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 CITY OF SAN BRUNO 
 

DATE:   November 24, 2020 
 
TO:  Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council  
 
FROM:  Jovan D. Grogan, City Manager 
 
PREPARED BY: Jimmy Tan, Public Works Director 
  Hae Won Ritchie, Deputy Public Works Director/City Engineer 
  
SUBJECT: Receive Update on Planning Study for the South Linden Avenue and 

Scott Street Grade Separation Project and Provide Direction on 
Pedestrian/Bicycle Crossing 

 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The City of San Bruno has been considering a grade separation at the Scott Street railroad 
crossing as far back as 2005 as part of the San Bruno Avenue Grade Separation Project.  
The Scott Street grade separation was removed from the San Bruno Avenue project but in 
2013 the City of San Bruno partnered with the City of South San Francisco and applied to 
the San Mateo County Transportation Authority (TA) for funding for a Planning Study for a 
joint project to grade separate the railroad at Scott Street in San Bruno and South Linden 
Avenue in South San Francisco. Currently, both South Linden Avenue and Scott Street are 
the only remaining at-grade crossings in their respective cities and represent an important 
opportunity to increase safety, spur redevelopment and accommodate economic opportunity 
in the area.  
 
The railroad crossings at South Linden Avenue and Scott Street are a relatively short 
distance from each other, approximately 1,850 feet apart.  Due to their proximity, the grade 
separations at South Linden and Scott Street must be evaluated together and both crossings 
be completed as one project because any significant change in the rail elevation at one 
street will impact the other.  
 
A grade separation at Scott Street is essential to improve safety and decrease expected 
future traffic delays due to growth in vehicle traffic, greater frequency of Caltrain service, and 
the eventual addition of the high-speed rail service. In addition, the project would aid in the 
success of the transit-oriented development and related improvements within the transit 
corridors area, as identified in the San Bruno Transit Corridors Plan. 
 
The Project Study funding was approved and on April 20, 2016 a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) was signed by the two cities, the TA, and the Peninsula Corridor Joint 
Powers Board (JPB).  All of the parties that signed the MOU enabling the preparation of the 
Project Study Report have recognized the importance of exploring grade separations as a 
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means of reducing the impacts of increased train service on traffic and safety at the South 
Linden Avenue and Scott Street railroad crossings.  The Project Development Team (PDT) 
was formed in January 2018 and consists of representatives from both sponsor cities, 
Caltrain, and a team of consultants including AECOM, APEX Strategies, and CDM Smith. 
The City of San Bruno, City of South San Francisco, Caltrain and the consultants have been 
working collaboratively to complete the development of the Project Study Report. 
 
The PDT has been preparing technical evaluations and gathering community feedback for 
the various options for grade separating at Scott Street and South Linden Avenue.  A 
community meeting was held in August 2018 and was lightly attended.  Staff gave the City 
Council an update on the project in October 2018 after which the City Council directed staff 
to improve the public outreach process, to conduct evaluations of all options and to prepare 
a traffic study.   
 
Between October 2018 and August 2019, the PDT worked to follow the City Council’s 
direction.  The PDT completed a traffic study, refine grade separation options, and greatly 
increased its public outreach efforts, including going door-to-door in the area around the 
Scott Street crossing. 
 
A second community meeting focusing on Scott Street with San Bruno residents was held on 
August 28, 2019 and was well attended.  The three possible options that were available for 
the Scott Street railroad crossing were presented at the community meeting: 
 

• Option A – no grade separation at Scott Street (leave crossing as-is), 

• Option B – grade separation at Scott Street for pedestrians and bicycles but closed to 
motor vehicles, and 

• Option C – grade separation at Scott Street for pedestrian, bicycles, and motor 
vehicles.   

 
On November 26, 2019, the project status, traffic information, and the feedback received 
from the community were presented to City Council.  Due to the negative impacts of 
residential property acquisition related to providing full grade separation, the City Council 
summarily rejected and eliminated Option C.  Option A was eliminated because doing 
nothing would result in increased crossing safety risks and traffic delays caused by the 
increased train traffic resulting from the JPB’s adoption and future implementation of the 
moderate growth service scenario examined in the Caltrain Business Plan and future high-
speed rail service.  City Council directed staff to proceed with Option B, to close Scott Street 
to motor vehicles and provide grade separation for pedestrians and bicyclists.  Option B 
could be designed in such a way as to not require procurement of residential properties and 
would provide enhanced safety for pedestrians and bicyclists crossing the railroad tracks. 
 
Between November 2019 and March 2020, the PDT further developed the alternatives for 
the South Linden Avenue and Scott Street Grade Separation Project based on the direction 
received to close Scott Street to vehicular traffic and provide for a pedestrian/bicycle 
crossing.  The third community engagement meeting was originally scheduled for March 23, 
2020.  Approximately one week prior to the meeting, a shelter-in-place order was issued to 
reduce the spread of the novel coronavirus 2019 (referred to as SARS-CoV-2 and 
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COVID-19).  As the shelter-in-place orders were extended in April and May 2020, and with 
the acceptance of transitioning public meetings online, the third community meeting was 
rescheduled to occur virtually in June 2020. 
 
The alternatives for the railroad tracks and type of pedestrian/bicycle crossings were 
presented to the community for feedback on June 22 and 24, 2020.  On August 25, 2020, 
staff presented the alternatives to the City Council to obtain feedback and direction. City 
Council directed staff to proceed with an alternative that would allow the railroad tracks to be 
raised by approximately 2.5 feet from the existing elevation but also directed staff to solicit 
additional feedback from the community regarding the pedestrian/bicycle crossing 
preference. 
 
The purpose of this staff report and presentation is to provide the City Council an update on 
the work performed by the PDT between August 2020 and October 2020 and the community 
feedback, and receive direction regarding the preference for either a pedestrian/bicycle 
undercrossing (tunnel) or overcrossing (bridge).  This is the final direction needed to 
complete the Project Study Report.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Due to the relatively modest community engagement during the virtual community meetings 
hosted in June 2020 and City Council meeting in August 2020, the PDT took an alternative 
approach to gathering community input.  A virtual open house was developed that allowed 
the community to view three dimensional models, conceptual renderings and photo 
simulations, as well as view a video and a table of advantages and disadvantages, and 
submit a survey during a period of three weeks from October 15 to November 4, 2020.  The 
virtual open house was available any time of day for visitors during that period.  A series of 
tutorials guided visitors on how to navigate the virtual open house and complete the survey. 
A welcome video provided a brief project background and what feedback was desired from 
the community via a survey response form.  Attachment 1 provides some screenshots and 
images from the virtual open house.  Attachment 2 is a copy of the survey questions. 
 
San Bruno sent approximately 450 mailers to the homes and businesses within the limits of 
Tanforan Avenue to the north, San Mateo Avenue to the east, I-380 to the south and 
Huntington Avenue to the west.  Staff distributed door hangers, which were prepared in 
English and Spanish, to the homes and businesses close to the Scott Street railroad 
crossing on October 15.  Some locations closest to the crossing received a second round of 
door hangers two weeks later.   
 
Staff knocked on the doors of the twelve properties fronting Herman Avenue between Buena 
Vista Avenue and Atlantic Avenue because these homes would face the potential greatest 
visual impacts for the pedestrian/bicycle crossing.  Where access to internet was limited or 
as was requested, staff delivered printouts of the survey, conceptual renderings, and table of 
advantages and disadvantages of an under and overcrossing to these homes.  Additionally, 
staff returned with bilingual City staff when translation services were needed. 
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Emails were sent to those on the project contact list.  Information was posted on the project 
website and the City’s social media including NextDoor, FaceBook, Instagram and Twitter.  
Information was also included in the City Manager’s electronic newsletter and a special 
hardcopy edition of a newsletter that was distributed Citywide. 
 
There was a total of 478 visits to the virtual open house between October 15 to November 4, 
with 386 unique visitors.  On average, a visitor spent 12-14 minutes in the virtual open 
house.  The following summarizes the results of the virtual open house survey.  An 
anonymized table of the results is attached as Attachment 3. 
 

1. There was a total of 43 survey respondents between October 15 and November 4, 
2020.   

2. Of the 43 respondents, 32 were residents or businesses in the Fifth Addition or 
immediate vicinity (for example, on Montgomery Avenue). 

3. Twenty-four (24) selected the undercrossing as their preferred crossing type; 16 
selected the overcrossing as their preferred crossing type; and 3 did not select a 
preferred crossing type. 

4. The following were the considerations for the respondents in greatest to least 
selected order: 

a. Lessen Encampments/Maintenance - 26 (crossing type neutral) 
b. Shorter Travel Distance - 21 (favors undercrossing) 
c. Greater Privacy for Residents - 19 (favors undercrossing) 
d. Lessen Visual Impact - 18 (favors undercrossing) 
e. Visibility of Pedestrian/Bicyclists - 15 (favors overcrossing) 
f. Other - 8 (various responses - encampment a concern but respondent 

recognizes potential for creating spaces underneath supporting structure; 
crime; safety; accessibility/ADA; does not want grade separation; would like a 
tunnel for the train; tunnel is more aesthetically pleasing; minimize vertical 
movement of pedestrian/bike crossing) 

g. Less Susceptible to Flooding - 7 (favors overcrossing) 
 
The consideration to lessen encampments and maintenance was considered crossing type 
neutral.  Aside from this crossing type neutral consideration, the considerations that were 
most frequently selected – shorter travel distance, greater privacy for residents, and desire to 
lessen visual impact – correlated with the crossing type that a majority of the survey 
respondents chose as their preferred option, a pedestrian/bicycle undercrossing. 
 
Staff recommends the pedestrian/bicycle undercrossing due to the results of the community 
outreach, as well as the concerns about reducing the travel distance and visual impact of the 
crossing, and providing more privacy to the residences. 
 
Maintenance 
 
The terms of a maintenance agreement are typically developed and negotiated between the 
final design and construction, though, discussions could begin earlier.  Both parties would 
take on specific responsibilities.  Caltrain typically assumes responsibility for rail-related 
maintenance so in the case of pedestrian/bicycle crossing, Caltrain would likely maintain the 
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structure and lighting.  Other maintenance tasks are subject to discussion and negotiation 
including, but not limited to, cleaning (and frequency of), graffiti removal, stormwater and 
sewer pumping systems, tree and vegetation maintenance, etc.   
 
The City of San Bruno has an existing maintenance agreement with Caltrain (Peninsula 
Corridors Joint Powers Board) for the San Bruno Avenue grade separation (Attachment 4).  
This agreement could be used as a starting point to reflect on the project and the 
maintenance terms for the new grade separation at Scott Street.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
 
There is no fiscal impact associated with receiving this update. 
 

ALTERNATIVES: 
 
1.   No additional alternatives, other than the options outlined above. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Receive update on Planning Study for the South Linden Avenue and Scott Street Grade 
Separation Project and provide direction to staff on the preferred pedestrian/bicycle crossing 
type. 
 
DISTRIBUTION: 
 
1. None 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
1. Screenshots and Images from the Virtual Open House 
2. Copy of Survey Questions 
3. Results of Scott Street Pedestrian/Bike Survey 
4. Railroad Construction and Maintenance Agreement, San Bruno Grade Separation 

Project dated September 30, 2010 
 
DATE PREPARED: 
 
November 13, 2020 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – SCREENSHOTS AND IMAGES FROM THE VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE 

Scott Street Grade Sep November 24, 2020 

 

Virtual Open House, Welcome Video and Virtual Room Tutorials 

 

 

Three-Dimensional Model of the Pedestrian/Bicycle Overcrossing 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – SCREENSHOTS AND IMAGES FROM THE VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE 

Scott Street Grade Sep November 24, 2020 

 

Three-Dimensional Model of Pedestrian/Bicycle Undercrossing 

 

 

Survey Easel and Advantages and Disadvantages Table 



Scott Street Grade Sep November 24, 2020 

ATTACHMENT 2 – COPY OF SURVEY QUESTIONS 

Current Project Status: 

Thank you for visiting the Scott Street Grade Separation virtual open house.  Please provide the City of San Bruno 

with your feedback on the pedestrian/bike crossing options. 

Survey: 

1. What are your most important considerations for a pedestrian/bike crossing structure?  (Choose up to three) 

 

� Lessen Encampments and Maintenance Issues (Vandalism, Trash, Weeds) 

� Greater Privacy for Residents (avoids tall structure above neighboring homes and businesses) 

� Higher Visibility (pedestrians and bicyclists can be seen from street level for overcrossing) 

� Less Susceptible to Flooding (elevated path) 

� Low Visual Impact (majority of structure is below grade for undercrossing) 

� Shorter Travel Distance (shorter ramps, less elevation difference, less time to cross tracks) 

� Other (please specify)  

______________________________________________ 

 

2. Which pedestrian/bike crossing option do you prefer at Scott Street? 

 

� Option 1 – Ped/Bike Overcrossing (Bridge over Tracks) 

 

 

 

 

 

� Option 2 – Ped/Bike Undercrossing (Tunnel under Tracks) 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Do you have any questions or comments about the project? 

__________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________ 

 

4. Where do you live? 

 

� Fifth Addition Neighborhood 

� Other Neighborhood in San Bruno 

� Other (Please Specify) 

______________________________________________ 

 

5. Contact Information*  

Name: ________________________ 

Email Address or Phone Number:  ________________________ 

* Required field  

MThurman
Typewritten text
ATTACHMENT 2



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



ATTACHMENT 3

Results of Scott Street Pedestrian/Bike Crossing Survey
October 15 to November 4, 2020

Respondent 
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Residence or Business Location

1 10/17 OC    Yes Tanforan/Montgomery

2 (A) 10/17 UC    Yes Scott/Montgomery

3 10/18 UC    Yes Atlantic/Montgomery

4 10/18 OC   Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

5 (B) 10/18 UC    San Bruno (Other Neighborhood)

6 10/19 OC    Yes Montgomery

7 10/19 OC    Walnut Creek (owns property in San Bruno)

8 (C) 10/19 OC  
3

  Yes Tanforan

9 (D) 10/19 OC    Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

10 10/20 UC   San Bruno (Other Neighborhood)

11 10/20 OC   Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

12 10/20 UC    San Bruno (Other Neighborhood)

13 10/20 x  San Bruno (Other Neighborhood)

14 10/20 OC    Yes Montgomery

15 10/21 UC    Yes Business on Montgomery

16 10/21 UC    Unknown

17 10/24 UC    Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

18 10/24 UC    Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

19 10/25 UC    Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

20 10/26 UC    Yes Business on Montgomery

21 10/26 UC   San Bruno (Other Neighborhood)

22 10/26 UC    Yes Herman/Atlantic

23 10/26 UC    Yes Herman/Atlantic

24 10/26 UC    Yes Herman/Atlantic

25 10/27 UC    Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

26 10/28 x  Yes Huntington Ave East

27 10/28 UC    Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

28 (A) 10/28 UC    Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

29 (A) 10/29 UC    Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

30 (A) 10/30 UC    Yes Montgomery

31 10/30 UC    Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

32 10/30 OC    2nd Ave

33 10/31 UC   Yes Bayshore Circle

34 10/31 UC    Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

35 11/1 OC  Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

November 24, 2020
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Results of Scott Street Pedestrian/Bike Crossing Survey
October 15 to November 4, 2020

Respondent 

Number 

(Note) Date  O
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Residence or Business Location

36 11/2 OC    Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

37 11/3 OC   Yes Montgomery

38 11/3 OC    Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

39 11/3 OC    Yes San Bruno (Fifth Addition)

40 11/3 OC    Daly City (family on Scott St)

41 (E) 11/4 UC   Yes Montgomery

42 (A) 11/4 OC    San Bruno (Other Neighborhood)

43 (A) 11/4 x  Unknown

Total 19 15 7 21 18 26 8 32

Notes:

(A) Respondent submitted the survey twice. Their input was consolidated into one form to prevent the results from being 

double counted.

(B) Respondent chose "other" for Question #1, but concern was about encampments.

(C) Respondent subsequently clarified that overcrossing was selected as the preferred option because of desire to be 

visible when using the crossing.

(D) Respondent did not respond to emails requesting clarification in the inconsistency between the selected preferred 

option and most important considerations.

(E) Respondent left a voice message with the City and input was entered into the online survey.

Legend Tally

OC 16 Option 1 - Overcrossing

UC 24 Option 2 - Undercrossing

x 3 No Selection Provided (2 of 3 respondents commented on not wanting to close Scott Street to vehicular traffic)

November 24, 2020
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