/. TRAIL & GREENWAY IMPLEMENTATION &
MAINTENANCE

Capital Funding Opportunities

Since the early 1990s, the number of programs and availaltdesdfor implementing trails
and greenways has experienced tremendous growthingxhe period from 1973-1991, the
states collectively spent just $40 million on tlevelopment of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities nationwide. With the passage of ISTEA, the mtmdtal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act, and TEA «21, the Transportation Equity Aot the 2 Century, this
number is now $600 million, and is still on the risé&/hen a trail is proposed, one of the
chief concerns of local jurisdictions is that a newject will drain local coffers, and put
additional strain on budgets that are already stretched th

Contrary to popular belief, numerous local, state adétal funding sources are available to
acquire, plan, construct and maintain trails arekgways. In addition, rail-trail land
acquisition and construction costs, on averagéeagethan one-fifth those of City roads, and
less than two percent of highway construction costs. Thiechdalth, alternative
transportation, and property values benefits associatbdyreenway development typically
outweigh the initial outlay of funding necessary for thginstruction. Following is a list of
the sources that have traditionally been usednd frail and greenway implementation.

Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA)

Grant funds for new bike paths, bike lanes, and bike rougl® parking facilities, bike
racks on buses, traffic control devices to improve safety, planning, safety, education, and
maintenance of bikeways and bicycle parking faesit Account provides money to local
agencies to projects that improve safety and caamer for bicycle commuters. Currently
funded at $7.2 million per year, administered bytr@as.

Bond Issues

Though most of the funds from Prop 12, the 2000 ParkdBhave been programmed, in

March 2002, the voters approved a new $2.6 billion park bond to improve opportunities for
recreation and open space preservation in California. Rail-trails will be eligible under several
categories, including Roberti-Z!Berg Harris, angragram to preserve historic

transportation structures in California.

Coastal Conservancy

Funded through Park Bonds and acts of the legislatur€aastal Conservancy is charged
with facilitating and maintaining access to the §tdar all Californians. The Bay Area
Conservancy is dedicated to improving access t&#reFrancisco Bay waterfront, through
projects that help to complete, or connect to B@+mile San Francisco Bay Trail.

Environmental Enhancement And Mitigation (EEM)
The EEM program, administered by the Resources Agenayides $10 million a year for
projects that can enhance or mitigate the impacts ohagoatation project. Trails, bike
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lanes, and other facilities that may encourage altem&étnsportation modes to mitigate the
air and water quality impacts of another major transportativestment, are eligible.

Safe Routes To Schools

This program, funded at $20 million a year, and iaistered by Caltrans, aims to improve
school area safety, and encourage children to aralkle bicycles to get to school. Bike
trails, safe crosswalks, speed humps, stop signs and other schoafficeealming or
safety improvements are eligible.

TDA Atrticle 1lI

Awarded to local agencies as block grants, Trarigpon Development Act Il funds cover
bicycle and pedestrian projects in California. Awistered locally, TDA Article Il funds
are state gas tax monies, and are distributed based ontpopula

TEA-21

Federal gas tax funding through TEA 21 (Transportation Equity Act for th€@atury) has
been the single largest source of funding for trail andgvag projects across the United
States. There are several funding sources through TEA-21 for which trails are eligible.
Currently TEA-21 contains three major trail-funding peogs: the Transportation
Enhancements Activities (TEA), Congestion, Mitigatiow aAir Quality Improvement
(CMAQ) and The Recreational Trails Program (RTP). $dadlve been the most successful
under the TEA program, which currently provides roughly #@illon a year to California,

for projects that create a more balanced transpamtatistem, and provide travelers with
more choices and a richer experience.

In the Bay Area, the TEA funds are administereduggh the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission!s Transportation for Livable Communities (Jlp@gram (the grant that

funded this concept plan). Typically, $9 million a yeaavailable for capital construction
projects. CMAQ and the Recreational Trails Program proa&e illion, and $50 million
respectively, on a national level every year through 2003. The Recreational Trails Program
is notable because it is available to fund trailmemance, a top concern of local agencies.

Transportation Funds For Clean Air

TFCA funds are available for transportation projelts improve air quality in California,
and bicycle projects are one eligible categoryesenfunds are distributed through the
regional level; the Bay Area Air Quality Managem®@istrict (BAAQMD) administers the
$18 million annually available in the San FranciBay Area.

Transit Development Fees

One means to underwrite maintenance of transit sysieetsin San Francisco are Transit
Development Fees, which are levied on real estatelalement projects downtown, in
proportion to the costs of their developments. In downtown San Francisco, where more
automobile parking is discouraged, the MUNI bus &aildvay system is funded in part by
local real estate developers; the scope of this progoand be expanded to include other
areas of the City, and to fund the maintenanceayfde transportation projects.
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Bonus Incentives for Development Projects

Common practice in the entitlement process for estdte development is to give bonus
incentives to projects that fulfill some policy gealf the Planning Department. Projects
may obtain permission to build higher than normal, for exenifthey contribute land or
money to neighborhood parks or a bikeway project nearby.

Maintenance Funding Opportunities

An ongoing maintenance and improvement program will erthatethe entire bikeway is

kept in optimal condition, and meets or exceedst#g standards. Landscaped areas along

the trail will require some periodic maintenance, butdgdesign can keep this to a

minimum. Low maintenance and drought resistant trees, shrubs, and ground covers can also
minimize upkeep activities. The UC Extension class pravideommendations for

plantings that are included in Appendix F.

One specific concern raised by numerous stakeholdas that landscaping in this area
would attract homeless encampments. At the Yerba Buenar@gatdens, trained social
workers are hired as security guards and are beEjtépped to work with the homeless and
refer them to social service agencies. A similadei might work along the MCB.

Like all transportation improvements, bikeways tliegjfunding and staff time for
maintenance. Fortunately, several strategies andrfgrmuiograms are available to reduce
the burden to local agencies. Hundreds of teaidsind the state provide examples of
successful management and maintenance strateg@kwiRg is a series of suggestions for
innovative ways to fund continued maintenance of tiesidn Creek Bikeway.

Business Improvement Districts (BID)

A common strategy to ameliorate conditions in comuiaé areas, special assessment districts
can be created to subsidize landscaping, streetscapevenpents, and other amenities for
local residents and employees. San Francisco!siBgmare presents a successful model of
this strategy; revenues from local businesses curremitya program to keep streets clean
and safe Similarly, a BID would be one way to fund maintenance of thesin Creek
Bikeway and associated landscaping. A BID would recgti@ng support from the areal!s
businesses, which seems to be largely in place atengroposed alignment.

California Conservation Corps

This is not a grant program, but a low-cost source of labdr¢c#mabe used to build or

maintain trails. The mission of the CCC is to provide medunimgork and educational
opportunities to assist young men and women, whidéepting and enhancing California's
environment, human resources and communities. Togrgm is organized to provide corps
members and services depending upon the project requirements. A crew consists of 10-15
well-trained young men and women; a staff supervisor weztd the crew; a vehicle, and
basic tools.
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Recreational Trails Program

A portion of the federal Transportation LegislatidiA-21, the Recreational Trails program
is notable because it is commonly used for traihtemance. Administered in California by
State Parks, this program provides $50 million annuallyr&rgrojects across the country.

Funding Opportunities Unique to the Mission Creek B ikeway

The City!s eastern neighborhoods are undergoing rapidgehdihese redevelopment efforts
present creative opportunities to fund the MCBIluding through existing budgets,
developer fees, and other private sources. The followiagdiscussion of these
opportunities, for the entire right-of-way and by projexgraent.

General Funding Sources for MCB Project

SF/PUC Water Department Bond

A potentially significant source of local funding within the City and County could be the SF
PUC/Water Department (Hetch Hetchy Power and LighBer& is a major Capital
Improvement Project planned to repair and improve ghfivater and waste water
treatment systems in San Francisco. Since oneahtin sewer collection systems follows
the route of the Bikeway (see appendix K), there may bertppties to include aspects of

the MCB Project in the upcoming capital improvemeond. Hetch Hetchy Power & Light
have also been identified as a landowner adjacent toilklegv8y at the entrance at Treat and
Harrison, and their small building at"1&nd Harrison has been identified for a potential
community resource center. (See discussion under NEbtBpage 61)

San Francisco League of Urban Gardeners (SLUG)

This non-profit organization, a project of SF DPW, provides landscaping training to men and
women from low-income backgrounds, who provide projadtm@aintenance assistance to

over 100 gardens citywide. SLUG would be a valuable partner in developing and
maintaining landscaping areas along the MCB.

Funding Sources By Project Section

Treat Avenue Street Reconstruction

The San Francisco Department of Public Works (SF DPWahasgoing railroad track
removal and street reconstruction program citywide, whidady removed the tracks along
Harrison St a few years ago. The program also dedu reat Ave. between Harrison and
Bryant, but the scheduling of this work was postponed while the MCB planning team
finalized their proposal. Joe Ovadia of SF DPWowhbordinates this program said that the
northern section of Treat Ave. is currently schedubr early 2003, and it would be possible
to get some of the improvements proposed in the MCB Riaa 4t this time if the required
sidewalk legislation for curb bulb-outs, etc. con&lcompleted by that time. Plans for
landscaping the section betweer!' #id 18 are too ambitious to be included in their routine
sidewalk budgets, and will need to secure additional fgnidirbe implemented.
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Division Street Bikeway

Three "pocket parks# along Division St, at Bryant, San 8amd at § Street are proposed

to landscape the Greenway. Local businesses may be vidlcwntribute time, money, and
materials to these pocket parks, which may be more difticdtind through traditional non-
motorized transportation funding. Developer fees collected from surrounding developments
could also be levied to support these landscaping improvements (see above).

Eighth and Townsend Circle

Bike lanes along Division Street east of the circle aesadly included in the San Francisco
Bicycle Plan. Presumably, the remaining striping will beedasing existing City funds with
the relatively minor adjustments proposed heréfost of the other proposed improvements:
curb bulb-outs and minimal landscaping, could be absddnlgehe private developers who
have proposed large projects on the adjacent gieper

For instance, the owner of the Showplace Square greperthe Bay West Group, currently
maintains existing landscaping at the center of the Townsend traffic tirftieds are
obtained to expand the landscaping, including agldurblic art, they may be willing to assist
in the maintenance of these expanded areas. The Bay West Group has also agreed to
improve at least a portion of their triangular parcehatcorner of Vermont and Division
with landscaping.

Commons Crossing to Mission Bay

The preferred alternative from the "upstream# Missiae&corridor, across the railroad
tracks to Mission Bay and the Channel Park, would ben-motorized bridge, which would
be of significant cost, most likely over a millidiollars. Projects such as this have been
awarded grants under the major trail funding souncesstioned above, such as
Transportation Enhancements, Bicycle Transportatiorodat; and federal/ state
appropriations. Funding for Alternative %2 would likely come from similar sources, yet
could be at least partially covered by developer!s fees.
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8. COMMUNITY OUTREACH AND FEEDBACK

Community Outreach

Community outreach for the Mission Creek Bikewaynplag process has included:

I three public meetings

I three informational sessions

I several brief presentations at neighborhood meetings

I creation and maintenance of a special web site

I freestanding exhibits in various locations near the project site
I bike tours of the corridor

I committee meetings

! numerous one-on-one meetings with specific, key stdlers.

Opportunities for feedback, such as surveys and questieanaere circulated at each
public meeting, at the displays set up at the De€ignter, and at the storefront exhibit on
Florida St. In addition, there was also substantial feddgathered through the Mission
Creek Bikeway website and solicited through postcaddesmnail announcements.

1. SFBC sponsored a SF Natural History Bicycle Tour on January 37 2001.
Approximately 50 bicyclists showed up for a tour of Eastean Franciscols Natural
History, which featured a tour of the proposed Mis<reek Bikeway Route, all the way
from Pac Bell Park to #6and Harrison. RTC Project Coordinator Josh Hart gave a
presentation about the project and the natural histiotlye Mission Creek, and oral
feedback was solicited. Bicyclists witnessed fasith the need for a bridge over the
Caltrain tracks as they trudged through the mud (sewgielow).

Bicycllss crossing Caltrain tracks Cyclists stopenjoy the circle at"8and Townsend
near site of proposed bridge during @an. 2001 SFBC Natural History Tour
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2. Creation of an official Web Site athttp://www.missioncreek.org

i

Interactive mapww.missioncreek.org

Digipop, a web-consulting firm based in the Misskistrict, designed and produced the
Mission Creek Bikeway web site pro bono. The web site includes a description of the
project, photos of the mural at"Lénd Harrison, updates on the project!s prograss, t

on how to get involved, feedback opportunities, preks mentions of the project. Arena
Reed and Digipop created an interactive bikeway mapupeztiusing Flash, showing

photos of each section of the corridor. References tsitthédave been included in

mailings advertising the public meetings, and the web site has received thousands of hits
since the beginning of 2001. This concept plahlvalposted on
http://www.missioncreek.orgh its entirety.

3. Two public meetings were held April 23, 2001, at Southerndaosure Gallery
Approximately 600 people were directly invited tceatd these morning and evening
sessions*200 from our Mission Creek Bikeway database (see Appendix O), including
residents, business owners, and property owners alerrguke as well as 400 Rails-to-
Trails Conservancy members living in San Francisce. meetings were also advertised
through the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition!s newstetnd member emails, mailed to
the SFBCl!s 3,500 members, through Walk SF!s email neersland through the MCB
web site, www.missioncreek.org. An SFBC volunteer hand delivered close to 50
invitations to businesses along the proposed bikewag adaout a week prior to the
meetings. And the meetings were announced in two popwddra outlets: the weekly
Bay Guardiarevent listings and a full-length feature article in th@nthlyNew Mission
News.

The meetings were held at Southern Exposure, a tgatiery close to the beginning of
the proposed bikeway at 16th and Harrison. Arftige of information compiled about
the project was displayed. There were five statgmisip covering different topics:
Transportation, History & Culture, Community Amees, Engineering/ Planning, and
Opportunities and Constraints. Opportunities for puinlput on each topic included
sticky-notes to place on displays, questionnais&sng specific land-use questions (see
appendix N) of participants and maps for people to mankith their ideas.

Mission Creek Bikeway June 2002 Page 57
and Greenbelt Concept Plan



Stakeholders gather at Southern Exposure niim&aken of RTC registers a neighbor
Gallery to listen to a presentation by Kate of fineposed bikeway at the April 2001
Bickert of RTC Public Meeting

Approximately 50 people attended the meetings, manyhofprovided input and ideas
for the bikeway. Participants included key property awméong the route (Michael
Nicolai of SF Gravel for example), representatives from Supervisor Chris Daly!s
office, San Francisco Beautiful, and both the Mission andiSof Market Planning
Councils. Participants! comments are summarized oa fag

4. Storefront exhibit at 405 Florida @ 17" (on display for 8 months starting May 101)
R&M Development donated space in a new but empty storefroimé @orner of Florida
and 17" Street, 2-3 blocks from the "1& Harrison corner and the portal to the Bikeway.
The storefront is narrow and exhibits hanging awialls could be seen by passersby on
the sidewalk. The space was used to meet smalpgrof stakeholders and share
information about the Mission Creek Bikeway project

5. NE Mission Business Association (NEMBA) meetings, Ap26 & June 28, 2001
Two presentations were made to the local businesgpat the southwest terminus of the
proposed bikeway. This group has been familian aitd supportive of the project for
many years. From ongoing dialogues with members of thiggloss of on-street
parking is a primary concern to them. At their @6, 2001 meeting they were asked in
particular to provide input as to how the section of TAeee between Harrison and
Bryant should be improved. Landscaping was their prinrggrest. Concern was also
expressed about how bicycles would merge from the dithethe intersection at
Harrison & 18" Street. Seven questionnaires were returned from this group, from
business owners and property owners. The second presemtatheir monthly meeting
in June attempted to solicit input on landscaporglireat Ave. No clear consensus
developed but concern was raised that landscaping could attract homeless people and
should be designed so as not to create shelters.
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6. Ballpark Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee meeting, 7/12/2001
This is a group that meets bi-monthly and includes reprabezd from each of the
transportation related stakeholders in the area, including MUNI, SF DPT, SF DPW,
Caltrans, Caltrain, BART, S.F. Giants, Catellus, UC8&allcommunity groups, etc.

The group is already familiar with the MCB Projectddahe Madrina Group solicited
their input on the most recent plans for tfe88Townsend Circle and the Caltrain
crossing from ¥ St to Mission Bay. The Townsend Circle is still intentetave

signals installed once the developments at Mission Bay generate sufficient traffic in 5
years or so. However, the group seemed to thiniGtlyaars was too far off to deal with
at this time.

Regarding the current scheme for the "Commons @rg&she Wilbur Smith traffic
engineer (hired by Catellus) confirmed that theas wot room enough even for bike
lanes in this crucial portal to Mission Bay, dudtte configuration of the overhead
freeway columns. The Caltrain representative said thatissions were still alive
regarding the undergrounding of the railroad tracksHe Caltrain Downtown extension,
which could solve the problems created by the restricti@iding more at-grade
crossings of the tracks.

Subsequently it was determined that if the Caltrain DowntExtension project ever
happens, it would only go underground aroufiss, and would likely not alleviate the
problem currently faced by the Mission Creek BikgWand current bicycle routes)
connecting to Mission Bay from the west. Commaevese solicited regarding a
pedestrian/bicycle bridge and this proposal received favorable feedback. Many people
commented that such a bridge would likely be expenbmwegver.

7. Mission Bay Community Advisory Committee meeting, Julyi2, 2001
This is a community group supported by the SF Reldgvnent Agency that meets
regularly to provide input to Catellus and UCSFareling the overall development of
Mission Bay. They have been intimately involved in thegtesi the new park and
bikeway around the harbor/channel where MissioreKreaches the SF Bay. The
Madrina Group has been involved with the MBCACyears and they are familiar with
and supportive of the "up-stream# segment of the Missioek@ikeway (from ¥ St. to
16" and Harrison). At the July 12 meeting we updaltesn on our planning study
progress, notified them of the semi-permanent exhili0atFlorida Street and solicited
their suggestions regarding improvements to the Caloraissing. They expressed
frustration with the traffic engineering to datepecially with the lack of bicycle lanes in
or out of Mission Bay at the "Commons Crossing.# We discubsddelihood of
raising money for a bicycle/pedestrian bridge oveB#eet and the Caltrain tracks and
agreed that both our groups should begin raisiagdea with other relevant agencies.

8. SPCA Animal Wingding, September 9, 2001
A tabletop exhibit was presented at the annual SBi@#et fair held along Treat Ave. and
Alabama St. Few of the people interested were local stadesisofet feedback was
overwhelmingly supportive. The most frequent feedbacklwed the danger of riding a
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10.

bike in San Francisco at all, anywhere. Few pewgle familiar enough with the
immediate area to respond to our questionnaire.

Design Center Informational Meetings, Septemle€0-26, and October &', 2001

The SF Design Center is a collection of buildirggsled primarily to professionals in the
interior design and related trades, located on DiviSivaet at the'™8& Townsend

Circle. A triangular portion of land in front of the DeasiGenter (which was once
railroad right-of-way and is owned by the Bay Wesbup) offers an ideal space in
which to incorporate green space and/or art installatidmsexhibit was set up in the
Design Center!s Pazzo Café and tenants and other neigbddshsinesses were invited
to attend one of two informational sessions at the end of the day.daties by the
tenants was poor but the conveniently located andssible exhibit was helpful in
getting individual stakeholders to meet with the planning team (see discussions below),
with a full display of information at hand. The éxhremained posted for a few
additional weeks in order to solicit greater input fracel residents and employees.

Dolby Laboratories Meeting February 20, 2002

Dolby Labs is located directly along the proposedsitin Creek Bikeway route. About

12 Dolby employees attended an hour-long presentatioe atddolby Headquarters.
There was unanimous support from the group for the MissieakBikeway project.

Henk Van Bijlevelt, Dolby Facilities Director, offered to write an official letter of support
for the project from Dolby, and the other attendees offeredite personal, individual
letters of support. Van Bijlevelt also offered Ddkssistance in maintaining the path
once built, pointing to Dolby!s current $700/monthrgnitment in maintaining

landscape in the area. It is anticipated that Dolby coeld leader in local, corporate
support of a Mission Creek Bikeway.

The group emphasized the importance of linking the Bikeway to transit stations,
particularly the Caltrain station at' 4 King Streets. Because Dolby operates out of two
buildings on Division Street, their employees gatemuch foot traffic in the area, and
they believe a pathway will be a great safety hierEfie Dolby employees expressed
concern or interest in a number of specific bicygaéety issues, including: developing
creative solutions to dealing with the busy intetisms at Division & Potrero and at
Division & Bryant Streets, providing adequate liglgton the pathway, and ways to deal
with trucks! sometimes limited visibility. The gnoexpressed that while parking loss
should be considered, it was acceptable to regadeng spaces with the bike path, as
they expected bicycling would greatly increase inarea if the pathway were developed,
thus reducing demand for parking in the area gdigera

11. Public Meeting held May 8, 2002 at 321 Potrero St.

Approximately 40 people attended this public meetingndéed to update interested

parties in the progress of the Mission Creek Bikeway planning process and to solicit input
before the plans were submitted. The meeting was held afeagalery/studio space at

321 Potrero Street, close to the site of the pregp@ikeway. (The space was also useful

for holding other, smaller meetings with key staidilrs such as local landowners, etc.)
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Postcard invitations were mailed to approximaté€l9 people, including key

stakeholders and individuals who had attended previous meetings or expressed interest in
the project via the website, etc. The public meeting wasaaisounced on the Mission

Creek Bikeway website and to the SF Bicycle Coalition!®@/members via an

electronic newsletter. Participants in the publeetmg included area neighbors,
representatives of tenants along the Bikeway sitéugiiteg AC&C and Dolby Labs), and

Ccity representatives.

A colorful exhibit was set up in the two-story galespace showing the progress of the
Mission Creek Bikeway project to date, including historical maps and photos and a range
of initial design concepts, including many creatigeas for the Treat Avenue section
submitted by planting design students at UC Berkeley Exterfsee appendix G and the
discussion on page 45). Attendees were encoutaggthre their suggestions on sticky-
notes placed on the design concepts posted on tie Wwadly West of Madrina Group

and Josh Hart of Rails-to-Trails Conservancy made a breskptation about the

evolution of the project and the next steps. A gdeal of informal discussion took place
between meeting attendees during the two-hour opesehstyle meeting, most of whom
stayed at the event for well over an hour.

Attendees expressed support and enthusiasm frofect, emphasizing the anticipated
effects of increasing the areals livability and im@ortance of art in the area. Bike safety
was a top concern as well, with much interest in improving the visibility of bicyclists,
particularly at intersections. Support was expressed for colored pavement on the trail
emphasize bicyclists! presence, as well as bike-only plaidmusy intersections.

12. NEMBA meeting May 30, 2002vith SF PUC Planning Bureau Manager, Michael
Carlin. The SF PUC (Water Dept, Hetch Hetchy, etc) is preparing a 4 billion dollar
capital improvement program aimed at upgrades toeifiemal fresh water and local
waste water systems over the next decade. Mr. Calive ¢o speak to NEMBA
members about the bond measure expected to be diotrember 2002 ballot and the
scope of capital improvements to be funded. The PUCUsadhanged their approach,
by separating the waste water component of thegram, from upgrades to the fresh
water systems, in response to community feedback regqgestire modern approaches
to waste water management, especially in regards to separation of the street run-off from
the sewers. The PUC will spend the next year aotinmunity stakeholders preparing a
more comprehensive program with alternatives totimawil big sewer plants.

The issue is important to NEMBA because this orgetion represents businesses along
the lower reaches of the main sewer collectorsifereastern part of the City. The
Mission Creek Bikeway runs over the top of these hegees mains, which
understandably follow the course of the natural draimageriver. Mr. Carlin was
enthusiastic about the suggestion that landscapidgieetscape improvements for the
MC Bikeway could possibly tie into possible efforts éparate street run-off from sewer
flow. The industrial areas at the bottom of the drainagie masuld be ideal locations

for pilot projects, which could expand "upstreamatét.
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13. Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, Community Planning Meatgs spring 2002. A
series of meetings have been held in each of tteraneighborhoods (See Exhibit 5 for
locations), sponsored by the SF City Planning Dept., in which rezoning options for these
industrial areas is under discussion. The MCBasiled primarily in the Showplace
Square area, where it has received widespread support by the major property owners
along the route, and by the larger community wiel@oking for more open space
opportunities. The overwhelming consensus in theseimysdias been to support a
change in zoning to encourage housing, which isistant with the amenities provided
by the Mission Creek Bikeway.

14. Mission Bay Bicycle Coordinating Committee Jue 6, 2002at DPT with Catellus, SF
Redevelopment Agency, Jack Fleck & Pete Tannen (DPT), Corrine Woods (MC Harbor
Assoc.), SFBC, Madrina and Rails to Trails. Outdiag bicycle issues in the Mission
Bay Redevelopment Area were reviewed by the major stadtetsol These included bike
access across the Caltrain tracks at the Commah$@rt. crossings, the surface of the
bike path along the new MC Park, bike access athes$’ St bridge and bike lanes
along the waterfront. It was determined that tiveasenough room to stripe a bike lane
on the EB roadbed fron"%St to the Commons Circle (no bike lanes over the tracks
themselves, however). DPT, RTC, and SFBC objected to tleengesed granite surface
planned through Mission Creek Park. Redevelopment prdrtasexplore alternative
hard surfaces for this path that are recommended. DPT dgreedfirm there was
enough space to provide a "refuge# in the median, for EB bicyclists tleftiogto
Berry. Bike lanes over the 16t crossing will remain problematic due to freeway
column space constraints, which leave the Commonssig all the more vital for
access in and out of Mission Bay. Accommodati@nsgfnon-motorized bridge over the
tracks was beyond the scope of this meeting.

Community Feedback

A survey (see appendix N) distributed at the fingi community meetings asked participants
to prioritize six potential uses of the space altrgMission Creek transportation corridor.
Averaging the scores of each of the six uses ptedethere was widespread consensus on
the following ranking:

Off-street bikeway and pedestrian path
Green Space

MUNI Line

Public Art

Parking Lots

On-street Parking

QAN E
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Participants were also asked for input on specific sestof the bikeway and overall
comments and suggestions. Comments generally felthetéollowing categories:

1. Safety:emphasize safety for cyclists and pedestrians withaatg path to encourage
new or inexperienced cyclists; intersections ngetisal attention; consider raised
crosswalks/specially colored crossings

2. Continuity: while most participants indicated their preferenceafseparated,
continuous path, some advocated using and expanxistgng bike facilities and
locating the path in less auto-intensive areas wieengossible rather than having to
acquire property or build a new, dedicated path.

3. Connectivity: with existing/future bike lanes, destinations, andditamubs, e.g.,
Caltrain station atand King; connect with a southbound bike route; connect UCSF
facilities at Harrison and 4with the new facilities under construction at Mission Bay

4. Decrease drivingithe bikeway should be designed and promoted to encourage
commuting downtown (including South of Market) by bike atféncluding in-line
skates)

5. Landscape and art:look for opportunities for small parks and picnreas; use
benches, vegetation, bollards, or other small-scale msackatinuously along path*as
both practical and decorative elements to enhdreedfety and visual continuity of the
route; use low-intensity lighting, especially irdirstrial areas, to highlight the route.

6. Maintenance:the bikeway represents an ideal opportunity to makardes along the
route cleaner and safer; funding and implementing long-teaintenance is critical.

Feedback from Key Stakeholders

In addition to the public meetings, Judy West and projaxdhprs met with many of the key
business and property owners and governmental decisikarmalong the route to discuss
issues and concerns and garner their support égoribject.

The following stakeholders are actual owners/tenantseofdhliroad land sold in 1991/1992:

Allan and Marian Byer, of Byer Properties, are by far the largest property owner of the
railroad lands They operate a clothing manufacturing business in sebeildings along
Division and lease other properties in the areaeds The railroad land they purchased 10
years ago has been used entirely for parking am#f toading. The Madrina Group had been
trying to make contact with Byer Properties interamitty for many years with no avail,
regarding the concept of a bikeway and greenbelt alongatheorridor that they purchased.
In late 2000 Madrina was informed of a permit appibby City Planning for a warehouse
building on the one parcel of railroad land owngdh®e Byers where a building could be
constructed (since it was not under the Central Faggat the corner of Treat and Bryant.
The Madrina Group filed an appeal of the permit to théB8ard of Appeals in 2001, which
finally resulted in an audience with Alex Byer. At thatating, Judy West and Mr. Byer
discussed alternatives to the subject building gsah which included a land trade with the
City for a MUNI building across the street. Mr. Bysaid they would be open to proposals
from the City but they did not think it was likellgat the City could respond in a time frame
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that would meet their requirements to expand thegrations. Conversations with MUNI
were not forthcoming of a land trade proposal.

The Board of Appeals upheld the site permit in 2001iar2002 the Madrina Group again

tried to have the design of the loading docks modified during the building permit review
process to no avail. As of June 2002 the building is currently under construction, occupying
space that would have provided landscaping and a stramg yisrspective of the curved

river. But Treat Ave. is relatively slow movingdwith additional traffic calming, the street
can be used as a Bike Boulevard. But the relatiprisetween the MCB project and Byer
Properties has been strained in the process. Further cocatmm with the Byers should

come from the City and Caltrans.

Alex Szabq former manager dgold"s Gym, leases much of the Byer!s railroad land for
parking. Gold!s Gym also shares a large Caltraasd with the Jewelry Center for parking,
between Alameda & Division, Potrero & San Bruno. Convamsa with Mr. Szabo revealed
that their primary concern was maintaining car parkimglients. Yet he added that many
more of their clients would ride a bike to the site if seduike parking were available.
Visitors to the area are reluctant to park theéiebidue to theft of bike parts, primarily by
homeless. Because the Mission Creek Bikeway wagdire land that is currently utilized
for Gold!s Gym client parking, we discussed the possjilita land trade where the Byer!s
RR land would be exchanged for the section of Sam@&Ave. between Division and
Alameda, which he thought was acceptable, as Isrigeanumber of spaces is maintained.

Bill Poland and the Bay West Groupown the SF Design Center and many other buildings
in the area. He expressed enthusiastic support for the bikeway concept and has plans to
develop housing on some of their properties, which He feeuld benefit from the
landscaping and street level improvements. Mr. Poteasca landscape architect (Smith and
Smith) working on generalized plans for their pntigs.

Barry Campbell is the Operations Manager at B Design Center|ocated at the'8&
Townsend Circle. Mr. Campbell was kind enough to allow ydaoce an exhibit in the main
lobby of their building at the corner of Division & Kansagere we have had informal
informational sessions and meetings with specific stalklens. He maintains that their
tenants depend on him to look out for their interests on issues such #&eteyiplanning.

He sees the area as primarily pedestrian, with aalides passing through creating problems
for the local businesses. He commented that'th& Bownsend Circle needs better signage
and earlier warnings for drivers not accustomed to traffic circles. His employer, the Bay
West Group, maintains the landscaping (pays foekyatc) in the center of the circle and
places a high priority on visual improvements to tteaa Currently the triangle of land in
front of the Design Center (which was originally railroad corridor) is used for parking and
storage containers. Any plan to landscape trasdgte and incorporate it into the bikeway is
dependent on the Design Center!s need for a new sitedmatmdate these containers. Mr.
Campbell would support a coordinated effort by the prinstaikeholders in the area to create
a plan whereby everyonels needs were addressed.
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William Smith of Smith and Smith Landscape Architectshas been retained by Bill
Poland and the Bay West Group (Showplace Desigte©erHe was inspired by the MCB
proposal and encouraged the MCB design team to mioead step by step, with small
pockets of landscaping, which he assured us worddteally string together like a jeweled
necklace.

Steven Kuklin of AF Evans Developmentwho own one of the key properties on the

corridor, including the sewer easement (on which it is faldadto build any permanent
structures) which links Division Street t& Street and the portal to Mission Bay. They

propose to build a housing project at 601 King St., which is scheduled for a public hearing
with the SF Planning Commission June 20, 2002. They have incorporated the Mission Creek
Bikeway into their open space design (see Exhibibid page 33)providing an important

linkage of the Bikeway to Mission Bay. Preliminary discussions with Mr. Kuklin regarding a
pedestrian/bicycle bridge ovef Btreet and the Caltrain tracks, indicated thahbeght it

would enhance their property and could be locakeaigethe north side of Berry, adjacent to

his building.

SPCA held their annual street fair along Treat Ave. on Sept 91,28d a small exhibit was
presented. Prior to the beginning of the Mission CidgR planning process, the Madrina
Group helped facilitate a "land trade# between the SPCA the City of SF in which 15 feet of
the railroad corridor was added to the public Hghtvay to be used for the Bikeway. At the
time the improvements were made to reconfigure the proliees and pave the street, a
parking lot and sidewalks, the SPCA was not williagrovide landscaping on their property
as they thought it would attract homelessness thdiarea was improved. The SPCA runs

an ongoing dog-walking program and is increasirsglyportive of landscaping plans for the
area.

Michael Nicolai of SF Gravel & Nicolai Supply owns a key parcel adjacent to the corridor,
which also includes part of the sewer easement dwgeAF Evans. Mr. Nicolai came to

our first meeting in April and was favorably impsesl. He operates a gravel supply
company, which is becoming outdated relative to thia-kigd office and residential
complexes going up in the neighborhood. We havi&epabout trading some of his land
along the sewer easement (to create a real pugticof-way) in exchange for narrowing the
public street along one of his frontages. He expregsednass to these ideas.

Other Primary Stakeholders

Chris Daly is Supervisor for District 6, which includes the vastarigy of the Mission
Creek Bikeway project area. Representatives of th®& [i@nning effort (Leah Shahum,
SFBC,; Kate Bickert, Rails-to-Trails; Judy West, Madrin@@x) met with Supervisor Daly
on May 22, 2001. Supervisor Daly expressed his suppattidgoroject and authored the
resolution to support planning and creation ofM@B, which passed in May 2001 (See
Appendix C). Supervisor Daly's legislative aidel| Barnes, also attended the MCB open
house in April.

TheSan Francisco Planning and Urban Research Associatig®@PUR)is San Francisco!s
preeminent public policy think tank, promoting progressand use planning. The Mission
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Creek Planning Team met with SPUR several times over thggastincluding a meeting

with staff and board members on July 11, 2001 aag BD02 to discuss SPUR!s

involvement in the Mission Creek Bikeway planning projeésPUR offered to bring

additional resources to the project in terms oftacts, expertise in working on complex city
development projects, and helping to build suppdttiwthe local business community. Jim
Chappell said he believed that the SF Transportation Authority was the City entity most able
to move the project forward.

Jose Luis Moscovich Executive Director of th8F County Transportation Authority ,
oversees most of the transportation funding in San Frandfsoject partners met with Mr.
Moscovich on January 30, 2002, along witle SpeaksSpecial Assistant to thdUNI
General Manager, to discuss the MCB project. Both expresggabrt for the project. Mr.
Moscovich discussed the probable inclusion of ti&B\project in San Francisco!s
upcoming 20-year transportation plan update. He alswauffadvice on dealing with

multiple city agencies on a broad project of thiget He shared key information regarding
Caltrain passing through the Mission Bay area and iextsfion the Bikeway. The discussion
with Mr. Speaks focused on the possibilities of utilizMgNI property along the MCB
corridor to help facilitate the project!s progress.

Jose Farranis a transportation consultant #filbur Smith , which is working for Catellus

to develop the Mission Bay area. Discussion focused on bicycle connections to the planned
Mission Bay area, including"7Street and 16 Street. Also covered was a discussion of
bikeways within Mission Bay, including the Commons, which crosses the tracks closest to
the MCB route. Discussions will continue outside of thedibn Creek Bikeway planning
process on these issues.

Mr. Farran shared useful details regarding the future greparated crossing of Btreet

and the railroad tracks. It was concluded that the eastetof the channel is open space,

and apparently no permanent structures would be erected on this siteulthpmhibit a

future bike/ pedestrian bridge from 7th and Berry diyect the Channel pathway although
space is always tight. Further engineering analysels to be completed, but as far as we
know, nothing in the Mission Bay plans should prohibit such a structure. Mr. Farran also
suggested that the pedestrian at-grade crossitig dfacks could be slightly expanded to
accommodate bicycles as well. A previous study of a grade-separated structure for cars to
replace the Commons at-grade crossing was conduateslysgars ago and may be helpful in
determining the feasibility of a new bike/ pedestrbridge there.

Peter Strausis Manager of Service Planning f8F MUNI that owns key properties
adjacent to the corridor. MUNI was contacted whenitlea arose of trading some of the
Byer property for the MUNI building located at Division/At@da and Bryant. A
presentation was made to the Municipal Transporadigency in February 2001 at which
time the MUNI Board directed Mr. Straus to work with the Madrina Group and consider a
light rail extension along the Mission Creek corridém conversations over the following
months, Mr. Straus relayed that while MUNI would consider selling property, theyadjgner
prefer to sell more valuable parcels that could be used faystike housing development.

In order for them to look favorably at trading thebject site for portions of a rail corridor,

Mission Creek Bikeway June 2002 Page 66
and Greenbelt Concept Plan



they would need to view the rail corridor for their ouse, otherwise funds would need to
come from outside sources to purchase the property outright. BecausehgéJtigtermined
that 18" Street is the preferable alignment, it is unlikeslgt MUNI will play a lead role in
land acquisitions. In order for further consideration obssgble land trade/ sale, direction
must come from the Board of Supervisors.

Quinn Printing owns a building adjacent to the corridor at theneoof 18", Harrison &
Treat. In 1999 the company authorized the installation ef@gnent, tile mosaic mural
depicting Mission Creek on the side of their buildinghis site is prominent as it is part of
the western entrance to the Bikeway from Harrisbnl&recent conversations they have
expressed interest in more decorative artwork albeg diagonal wall and fence that
follows the corridor.

Tim Hill is the architect for 675 Townsend St. project, being proposed just east Bfahe 8
Townsend Circle bype Anza DevelopmentDiscussion centered around the width of
sidewalks in the area and a planned truck loadouk @t King and Division Streets, which
could conflict with the Bikeway through the arehefe may be an opportunity to move the
loading entrance slightly east and/or to <bulb thé<bikeway so that a line of bollards
would separate the bike/ pedestrian and loading uses$;uankgd would access the loading
dock from 7th and King. Unfortunately, the developmentrifiough along that a wholesale
relocation of the loading dock is impossible as ghoint, but there may be ways to make it
work with slight modifications. Hill was personallgceptive of the planning effort and will
continue to stay informed and involved. We hope the Qladg®way in front of their
property can be incorporated into their normal sidewadrk.
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Hints of transportation modes along Mission Cremith
past and future: a remnant of the railroad with a
hanging bicycle tire at Division and De Haro
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

AC&C Animal Care and Control, located at™&nd Treat

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act

APN Assessor!s Parcel Number

Arterial A major motor vehicle through route

BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit « San Francisco Bay Areangitaservice

BID Business Improvement District; collects fees from localesses for
street enhancements, improvements, and maintenance

Bike route A street or pathway designated by a city or county for usedyglbs.

Bikestation A valet parking facility for bicycles, often located at s@rerminals,
often provides other services such as bike rergpgir, information,
and refreshments

Bikeway A bike path, lane, or route designed for use by bicycles

Bollard A barrier post, usually 30 to 42 inches in height, usedHibit
vehicular traffic

Bollard An electronic bollard that recedes into the grountheeion a fixed

(automatically
retractable)

schedule or by remote control, frequently used in European centr
cities

al

Bulb-out Another term for curb extension; a section of sidewalk at an
intersection or mid block crossing that reducessirg width for
pedestrians and can help slow traffic

CAD Computer aided design

Caltrain Commuter rail between Gilroy and San Francisco albadgPeninsula

Caltrans California Department of Transportation

Catellus Private corporation responsible for redevelopment of iblisBay

CCC California Conservation Corps
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CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

Class | Exclusivenon motorized pathway, usually used by both bicyclists
pedestrians

Class Il On street bike lanes

Class 1l Bike route, usually slow speed neighborhood street, no specific d
features

CMAQ Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (federal grantogram)

Curb cut A ramp to allow wheeled vehicles access between street and sid

Designated (signal)

A signal phase with no conflicting traffic, i.e. no right or left turns

phase across a given path

DPT San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic

DPW San Francisco Department of Public Works

EB Eastbound

EIR Environmental Impact Report

F Line Historic MUNI streetcar line, runs from the Castristict to
Fisherman!s Wharf

Greenbelt Protected natural or restored lands that provide a continuous corf
through or around urbanized areas

Greenway A linear open space established along a corridmh s a river,
railroad, ridgeline, or other route for conservati@treation, and
transportation

HHP&L Hetch Hetchy Power and Light, part of SF Publicitiki
Commission

ISTEA Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Aetléral
transportation bill authorized in 1991, predecessoiBAZ1

LOS Level of Service; a measurement of the delay to motor veslatle
given intersection; does not consider safety or coewnee for
bicyclists, pedestrians or transit riders; measworedcale from Ato F

MBCAC Mission Bay Citizen!s Advisory Committee

MCB Mission Creek Bikeway

esign

ewalk

idor
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MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission, responsible for
transportation planning and distribution of federal transportation f
to the nine county San Francisco Bay Area

MUNI San Francisco Municipal Railway (includes bus systenvell).

NEMBA Northeast Mission Business Association

Ohlone The Native Americans who inhabited the San FrancisgoABeaa

before European Colonization; also referred to as Costanoan

Pedestrian style (left
turn)

A bicycle maneuver intended to avoid merging fiefta turn, esp. in
heavy traffic; involves riding across an intersegtiwaiting at the
crosswalk, and crossing with pedestrians, on or offsopieycle

Pocket (left or right
turn)

A short lane intended to separate vehicles making turnstfrose
proceeding straight through an intersection

Pocket parks

A small park, often implemented on corners or other undéezadti
areas

PUC Public Utilities Commission, responsible for approvaltefade
crossings of railroads among other things

RTC Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, a national organizatioretas DC
with over 100,000 members with an office in San Fisowisee
http://www.railtrails.org

RTP Recreational Trails Program, a subset of TEA-21

SFBAC San Francisco Bicycle Advisory Committee

SFBC San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, with over 3,400mfMers, works to
promote better bicycle facilities in San Francisco gureter numbers
of people riding

SLUG San Francisco League of Urban Gardeners

SOEX Southern Exposure Gallery at Project Artaud in the Northeast Mi

SOMA South of Market Area of San Francisco

SP Southern Pacific Railroad Company, merged with Uniagifiean
1996

SPCA Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animdés;ated at Alabama
and 16" St.

SPUR San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Assatiatio

TDA article 3 Transportation Development Act funds intended for bidycle
pedestrian projects, originates from state gas taxes and distribute
based on population

TEA-21 The Transportation Equity Act for the 2Century

unds

5sion

d
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TEA Transportation Enhancement Activities, a funding prognathin
TEA-21; seenttp://www.enhancements.org/
TLC Transportation for Livable Communities; a planning andtabp

program administered by the MTC using TEA funds to enharece t
transit/ bike/ ped experience

Traffic calming

Technigues used to slow motor vehicle traffic, can includle-buts,
chicanes, speed bumps, street parties, bannergsstatwther
strategies to capture a driver!s interest

UCSF

University of California San Francisco; the metiman of the UC
system; new campus is being developed at Mission Bay

Vacation (street)

The abandonment of a public thoroughfare for saegtror
development; must be approved by Board of Supervisors

WB Westbound
Zebra style A crosswalk striping design, also called "ladder styhath parallel
(crosswalk) stripes, considered the most visible marking toeis
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