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Ms. Datcy Forsell

Associate Planner

Clty of San Mateo

of C ity Develop / Planning Division

330 West 20" Avenue

San Mateo, CA 94403-1388

Re:  Bay Meadows
SPAR Workshop Comments

Dear Darcy,

During the course of the four workshops we have had to date with the Planaing Commission,
Council and staff to discuss SPAR 1 we have had the benefit of much valuable observation, aitique
and commentary. In accordance with the purpose and purview of the Site Plan and Architectural
Review (“SPAR”) process much of this feedback has related to subjective, often acsthetic jud,
and issues. Other issues which have been raised, however, fall outside of the domain of a S'PAR
review, mdmny are based on factual i mccuncus The tangents these false statements generate are
not only di 1g and time ing. By not definitively add: g them we are afraid that the
conceptual underpummgs of pnox lppmva]s (that mcludz th: Comdor Plan, EIR, the Specific Plan
and its Conditions of A I, the D and the Design Guidelines) and the
commitments made asa a result nl' them are bdng forgotten. The purpose of this letter is to serve as a
inder of the and the rati behind them that relate to two specific areas, the
overall project dcv:lopmmt program, and the nawure and timing of the infrastructuze improvements
related to the Hillsdale train station.

Falge Assertion 1: “The size/density of the devel has been d d
telative to the approved pm;ect.

Fact: The proposed development is within the range specified and
approved in the Specific Plan and has not been decteased.

Discussion:

The Specific Plan (Overview, pages I-16 and I-17, and Developrent Framenork Plan, page IV-5)
states that the project shall include a range of development. That range is specified by both
maximum and minimum values.

“The Phase IT Specific Plan Amendment allows a general mavcimun of 1,250 residensiad units,
1,250,000 sf of offéce/ commervial spacr, and 150,000 sf of resail space. In recognition of changing
market condstions over the course of the project’s ion the Specific Plan Amendment also includes
a formula for allowing a Lmited conversion of the permitted uses within the corsbined mascintwm program
peoified above. This formala allows for the comversion, at the develaper’s discretion, of a maxinum of




250 wnits of bousing to 250,000 sf of office] commensal, a ratic of 1 unite per 1,000 of of
office/ commercial space. ... (SPp. 1V.9)

In addition minimum program amounts within the C. ial and Residential categx
are specified.
A minimum of 1,000 residential smits { 7 32 units/ acre if applied 1o

the Residential Parcel), and a minimum qf 500 000 .;f :/ qﬁu Space must be provided at
bustdout. .. Consissent with the Corridor Plan, the aterage Net Density for residential development
ranges from 25 to 50 units per acre, in order to ensure that the minimurs densities necessary fo
promote the desired transit utilization levels will be achiened.” (SP page IV-9)

Both the Corridor Plan and the Specific Plan spcufy that the retail spacc in the Plan should
not exceed 150,000 sf, and are silent on the point of a minimum amount of retal space that
should be provided. The Cumdo: Plan is explicit in st:nng that the retail space that is
provided should be neighborhood sexving (“Refas uses in this area showld only be neighborbood and
commuier serving in natur, nof those which may function as rigional or ug-mdc destinations.” pp. 5-6;)
and convenience oriented (“These uses should be, for the most part, convenience oriented, providing goods
and services whith residents and commuters alike could easily walk 1o and from.” page 5-5).

All of the project program luding its mi and maxi as well as
the amouats submitted in SPARs 1, 2 & 3, are summarized below:
Specific Plan Limits Commerdal  Residential Resai!
[/ (Unirg ]
Program Minimsms 500,000 1,000 None speafied
Base Program 1,250,000 1,250 750,000
Memcimized Commersial 1,500,000 1,000 150,000
Mascmized Residential 1,000,000 1,500 150,000
Total SPAR 1, 2 & 3 Submittal (exciuding Block MU 1)
Toral 799,675 1,066 91,661
Block MU 1 Poteatial (SPAR 4)
MU {(maximized residential) [ 188 9
MU | (masimized commercial) 240,450 50 0
Total Development incinding Block MU 1
Total (maximised residential) 799,675 1,254 91,661
Total (maximized commertial) 1,040,125 1,116 91,661

The totals for the amount of development proposed in SPARs 1, 2 & 3 ate themselves
clearly within the ranges and minimums specified for the total project within the Specific
Plan. The Torzl Development numbers at the bottom of the Table include the additional
program that could be built on Block MU 1, the 3.76 acre site that has not been inchuded in
the three cutrent applimﬁons. That Block includes the 1.0 acres to be dedicated to the City
for its own BMR project (and for which we assume the maximum pexmitted density would
be utilized, yleldmgSO\mmmtlmpucd) as We.llam'mmlng276:clu of land that could
be developed for office/ ial or resid 1 uses. At the i permitted FAR for




office/commercial this could yield an additional 240,450 sf o, if developed as residential
(and using the minimum of 12 units per acze and maximum of 50 units per acre per Block
requited in the Specific Plan) a further 33 t0 138 residential units.

In addition to the overall program ranges both the Corridot Plan (p 5-6) and the Specific
Plan (2. IV/-9) also mention the need for residential densities high encugh to support the
project’s transit oriented goals. That minimum density is exptessed as a tange of from 25 10
50 residential units per net acre actoss the Bay Meadows site (refetenced as the Hillsdale
Station area in the Corridor Plan). It is worth noting that the Corzridor Plan goals werc

blished prior to the determination of the detailed height zones within the Bay Meadows
Specific Plan arca, These height limits were specified to easure a variety of building heights
were achieved within the overall 55’ city-wide height limit, to reinforce utban design
objectives, and to protect adjacent residential property from undue overlook from new
development. The density goals were also set prior to the determination that approximately
60% of the Phasc II site would be required to produce ‘findings’ for any buildings that
exceed 45 in height. In recognition of these constraints the Specific Plan (page IV-18) states
that the minimum net density on a Block shall be no less than 12 units per acre. Despite
these signifi ints the average net residential density for all Blacks proposed to be
developed as resideatial within SPARs 1,2 and 3 is 27 units per net acre, and all Blocks,
including STA 9 which is essentially mandated to include small lot single family detached
residential, exceed the minimum density per Block requirement.

Itis therefore clear that not only is the proposed project well within both the minimura and
maximum ranges of required program on the site, but also provides that program in excess
of density thresholds specified in both the Corridor Plan and the Specific Plan as being
necessary to suppont the transit oricated goals of the new land use designation.

Falsc Asscrtion 2; “The cucrent approved Specific Plan and Design Guidelines
are based on a Hillsdale Station relocated between 28" and 31"
Avenues, and may not work if the station is in a different
location.”

Fact: Meeting the criteria specified in the Approval documents for
Transit Oriented Development is not dependent upon a
$tation rel d 28% and 31" A

Discussion:

The public process for the devclopment of Bay Meadows has been the longest and most
deliberate, comprehensive and expensive in the City’s history. That process determined,
through two Citizen’s Advisory Committees, a Corzidor Plan, an EIR, a Specific Plan and
Design Guidelines, that the Bay Meadows site should be built as 2 Transit Oriented
Development or TOD, and also what criteria should be used to define TOD. Those critetia
were most recently summatized in a presentation made by the authors of the Corridor Plan
to the Planning Commission on September 5*, 2007.

“TOD is compact developrment witkin a haif mile of transit that delsvers:
*  Walkability and vibrany

»  Convenient, safe, reliable tramsit
« Limited bile wse | date al TDM)
*  Good conmuctions

Gt e EELy B e e S R e




Attractios pblic spaces
Expanded mobility, shopping, and hossing chives
Financial retwrn and value recapture

Balance betveen place and node

Function not formula”

e e e e

‘The Bay Meadows plan as embodied in the three SPAR applications submitted to date meets
all of these important criteria, whether the existing or a new station location is assumed. The
majority of the site is within a 5 minute walk of the existing train platform location and with
the exception of 2 small azea near the corner of Saratoga and 28™ Avenue the entire site is
within a 10 minute walk of it. Land uses and density allocations recognize and support TOD
criteria, altetnate station locations and also respect critical site conditions, such as the

i of the tracks th tves. The i d street grid offers wide sidewalks
with genercus street tree planting and consistent activity and overlook from carefully
designed adjacent buildings that afford direct access to any station location, including the
recently renovated and expanded existing one. And the design of Delaware Street, and in
pamcu!zr the Town Square, ensures that they will act as the public foyer to the rzil access,

g its p and use of the ultimate station location.

The JPB/TA il imptovement process has seen a series of discussions in which the rail
authon'n‘es have encouraged local jurisdictions to develop land use policy that would support
existing infe andp ial future rail i In support of these reciprocal
interrelationships and as included in the EIR the Hillsdale Station has been significandy
expanded during the course of the Cosridor Plan and Bay Meadows entitlement processes.
The platform has been lengthened spproximately 400 to the nosth of s location when the
CAC process began, bringing it well within the Bay Meadows site. In conjunction with the
platform extension new handicap ramps have been added, and much improved access,
patking and shurtle bus facilities have been added to its east side.

Numetous references in the Approval documents make clear the understanding on the part
of both the Developer and the City that the timing, location or realization of further rail
improvements, lncludmga new station, are enurcly beyond the control of both partics.

These include refe in the Devel to the Trip Caps that limit
development relative to the provision of new g;wdc separated crossings of the rail (Liem 40,
page 16). In:ddmonSecnonlIlOm:thengnf‘ idelines (page I1-21) explicitly add:

this issue. .. Hosmever, the entire station area is outside the Phase Il projest boundary and sespe. In
addition the ]PB 15 stéll planning and designing the future station. Because the station design or location could
change, and in any event will be beyond the control of the Bay Meadoss Phase II Development, the ervteria
listed in 1his section primarily include design elements that are encouraged hut not required.”

Uniil the current station is moved, the guidelines for Delaware Street souih of 317 Avenne (section IV .4.3)
call for a pedestrian —oriented street that would connect 10 the existing Hillsdale station via an exdisting ramp
and a stair located mear the south end of Block STA 5 (see Figure I1-70).”

The uaspecified timing of further rail i has theref hasized the nced to
design the entite Framework Plan in genusl and SPAR 1 in particulac ‘with the flexibility to
work with any feasible train station location, over mmdcﬁmte Penod of time. The plan

lishes that goal, supporting and gardless of platform
louuons ‘The assertion that the plmned Bay Meadavs developmmt, with direct access to
an existing train station, is not 2 Transit Oriented Development because of the potential for




an extension of the station platform 2 further 300, to the north side of 31" Avenue, is not
logical or defensible,

False Assertion 3: “The integtity of the Plan is dependent upon certainty about
the existence/ location/timing of the grade separations.”

Facr; The indefinite location and timing of the grade separations
was considered in the EIR, the Specific Plan and Design
Guidelines and is refi in the Develop A
and Conditions of A p asg i of devels
tied to grade separation implementation,

P

Discussion:

The ion of grade ions is tied to the ion of rail i p ts. The
petformance of the rail station as 3 focal point and #mportant public destination for the Bay
Meadows TOD however is lated to the exi of the grade parations. The project’s

means of access from existing adjacent sueets, including Saratoga, the Franklin Avenue
Extension, Delaware, and Pacific. While the grade :parations allow addit 1
of this street pattern to the adjacent public fetwork, increasing the alternative routes for
congested adjacent streets, they are not tequired to create 2 fully fanctioning street network
within the project area,

The uncertainty over the timing of potential grade crossings and the significance they have in
Limiting development on the site was addressed in the Spedific Plan approval process,
icitl incl i i L ditecdytodxetimingof

1 ough on of vehicular trip caps that
the gud’e separations. (See Conditions of Approval lem 40, page 16)

A *Pre.Grade Separations: No bucilding permit shail be iconed which wOs/d individually or.
aumilatively permit an amount of development that would &emerate traffic in excess of 1,562 Prips umiess
and until the Peninsula Corvidor -Joint Powers Board bas commenced consiruction of grade Separated
crussings af eitber or both of 28° amd 317 Averes. *Mitigation Meagure Traffc— BM1§

This tdp cap was fully informed by the traffic modeling that was done both during the EIR

and Specific Plan phases of approvals. As certified in the EIR, itis aumber that limits
mcntonth:sitepddrtodlegrade P at levels correspondi g to the traffic

generated by the existing land use on the Bay Meadows site. The inclusion of this

Condition not only ack ledges develop Pptior to the grade separations, but

additionally makes cleas that the conttol of development is one related to implementation

through the issuance of Building Permits, not 2 design control thtough the SPAR pracess.
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False A ion 4: “The location of the p ial JPB parking gatage was fixed
during the Specific Plan and Design Guidelines processes and
should not be moved.”

Fact; The Project Approvals state that the location of the garage
has not been determined.

Discussion:

No location for the JPB garage has been specified in any of the Approval documents.
Condition 54 in the Specific Plan’s Conditions of Approval states: “If reguested by the Peninsula
Corridor Joint Powers Board, the owner shall make availablt for sale or lease swfficient propersy adjacent to
the proposed Hillsdale train station to the Joint Powers Board at fair markst value, 0 that the Joint Powers
Board may construct an approximately 500-space parking siruciure there.”

The potential location of the garage has moved in conjunction with various station
configuration, access and location scenarios developed by the City and the JPB. These have
included a site north of 28" Avenue in conjunction with a major parking structure and
intermodal transit station concept proposed on the west side of the tracks at 28 Avenue, a
cenal location as shown on the illustrative plans in the Specific Plan and Design Guidelines,
and the current location on STA Block 5 in conjunction with SPAR 1 that best responds to
the possibility that the existing station could remain, m-dm anew station :culd be buile to
the north extending as far as 28" Avenue. This locati ? lly add:

in the Design Guidelines section [1.10 Train Station Access: * t/;nt me will b ocated within
2the ST.A Blocks. An illustrative bmm»r is shows in this document; bmwr 2he final location has not been
deternrined.”

As these notes make clear the i issues related to the pmgmm :he train station and the grade

have been exkh 1y analyzed, and pp d by the City Council,
and we see nothmg in any of them that should in any way Jmpede the expeditious review of our
SPAR i that our Develop Agr requizes. Please let us know if you would Lke

to have fusther discussion on these matters.
Sincerely,
' %
th Orlesky ’,
Wilson Meany Sullivan

Ce: Chtis Meany
Janice Thacher
Amy Forbes




