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Team Introductions

= Presenters

Brent Tietjen, Caltrain

Melissa Reggiardo, Caltrain
Millette Litzinger, AECOM

Eileen Goodwin, Apex Strategies

= Supporting Team Members

Bianca Liu, City of South San Francisco
HaeWon Ritchie, City of San Bruno
Ryan McCauley, Caltrain

Peter DeStefano, AECOM

Etty Mercurio, AECOM
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Meet the City Representatives

= City of San Bruno
 Hae Won Ritchie
» Department of Public Works
e ps@sanbruno.ca.gov
* (650)616-7065

= City of South San Francisco
e Bianca Liu
* Department of Public Works
* engineering@ssf.net
» (650) 829-6652

South Linden Avenue - City of South San Francisco
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Agenda

Project Background

Work Done to Date

Caltrain Presentation - Planning Context
Project Alternatives

Temporary Impacts during Construction
Advantages & Disadvantages

Questions/ Comments
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Community Engagement Schedule

Fr T R —— ] COM

Stakeholder Meetings Stakeholder Meetings
Recommended

Alternative

Website, Factsheet and Outreach Support

m Combined City Community Meeting (2, with South San Francisco and San Bruno)
City Council Meeting (3 each per city)

m Single City Community Meeting

* Recommended Alternative—Advance to Environmental Clearance

L

Today's Meeting
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Work Done to Date

= August 2018 SSF & San Bruno Community Meeting #1
(four alternatives)

= June/September 2018 Council Updates

= August 2019 San Bruno Only Community Meeting #2

= November 2019 San Bruno City Council Update
(ped/bike crossing only at Scott St preferred)

= January 2019 SSF City Council Update




Why Build a Grade Separation/Why is the Project Needed?

= Improve Traffic Circulation/Mobility
* Reduce traffic delays caused by gate down times
* Improve traffic flow across railroad crossing

= Increase Public Safety (vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian)

« Eliminates pedestrian, bicyclist and motor vehicle conflicts with the
railroad... this eliminates the potential for accidents

* Improve pedestrian and bicycle access

Safer Facility + Less Congestion = Higher Quality of Life
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AT- GRADE
= Road and tracks intersect at the same elevation.

GRADE SEPARATION
= Road and tracks intersect at different elevations

Transportation
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The Caltrain Context

= Caltrain Business Plan
« 2040 Long Range Service Vision

» 3 Scenarios Examined: Baseline, Moderate Growth and High
Growth

» Moderate Growth Scenario adopted by JPB Board in October
2019

» Accommodates 12 trains per “peak” hour/per direction (TPHPD)
— 8 Caltrain TPHPD
— 4 High-Speed Rail TPHPD

« Determines necessary infrastructure upgrades to
accommodate the Long Range Service Vision

SAN MATEO COUNTY
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The Caltrain Context

» Board also gave direction to continue planning for a
“potential higher growth level of service as well as potential
new regional and megaregional connections.”

» Higher growth level of service could accommodate up to 16

Salesforce TC
4th & King/dth & Townsend

Fand 5t
Bayshare

Millbrae
Broadway

iohe (TPHPD)
. » 12 Caltrain/Other Rail Services TPHPD

B » 4 High-Speed Rail TPHPD
N » A higher growth level of service may include a 4-track

Menlo Park

Pala Alto

California Ave
San Antonia -
Mountzin View -

section through South San Francisco and San Bruno

Surnmyvabe
Lawrance <
SantaClara |2
College Park £
San Jose Diridon
Tamien
Capital
Blossom Hill
Margan Hill
San Martin
Gilroy
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The Caltrain Context

SERVICE CONCEPTS IN SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO

f=!

Station

L

—n

Weekday Train Stops

South San Francisco

Existing

Baseline
Growth

Moderate
Growth

High
Growth

160 108

46

28 25

PEAK OFF-PEAK

28

PEAK OFF-PEAK
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OFF-PEAK

268

160 108

PEAK OFF-PEAK

&

O

Daily Boardings Quickest Travel Time (min)
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] MousTAN Y

1,890 S Jost
WEEKEND 0:43

SAN MATEO COUNTY
Transportation
Authority

ssssssssss



The Caltrain Context

SERVICE CONCEPTS IN SAN BRUNO
= = &

5
Station Weekday Train Stops Daily Boardings Quickest Travel Time (min)
San Bruno " Suzsronce TeavsCo
Existing 56 700 :Eﬁ':r_.‘;;..
W OUNTAIN
29 W 27 170 58 Jous
PEAK OFF-PEAK WEEKEND 1:00
WEEKDAY Enlil::;__- agec ANS1T CEn
Baseline 58 1 150 Pl it
Grnwth ) '-‘f.ﬁ."" in VIEw
40 18 730 it os
PEAK OFF-PEAK WEEKEND 0:49
WEEKDAY ‘E.}::E‘_Tl 1mcE TR Ceni
Moderate ‘I 16 1 720 oo
GTDMh } E:EI; TaIN ViEW
ED 31‘3 BTD ‘Szlk._'os
E DFF-PEAK WEEKEND 0:50
WEEK DAY SEIA_LIEF--JH AMEIT CENTER
Hig 116 1,750
80 3b 880 SAN JOSE
PEA OFF-PEAK WEEKEND 0:30
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The Caltrain Context

Long Range Service Vision (Adopted Moderate Growth

Scenario). Weekday Trains Per Day

Existing

Future

0

— ===k

Weekday Trains Per Day

%]

50 100 150 200 250

o G s o, s o o e e s . e e ol e

300 350

400

Potential Higher Growth Level of Service:

Weekday Trains Per Day

Could go as highas 478 per day
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The Caltrain Context

Long Range Service Vision (Adopted Moderate Growth
Scenario): Number of Weekday Trains at “Peak” Hours

Weekday Peak Service Trains Per Hour

e RARDADIHDE
e RRGHERRSAEERERRAREIRREE -

0 5 10 15 20 25

Potential Higher Growth Level of Service
e Could go as high as 32 trains/peak hour

AAAAAAAAAAAAAA
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Project Location Map N

| South Linden Ave |

ity of South San =
Francisco

1850 feet

<To San Francisco To San Jose
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Four Alternatives to Evaluate for Grade Separation

Alternative 1: Hybrid (Track Raised,
Linden Ave Lowered)

South Linden Avenue
Rail Partially Elevated/Roadway Partially Lowered

Alternative 2: Hybrid (Track Lowered,
Linden Ave Raised)

Alternative 3: Rail at grade with
Linden Ave Underpass

o 88

South Linden Avenue
Rail at-grade, Roadway Lowered

Alternative 4: Rail at grade with
Linden Ave Overpass

South Linden Avenue
Rail Partially Lowered/Roadway Partially Elevated

SAN MATEO COUNTY
Transportation
Authority
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South Linden Avenue
Rail at-grade, Roadway Elevated
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Example of Hybrid Alternative

= Holly Street, San Carlos

" |ssues
 Long embankments
» Raised tracks
* Improved connectivity
 Reduced impact to adjacent properties
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Example of Underpass Alternative

= Jefferson Avenue, Redwood City

" |ssues

« Retaining walls
« Limits access to adjacent properties
« Side street connectivity
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Example of Overpass Alternative

" |ssues

« Requires 30 ft bridge
Overpass length: 1,100 ft
Requires raising El Camino Real
Major visual impacts
Largest footprint

SAN MATEO COUNTY
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Alternative 1: Hybrid (Track Raised, Linden Ave Lowered)
South Linden Avenue Layout

Track

Retalnlng wall

Right=of-Way

Umlis of Roadway Maodlflcatlons
Slrustire

Oirlveway Impact

SAN MATEO COUNTY
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Alternative 1: Hybrid (Track Raised, Linden Ave Lowered)
South Linden Avenue Typical Section

€
South Linden Ave
1
i
|

Top of Rail

15.5 * vertical
clearance

Existing Ground /
= Existing Top of Rall
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Alternative 2: Hybrid (Track Lowered, Linden Ave Raised)
South Linden Avenue Layout

Retalnlng Wall

Rlght=af=\Way

Limlts of Readway Modlficatlons
Structure

Driveway Impact
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Alternative 2: Hybrid (Track Lowered, Linden Ave Raised)
South Linden Avenue Typical Section

¢
South Linden Ave
|

" e

HEElE NN
N

Existing Ground =
f EXiSting TOp of Rail 27 * vertical clearance

Top

of Rail ‘\

+ Elevation difference between the proposed
and existing top of rail at the centerline of South Linden Avenue
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Alternative 3: Rail at grade with Linden Ave Underpass
South Linden Avenue Layout

LEGEND:

Retalnlng Wall

RightsofaWay

LImlts of Roadway Modlflcatlons
Structure

Driveway Impact

paperieion  gapex  ASCOM 2
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Alternative 3: Rail at grade with Linden Ave Underpass
South Linden Avenue Typical Section

South Linden Ave

————— 5O

Existing Ground =
Existing Top of Rail

15.5 * vertical
clearance

pa

* Dimension from Top of Rail to Profile Grade at
the Centerline of South Linden Avenue
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Alternative 4. Rail at grade with Linden Ave Overpass
South Linden Avenue Layout

LEGEND:

Retalnlng Wall

RightoRWay

LImlts of Roadway Modlicatlons
Structure

Driveway Impact
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Alternative 4. Rail at grade with Linden Ave Overpass
South Linden Avenue — Typical Section

¢
South Linden Ave
|

o - i

A

27 * vertical clearance

Existing
i Top of Rail
4

* Dimension shown at centerline of South Linden Ave
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i apex  ASCOM

ssssssssss




Options to Evaluate for Ped/Bike Overcrossing

Alternative 1: Hybrid (Track Raised, Alternative 3: Rail at grade with
Linden Ave Lowered) Linden Ave Underpass

Scott Street Scott Street

Rail Partially Elevated with a Ped/Bike Overcrossing Rail at-grade with a Ped/Bike Overcrossing
Alternative 2: Hybrid (Track Lowered, Alternative 4: Rail at grade with
Linden Ave Raised) Linden Ave Overpass

Scott Street Scott Street
Rail Partially Lowered with a Ped/Bike Overcrossing Rail at-grade with a Ped/Bike Overcrossing

SAN MATEO COUNTY
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Options to Evaluate for Ped/Bike Undercrossing

Alternative 1: Hybrid (Track Raised, Alternative 3: Rail at grade with
Linden Ave Lowered) Linden Ave Underpass

Scott Street B |  Scott Street
Rail Partially Elevated with a Ped/Bike Undercrossing Rail at-grade with a Ped/Bike Undercrossing

Alternative 2: Hybrid (Track Lowered, Alternative 4. Rail at grade with
Linden Ave Raised) Linden Ave Overpass

Scott Street | ~ ScottStreet
Rail Partially Lowered with a Ped/Bike Undercrossing Rail at-grade with a Ped/Bike Undercrossing

SAN MATEO COUNTY
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Elevation Changes at Scott St Ped Crossing

_ Rail Elevation Descent (D) from Ascent (A) from
Alternative Change (x) (ft) Herman St (ft) Herman St
1 +2.5 14.0 335
2 -6.0 22.5 25.0
3 +0.0 16.5 31.0
4 +0.0 16.5 31.0

Descent (D) =16.5-x < Asxincreases (rail is elevated), D decreases

Ascent (A)=31.0+x < Asxdecreases (rail is lowered), A decreases
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Example of Pedestrian Undercrossing
| 1 ﬁn ‘ T . : =

Homer Avenue, Palo Alt
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Example of Pedestrian Overcrossing

Blossom Hill Avenue, San Jose
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Design Considerations/Differentiators

Accessibility (Elevation Change)

Right-of-Way

Utilities

Design Requirements (vertical clearance, etc)

Constructability

General Visual Impact/Overall Aesthetics
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Alternative 1: Hybrid (Track Raised, Linden Ave Lowered)
Scott St Typical Section — Overcrossing

Top of Rail Elevation Increase 25ft
Vertical Clearance 27 ft
Structure Depth 4 ft

Total Elevation Climb from Herman St | 33.5 ft

AAAAAAAAAAAAAA
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Alternative 1: Hybrid (Track Raised, Linden Ave Lowered)
Scott St Layout- Overcrossing

—
; " [ L Ut - T
Private Parking Lot F"":‘1_ A "'F
memn [ amemen reren - ' .

: 4

e
s

Ped/Bike

: e §
——1 To South San Francisco N o
K -

Overcrossing
Structure

............................................................................................

| LEGEND: S e s J e T e .._,. *--4
Track - e - v L -

A A& Retaining Wall 1 ' = _._-_' . - . - ' ._ . - . T I = —
k- 1 ol e 3 5 T il & 5= = i -

__ Rightof-Way y P = o

_ klllm(;t?' ofthoadway - l( _

—T. 3 Total length traveled:

RS~ 1,240 feet (0.23 miles)

m Bike/Ped Travel Path % — -

SAN MATEO COUNTY

A
Fansperiation  gpexX  ASCOM 3

STRATEGIES




Example of Pedestrian Overcrossing

Riverside Elementary School, San Pablo
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Example of Pedestrian Overcrossing

||J|Il|ll|ru — i .

Wmunmmmmr ST [

> [l Iniames

Market Street Overpass, San Francisco
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Alternative 1: Hybrid (Track Raised, Linden Ave Lowered)
Scott Street Typical Section - Undercrossing

Top of Rail Elevation Increase 25ft
Vertical Clearance 10 ft
Clearance from roof of structure to T/R 6.5 ft

Total Elevation Descent from Herman St | 14 ft

Herman St - — e Private Parking Lot
" ) | 6.5

UNDERCROSSING STRUCTURE ~_y

10°

Bottom of Tunnel
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Alternative 1: Hybrid (Track Raised, Linden Ave Lowered)
Scott Street Layout — Undercrossing

-y .- T M‘i Private Parking Lot

[~y

)
i

I{' .

b- d
}1 L | o
m =y I

s
- L=
-
—

=
n e, e S
L el >

To South San Francisco Undercrossing : W To Millbrae |
Structure g . ¥ ,.
H & | - i

| LEGEND: _ — i = : Ll cL L)

- €y o 1 — S e ... : — Wi 1'.-
A A Retaining Wall - Rl — r——— — i . - — - -'_.
——— RightofWay P - T N e (0) 1 I ey LR
R - 3l H"-'#'W A |
Stucture S8  Total length traveled: o

I_ Bike/Ped Facilities 3 T o 580 feet (011 miles)

Bike/Ped Travel Path
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Example of Pedestrian Undercrossing

Arroyo Avenue San Carlos
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Alternative 2: Hybrid (Track Lowered, Linden Ave Raised)
Scott St Typical Section - Overcrossing

Top of Rail Elevation Lowered -6 ft
Vertical Clearance 27 ft
Structure Depth 4 ft

Total Elevation Climb from Herman St | 25 ft
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Alternative 2: Hybrid (Track Lowered, Linden Ave Raised)
Scott St Layout- Overcrossing

o

Private
" 1 == 4
‘i A S Lot .

A A . : . -1' o
Ped/Bike | WiElIE 5 i R/ £ E 3 5
Ramps Lt : | : : a 5 2

»

s B
| *I
2= )

f——
§
"
=l

. '__l_

B !
—

-
b
e g

. -
e —

_‘_- .
'“h#;. _

To South San Francisco Overcrossing i To Millbrae
o : Structure P cw .

NS e TR 5. 5 5 A, [ L T ) A, & " — o
LEGEND: X . - = E...... e g =
Track e —— - o | ..

L L

. | A A Retaining Wall

Right-of-Way - - e . ) ey
S - o=, .
Limits of Roadway ¥ . — - r
Modifications , g " il H‘
W -
Structure ™ ﬁt i

—
I‘_ BikeiPed Facliies g Total length traveled:
EIE  Gike/Ped Travel Path [ ~ 960 feet (018 mileS)
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Alternative 2: Hybrid (Track Lowered, Linden Ave Raised)
Scott St Typical Section — Undercrossing

Top of Rail Elevation Lowered 6 ft
Vertical Clearance 10 ft
Clearance from roof of structure to T/R 6.5 ft

Total Elevation Descent from Herman St 225 ft

Herman St Prlvate Parking Lot
———————— — e
22_5’ 6.5 :w, UNDERCROSSING STRUGTURE ..r:
0
v

Bottom of Tunnel
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Alternative 2: Hybrid (Track Lowered, Linden Ave Raised)
Scott St Layout — Undercrossing

* Private Parking Lot
! —
3 |5

L)
T =
i\

. s
H
7 3 77 A !:
. 3 H

N i
Ped/Bike
Ramps

o

“ v -
To South San Francisco Undercrossing

Structure

& LEGEND: : |
Track [— 0ot o R
B A A Retaining Wall
Right-of-Way

Limits of Roadway
Modifications

Stucure 8 Total length traveled:
Bike/Ped Facilities -’i — 900 feet (017 mi|es)

Bike/Ped Travel Path
= - il
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Elevation Changes at Scott St Ped Crossing

_ Rail Elevation Descent (D) from Ascent (A) from
Alternative Change (x) (ft) Herman St (ft) Herman St
1 +2.5 14.0 335
2 -6.0 22.5 25.0
3 +0.0 16.5 31.0
4 +0.0 16.5 31.0

Descent (D) =16.5-x < Asxincreases (rail is elevated), D decreases

Ascent (A)=31.0+x < Asxdecreases (rail is lowered), A decreases
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What Is a Shoofly?

A shoofly track is a temporary track around a construction site or other obstruction,

allowing for continuous railroad operation during construction.

Existing Track

Existing Track

Existing Track

Existing Track

N

Shoofly Track

Shoofly Track

2

Railroad Bridge

New Permanent Track

1. Existing track condition.

2. Construct shoofly tracks adjacent to

the existing tracks and cutover railroad

operations onto the shoofly tracks.

New Permanent Track

Shoofly Track

Shoofly Track

Z

Railroad Bridge

MNew Permanent Track

4. Cutover railroad operations back to

New Permanent Track

SAN MATEO COUNTY
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3. Construct the new railroad bridge on
the new permanent tracks.

the new permanent tracks and remove
the shoofly tracks.
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Potential Right-of-Way Impacts for Temporary Tracks

Caltraln nght of Way

# | Potential Right-
9| of-Way Impacts

SAN MATEO COUNTY
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Potential Right-of-Way Impacts for Temporary Tracks

Caltram nght of Way =

emporary Shoofly Tracks
Gt e PR T W \_é‘ 4

Potehtial Right-_
of-Way Impacts
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Cross Section at Dollar Ave/Herman St during Construction

ORIGINAL GROUND

100'-0" 46
—EXISTING TRACKS TEMPORARV‘ TRACKS —
= >

2 | \ E 1 é
s | = 1
adl - Z Ly (@]
Q | f é o, | on ll_.]'r‘-l 1|} |;
- == h ¥ &
S | ¥ 20, TS o
o | 11 O fee \\5;2' &
=z | = 12'-6" 14 10'"— F—19'TO 43— 5
< | MIN. |
o .
O |
5 |
o

1

1

1

L

DOLLAR AVE./HERMAN ST.

NOT TO SCALE
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Advantages & Disadvantages of Grade Separation Alternatives

Alternative Advantages Disadvantages

= |east Property Impacts
= Lowest Cost (Probable)

» Shoofly Required*

South Linden Avenue
Rail Partially Elevated/Roadway Partially Lowered

= More Property Impacts than Alt 1
» Shoofly Required*
= High Cost

= Reduces Train Noise
(Rail Elevation Lowered)

outh Linden Avenue
Rail Partially Lowered/Roadway Partially Elevated

= More Property Impacts than Alt 1
= Limits Access to Adjacent Properties

» Rail Remains At-Grade » Greatest Impacts to Sidestreets
» Shoofly Required*
= High Cost

» Rail Remains At-Grade = Greatest Property Impacts

* No Shoofly Required » Visual impacts

» Highest Cost (Probable)

Rail at-grade, Roadway Elevated

* During construction shoofly will result in potential right of way impacts north of Linden Avenue and
disruption to traffic on Dollar/ Herman south of Linden Avenue.

SAN MATEO COUNTY A
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Advantages & Disadvantages of Ped/Bike Crossing Options

Ped/Bike Crossing Advantages

Disadvantages

= Easier to construct than
an undercrossing

» Lessdisruption to
railroad operations
during construction

» Potentially less costly

OVERCROSSING

= Easier for pedestrians to
cross (shorter ramps) .
= Low visual impact

SAN MATEO COUNTY

More difficult to cross (longer ramps)
Greater visual impact overall

More difficult to construct than an
overcrossing

Greater impact to railroad operations
during construction

Potentially more costly

A
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Next Steps
= Q&A Session, June 24, 4:.00-5:30p

Link: https://zoom.us/j/92328425584
Or Telephone: 1 (669) 900-9128, Webinar ID: 948 4915 0437

= August 2020 City Council Updates

(select preferred alternative)

South San Francisco City Council Link:
https://www.ssf.net/departments/city-clerk/city-council-meetings

San Bruno City Council Link:
https://www.sanbruno.ca.gov/gov/elected officials/city council minutes n agendas.htm

= December 2020 Finalize Project Study Report

South San Francisco Project Link: https://www.ssf.net/SoLindenGS
San Bruno Project Link: https://tinyurl.com/ScottStGradeSep
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Meeting Logistics

All attendees are muted
Q&A at end of presentation
» Raise hand
* Type using Q&A option
e OnPhone Press *9
Recording of the presentation
will be available after the
webinar
Public Comments:
e ps@sanbruno.ca.gov Please MpUE YouF queston
e engineering@ssf.net

o You asked:
Seasiling O - . - I n en Type your questions and comments here!

CommunityMeeting No. 3

Send Anonymously
June 22,2020

Audio Settings -~
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