycle pathway along Sunnydale Avenue from Bayshore Boulevard to
the Caltrain Station. Roadway construction cost estimatesareincludingat a planninglevel for all
ofthe streetsmentioned above. Generalsite grading for the multimodal facility is assumed tobe
completed with similar effort for all four alternatives regardless of the roadway layout,and is
imbedded into the roadway costs.
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Table 2 Bayshore Multimodal Facility Conceptual Cost Estimate
ITEM ALTERNATIVE | UNIT | QUANTITY | S0dT | TOTAL cosT

1 EA 10 $650 $6,500
Bike racks 2 EA 10 $650 $6,500
3 EA 20 $650 $13,000
4 EA 20 $650 $13,000
1 EA 10 $8,000 $80,000
Bike lockers, on-demand 2 EA 10 8,000 $60,000
’ 3 EA 20 $8,000 $160,000
4 EA 20 $8,000 $160,000
1 EA 3| $25,000 $75,000
Bus shelters 2 EA 4 | $25,000 $100,000
3 EA 41 $25,000 $100,000
4 EA 41 $25,000 $100,000
1 LF 1310 $450 $589,500
Enhanced lighting around multimodal facility 2 LF 1310 $450 $589,500
3 LF 1290 $450 $580,500
4 LF 1390 $450 $625,500
1 LF 2390 $60 $143,400
. . o 2 LF 2390 $60 $143,400
Conduit for multimodal facility lighting 3 F 2580 360 $154.800
4 LF 2490 $60 $149,400
3 SF 8000 $60 $480,000

Pedestrian and bicycle pathway on Sunnydale
4 SF 8000 $60 $480,000
Wayfinding signage (materials) All EA 15 $500 $7,500
Information kiosk (digital) All EA 1 $5,000 $5,000
Bikeshare station All LS - - --
Grasscrete (alternative 4 only) SF 4500 $10 $45,000
Enhanced Planted Median (alternative 4 only) LS - -- $200,000
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Table3 Bayshore Multimodal Facility Conceptual Cost Estimate

$906,900

$931,900
MULTIMODAL FACILITIES SUBTOTAL

$1,500,800

PN -

$1,785,400

$1,178,970

$1,211,470
MULTIMODAL FACILITIES + MARKUPS (30%)

$1,951,040

Al =

$2,321,020

$4,000,000

ROADWAY COSTES TIMATE $4,000,000

$4,500,000

Al -

$4,500,000

$5,179,000

$5,211,000
ROADWAY +SOFTCOSTS (30%)

$6,451,000

PO N -

$6,821,000

$6,379,000

$6,411,000

TOTAL COST (Rounded)

$7,801,000

Al I

$8,171,000
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The conceptual cost estimate shows many similaritiesin the alternatives. Thisis expected, as the
multimodal facility requirements determined during the planning phase of this project set
minimum criteriafor amenities that were placed in the site plan for each alternative. Special
attentionwasgivento allow for adequate street and sidewalk space for these features, and the
costestimatereflects the estimated maximum number of eachitem that would be allowed tobe
placed given the space provided for each alternative. The overall cost of Alternatives1 and 2 are
lower partlybecause of thelack of space available to provide as many required multimodal facility
elements as in Alternatives3 and 4.

2 major components that cause the costof Alternatives 3 and 4 tobehigheris the mixed use path
from Bayshore Boulevard to the Caltrain station and the additional roadwayloops. The mixed-use
pathis an enhancement to the bicycle network over traditional bicycle lanes,and the additional
roadway allows more direct accessto the Caltrain station.
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