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ABSTRACT

The study presents a preliminary analysis of the potential use of Feder-
ally owned lands in the San Francisco region (Bay Area) for use as park-
n-ride facilities. During the conduct of the study, ten tasks were under-
taken, ranging from inventorying lands owned by the Federal government
and reviewing local transit development programs to reviewing the Fed-
eral land management process and conducting on-site field inspections

of the most promising sites.

In the establishment of evaluation criteria for the park-n-ride sites, an
analysis was made of the regional transportation corridors and location
of critical parking areas. Based to a large extent on accessibility to
transit services, 26 sites were identified for on-site field trips. Suita-
bility of the sites for park-n-ride facilities was evaluated as a function
of a variety of factors including physical features and layout, current
use and intensity of usage, convenient and ready access to the streets,

and proximity to transit services.

On the basis of the site visits, eight parcels were 1dentified for more
detailed examination of the concept of using Federal lands for park-n-
ride facilities. In summary, some overall guidelines are presented for
1mplementing this concept, including consideration of other environmen-

tal and transportation objectives.
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INTRODUCTION

This study presents an overview of the planning for park-n-ride facilities
in the San Francisco Region (also referred to as the Bay Area) and a pre-
liminary analysis of the potential use of Federal lands for such facilities.,
Included in the analysis has been an inventory review of lands owned by
civil agencies of the Federal Government, The major sites and locations
have been summarized in the appendix. An important consideration
throughout the study has been the relation of potential sites to the Transit
Development Program prepared by the Metropolitan Transportation Com-

mission (MTC)l and existing transit services.

The locations examined in this investigation have been limited to "Fed-
erally owned lands." Two other types of lands related to Federal activ-
ities have not been analyzed and may deserve consideration in a more

comprehensive evaluation, These are

o Federal lands owned by defense agencies

o Lands leased by Federal agencies

Federal lands used by defense agencies are rather extensive in the Bay
Area, but were regarded as generally unavailable for public purposes

such as park-n-ride facilities, A listing of these lands--their locations
and responsible defense agencies--is available from surveys conducted

by the General Services Administration (GSA).2

lMetropolitan Transportation Commission, "Transit Development Pro-
gram," May 1974,

ZSee, for example, "Real Property Owned by the United States Depart-
ment of Defense (Military Functions), As of June 30, 1974," prepared
by the General Services Administration, 1975.



Lands leased by Federal agencies in the Bay Area are also quite signi-
ficant, but were beyond the scope of this investigation., It should be
noted, however, that leased lands do offer potential for use as park-n-
ride facilities. In discussions with GSA representatives, it was indi-
cated that it is possible for lease contracts to be renegotiated to provide
for site modifications that could accommodate park-n-ride facilities.
This issue is recommended for further investigation if it is determined

to be an appropriate and desirable Federal action,

BACKGROUND

Impetus for this investigation began in meetings of the San Francisco
regional Federal Executive Board (FEB) and a desire of the Federal
agencies to evaluate "actions" that could be taken by their respective
agencies to reduce energy consumption and improve air quality. In
particular, it was felt programs that Federal employees could partici-
pate in related to their travel patterns would be desirable, With this in
mind, it was decided to evaluate the potential use of Federally owned
lands for park-n-ride lots. In addition to developing a program for
Federal employees, another purpose of the program was to develop
positive ways of contributing to the region's Transportation Control
Plan (TCP).

"Park-n-ride" refers to bus patrons driving their own vehicles to an
intermediate point and then leaving their cars to ride transit on to their
final destination. This should be distinguished from "kiss-n-ride" ac-
tivity, where commuters are chauffeured to a change-of-mode station
(e.g., bus, train, or rapid transit) by their spouses, kiss their spouses
goodbye, and board the transit vehicle as the spouses drive the famuly
cars back home, Basically, park-n-ride 15 an alternative means of ac-
complishing the feeder or collection function. In areas of low or medium
population density, where a high level of bus service (frequency and cov-

erage) is not practical, park-n-ride activity provides an alternative,



If the remaining portion of the trip can be made on the bus with travel
time competitive with that of the automobile, then park-n-ride is a vi-
able alternative. It is especially attractive coupled with rapid transit
or express bus operations, particularly if the parking site is coincident

with the commencement of the nonstop, express portion of the route.

Experience to date with park-n-ride lots has shown a clear pattern of
higher use of auto mode to the bus in more sparsely populated areas,

It appears that the split or allocation between driver and passenger is

a more complex one relating to income, car ownership, and parking
availability. Wherever park-n-ride has been a significant factor, it has
been found to have an expanded service area well beyond that of the feeder

or collector bus system,
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The conceptual framework for investigating the potential use of Feder-
ally owned lands for park-n-ride facilities is shown in Figure 1 and con-
sists of 10 tasks. The emphasis of this study was on the collection and
synthesis of existing data and plans, with minimal quantitative analysis
of alternative plans or forecasts of usage. Judgmental analysis has been

used in defining the "areas of interest” for park-n-ride facilities.

The first task was the collection of an inventory of land owned by civil
agencies of the Federal Government, The information was provided by

the Space Management Division of Public Building Services, (.'}SA.2 This

lalan M. Voorhees & Associates, Inc., "Honolulu Park and Ride,"
August 1973, "Blue Streak Bus Rapid Transit Demon-
stration Project," Seattle, Washington, March 1973,

2General Services Administration, "Real Property Owned by Umted
States Government, As of June 30, 1974," 1975,
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inventory was current as of June 1974, The information was then
screened to eliminate land parcels of less than 0.5 acres, since there

are many parcels of land owned by the Federal Government which are
very small. These include a large number of parcels owned by the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration (FAA) for communication purposes. Paral-
lel with this task was a review of the Transit Development Program pre-
pared by MTC for the nine-county Bay Area..1 This review concentrated
on identifying any plans for developing park-n-ride facilities and revealed
that the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) was the principal agency

interested in park-n-ride facilities,

As a separate task, interviews with the principal agencies involved in
transit operations were also conducted, These discussions revealed that
in San Mateo County there was considerable interest on the potential use
of park-n-ride satellites to feed the BART station at Daly City, However,
concern was expressed that, until the question was resolved of what to

do with the commuter railroad service on the Peninsula, there was little
prospect for implementing these satellite lots because of the likelihood

of attracting passengers away from this service.

Following this review and discussion, "areas of interest" were defined
which reflected those areas in which interest had been expressed re-
garding park-n-ride facilities. To these were added some regional lo-
cations where travel corridors converged (e.g., at the Bay bridges and
at change-of-mode locations such as the ferry terminals). Further ex-
pansion at BART stations beyond those already planned was not consid-
ered an "area of interest" because of discussions with the BART staff,
This issue is discussed in more detail later. The next task was to com-
pare the screened inventory of Federal land with the areas of interest

to determine suitable locations for park-n-ride facilities on Federally

owned land, This revealed 26 locations that were suitable, On-site

1Metropolitan Transportation Commission, op cit.



investigation of these sites was then conducted to determine if a park-
n-ride facility could be incorporated into the site., The results of these
investigations are reported later in this report, along with recommenda-

tions for those sites that appear to be especially attractive for detailed
study.

One further line of investigation was also followed. This involved a re-
view of the Federal land management process to identify ways in which
the potential for incorporating a park-n-ride facility into a piece of Fed-
eral land could be evaluated prior to the purchase of the site. In this
manner, any modification to the site could be evaluated before its pur-

chase. The next section discusses this process in more detail.



THE FEDERAL LAND MANAGEMENT PROCESS: AN OVERVIEW

There are 29 Federal agencies that may hold real property (see Table
1). All other agencies must occupy leased property. GSA is the major
agency buying, selling, and leasing property for the Federal Govern-
ment, although it is not required that it exclusively handle all property
transactions. If a Federal agency wishes to dispose of Federal land, it
is brought to the attention of the Real Property Division of GSA, which
"screens" the property to see if it may be transferred to another agency
wishing to acquire land. If no alternative use can be found, then the
land is declared "excess" and disposed of through sale or by exchange

for an alternative piece of land that is desired by a Federal agency.

The purchase of new land is handled by the Space Management Division
of GSA. This division, together with the Real Property Division and
the Construction Management Division, comprise the Public Building

Services section of GSA as shown in Figure 2.

When land is purchased by the Acquisition Branch of the Space Manage-
ment Division, a Site Investigation Report is prepared by a project team
made up of a representative of the agency that will use the land, an ap-
praiser, architect, engineer, realty officer, and planner--all from GSA.
This team prepares a report following the general guidelines set out in

Figure 3. Guideline 6 states:

a. Local public transportation facilities and the
extent of use by the public, including a delineation
of principal routes and principal terminals from
which local transportation services emanate.

b. The availability, cost, and extent of use of
public parking facilities within or in proximity

to the delineated area. If no area is delineated,
discuss the availability, cost, and extent of use of
such facilities in or in proximity to the general
area or preferred location for the proposed
building.



TABLE 1. LIST OF FEDERAL REAL PROPERTY HOLDING AGENCIES
1. American Battle Monuments Commaission
2. Central Intelligence Agency
3. Corps of Engineers
4, Department of Agriculture
5. Department of the Air Force
6. Department of the Army
7. Department of Commerce
8. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
9. Department of Housing and Urban Development
10. Department of the Interior
11. Department of Justice
12. Department of Labor
13. Department of the Navy
14. Department of State
15. Department of Transportation
16. Department of the Treasury
17. Energy Research and Development Administration
18. Environmental Protection Agency
19. Federal Communications Commission
20. General Services Administration
21. Government Printing Office
22. National Aeronautics and Space Administration
23. National Capital Housing Authority
24, National Science Foundation
25. Office of Economic Opportunity
26. Tennessee Valley Authority
27, U.S. Information Agency
28. U.S. Postal Service
29. Veterans Admuinistration

This list does not include all agencies which may occupy or request

assignment of space.
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GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

SPECIFICATIONS FOR GSA SITE INVESTIGATION REPORT

FORMAT The rcport shali b bound in book fashion in the left masgin, 1n a durable cover with wennification of the project for which the i
Investigation 15 haing made on the face of the cover The paper used shall be of size 8 x 10 % tnches All pages shall be numbcred convcninh
including all exhibits | ach important heading chall be shown in the Table of Contents The report shall contain tabulations schedules vt o
and othur data necessary to set forth all the site selection factors consdered by the Site Investigatton Team [n order to favhitate thar iomos i 1
study and rcview purposes maps photographs, and other exhibits included in the addenda <hall be placed in RYU~x 1l hinchemuloptswhut o
buound nto the 1eport 1n book fashion in the left margin

OUTUINE To provide umiformitv for GSA files the report will be dmded into four parts as outhnud below Within these parts the anthne i
vty 1o the Lstent thot the character and size of the progct and the commurty 1n which 1 1s to be located mav be such asto ool lar additsonal
daly 1n some cases and less data in others Generally however, all stems must be considercd by the Site Investigation Team and miluded n e
report The omiscion of any ttem shall be explained in the report

-

~

w

PAAT | - INTRODUCTION

TITLE PAGE The Titie Page shall include the same mformation
that 1s chown on the cover 1e (1) the name of the project (2)
the name of the ety county and state

TABLE OF CONTENTS

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL The letter of transrmittal shall be
i the torm of 4 memorandum from the responsibke GSA
Reponal Adminntrator to the Commissioner PBS 1t shall con-
tan the following intormation

8 The purpos of the report

b The denty of the project

c The datcix) on which the ute investigatson was made

d The denuty of the three outstanding potential uites recom-

mended by the Site Investigation Team and the esumated
sttion, relocaton and spedial preparation costs o cach o1 thow
ates.

o Total amount of funds avatlable for aite acquisition and reloca
ton

t The recommendations of the Regional Adminstrinar and the
LITective date of thus. recommendations

@ The signature of the Regional Admunistrator

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH OR MAP The dehincated aica county
and Federal buildings, avic centers the central busincss district
of the citv, urban renewal projects 1n or on the periphers of the
prefernd or delineated area and the three recommended sifes e
to be identfied on this photograph or map

PART Il - FACTUAL DATA

ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CITY

a Populatton and growth trends

b A description of the economic base of the community

¢ kcononric conditions and data retating to the jevel of business
wiwity in the community including the trend and rate of
2towth or dechne of that activity

d The are and locatton of the central bustness disinct, its rate
of growth or decline and its direction and rate of expansion (if
any)

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

» Lol public transportation facibties and the extent of use by
the public including 3 delineation of pnacipal routes and princi
pal termunals from which local nnsportation services emmanste
b Ihe availabuity cost and cxtent of ue of public parking facik-
s within or 10 pronimaty to the delmeated area Il no area 1s
dihineated discuss the avatability, cost and extent of use of such
lauihitics 10 or 10 proxumuty to the general area or preferred loca
on for the propused building

COMMUNITY PLANNING

s Summanze results of noufication to and consultation with
plnming agencies and bal clectzd officuls for purpose of
coordinating | ederal propcts with development ptans and pro-
grams of the sate region and locality n which the project 1s to
be lowted (FPMR SIC 101 17 10))

b Zomng widinances and master plans relating to the preferred
ot delincated atea and the possible effect of those ordinances and
phint on the propoced building tn respect to setback height,

bulk, off strect parking requirements and development of the
gencral areas under consideration

¢ Civic centers, existing under construction ot phinned

d Major thoroughfares and highway< tn existenie or undur won
«ruction which wil! have an effect on the area which is prefericd
or has been delineated a< an acceptable location for the proposd
bnlding

o Plant for improvement of existing major thoroughtares vl
highways which will have an effect on the arca which i prefurnd
or defincated as an acceptable location for the proposed buildisg
¢ Urban renewal projects, private or public evisting under con
struction or planned If a federally asusted urban rencw il project
within the preferred o1 debneated atea 1< being planncd gave the
status of the proposed project and the cstimated date by which 4
going urban renewal project will come into evistence as endenced
by a contract between the Local Redevelopment Authonty ¢nd
the Government

SITE REQUIREMENTS This shall be a statement of the specific
site requuements as stated 1n the Site lnvestigation Durecting
1scued by the C oner Public Bustdings Service

THE SITE INVESTIGATION

a The date on which the Site Invesugation Dyective was issucd
& The date(s) on which the appropnate pubhc naties andion
advertisements sobiciting affers (if any) were 1ssucd

¢ The date(s) on which the Site [nvestigation was conducted

d The name and official position of each member of dhw Site
Investigation Team (Include members from other aguncies)

e Total numbe:r of offered and unoftered but potential sy
nspected by the aite team

GSA Form 1433 (Rew 2 11

FIGURE 3.

10

GSA SPECIFICATIONS FOR SITE INVESTIGATION REPORT




10

12

14

20
21

PART 11l — ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

SYNODPSIS OF PROPERTIES OFFERED FOR INSPECTION

In thie w ctton of the report Dist the properties offered for ingee
tion <taung the fallowing for each properiy

s loaiton

b Sizc ldimenaons and guare area)

¢ Naime ol oifcror(s) and the capauty i which he (thev) acted
w mahing the olicr

d Nimc ol purported owner(s)

o Aching price 1l known

t Whather the oftured it s within the preferred or delineated
(R[S}

SYNOPSIS OF UNOFFERED BUT POTENTIAL SITES IN-
SPECTED The tollowing informatsen <hall be given for cach
property e tod

2 locunn

b Nz tdimensens ind square area)

¢ Nanw al purporied ow ner(s)

d Whuiher propaty s within the preferred or deline sted ary
EVALUATION OF SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS

a Sites il b owvaluated 1n terme of (a) accesubtlity by the
(1Y (b) acccestbility by the agendy s em
1) public transportation and by 2) sauto (¢) accues
hibty by puhhc transportation to tow and muderate income hous
ny (d) v nbibihiy of of T street parking, (e) safely for the lacility
id enoy poesonnel (0 unemployment and (g) medun tamily
meeme tnoatsy 10O 11512 Where apphicabie the GSA Site
I vabuiton Moddd will be utilized and the conclusions and ratings
made part o the weport Fvaluation will inctude consultation
with Foderal gpenons s Lppropriate

b Semnninze resulte of consultation wath HUD regarding avail
bty o low ind mndurate income housing for emplovees (GSA
(hder PRS TO00 1 1y

ELIMINATION OF UNDESIRABLE SITES

a \ thulation ywiny the reasons for the ebminanon of un
duarible sty shali be prepared  Sites having amilar adverse
Jhat oty such 1 o remole, too small, unfavorable 1opop
tiphy voutly unfavorable  surroundings, ete, may be
prouped undur the appropniaie classitication List each site under
Js nany dulimte (hsafications as are reasons fot its cbmination
b\l utes wvapl the three outsianding locations that mect the
mnmum - ate requirements as stated i the Site Investigation
e and are in conformanee with GSA policy in respeut to
the locatmn of 1uden) buildings as stated wa PBS P 1600 5A
bl b chimnated The three remaining sites shall be discucsed in
dctail undur the topic Recommended Sites.

RECOMMENDED SITES. ltath of the recommended sites shall
bu dincussed 1 regpect 1o conformity to ute speaifications as set
torth 1 the Site tnvestgation Dircctive and cunformity with
GSA poliey n sospect to the location of Federat buiddings The
natrative cona rmiag cach of the reccommended ates shall describe
the dimunwoens of the ste its shape and total atea street Irant
iy cstimated cost including severance damages, d any and

pencnal publi wto

plavios by

oo

15

16

topographical  characterntice and - shall discuss whother e
recommended afe 18 at 3 localion of within an uda §or whih
cavic officals have cxpressed a preference GSA form 1719
Recommended Sites-Charactenistics shall be completed v cuh
recommunded site and included as an exhibit in Part 1V ot the
report Any conditions which will resull in the expendstun ol
funds for retaining walls rock excavation construction e il
ot telocatron of utdities demolition of structuzes peuntl con
struction features tequired 1n the proposed building due te 10pop
raphical fuatures or sub wrface conditione shalt e explained in
detail An estimate as to the cast of performing any or all nucce
ary work of ths type in conncction with the constructien of the
proposed bulding or preparation of 1he te <hall be furmished
The mou significant advaniages and divadvantagesof cih ot the
recommended wtes shall be thivenssed  The discussion of the ad
vantapes and disadvantages of eath ute ay conader the fallow
g avwell as other appropriate Lactors

a Propct environmental imp it cvaluation (GSA Ondar PBS r
1n9s 1/

b Nughbothood cnsitonnung
abk smoke aoie dust obnovions edors atto ctlocton projas
¢ Subsuifiw conditions

d The nitur of (nasting on «te inprovements and the numbcr
of owncrs and/or tenants 1o be rlocated it the proports isow
quired

e Location i 1clation to the eentral busimoss diingt and the
direction and rite of prowth tdechine) of that area

t Zorng and planning conaderations having s nifiemt (o
on the site and desgn of the bullding

9 Spcual requrements of acenuks which will accopy the build
ing (Post Office Courl icd

h Public wentiment

1 liood plain vvaluatinn

s Histonie propertics avilianion

CORRFLATION 1he rlune advintias and diadvantiges of
the recommended utes shall b weirhed die conuda e tion beang
given o all factors purtment o the ehoction of 1 ae In deter
miming total cstimated i codts thou domonis of cost st forth
on GSA Form 1239 shall be conadercd tagcthor with the e
mated sitc acquinition cost

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS Undur this head

ing the condlusion of the e team 1a respedt (o the fiest «eond
and thud chone wte chall be vand

Snd e onsionee ol ofyacteae

APPROVAL BY REGIONAL COMMISSIONER PBS The
Rugionst Commisunner PBS  shall aindscate appraval of the con
«lugons and recommendations of the Suc Investigation Toam by
affixing hiv agnature to the report The ropart shall b forwarded
by the Repionat Commussioncr PHS 10 the Rugiomil Admmisira
tor for signature and transmittal to the Commisiomr PHS
FORMAT FOR SITE SELECTION BY THE REGIONAL AD
MINISTRATOR The procedure outhincd m atem 17 above il
be applicable cieept that the Regional Admmnirtor dvill inake
the ute selection ind <uch whection shall he prectdad by astate
ment as to the authornity undur which e s

PARYT 1V — EXHIBITS AND ADDENDA

Mhe fallowing extibite appeanng 10 the order as listed below
<hould be included 1n cach Site Investigation Report In those
nstances whore 4 public notice of an wntent to conduct a site
invktipation was not wsued, or appropnate maps are not avad
bk arch ikme may be eacluded from the report provided the
rason fof the cwduQon s stated

A wopr of the St Investngation Dircctive issued by the Canstrie
wang PRS

\ vopy of the pubbic notice and/or adverusement 1ssued

ity map with all ates ofterad as well as unolfered but potcn
il adentified

22

23
24

25
26

27

City tranat hacs map with recommendud sios whntdnd on the
map

City zoning map with recommended ates s ntitind on the map
GSA Torm 1239 Recommended Sites Characterntins and sup-
plemental narrative datn

Photographs of the thive recommundad <ites

References, dentity of pursons public records and olher sources
providing duta which was<ancluded tn the report

Other appropnate exlbie

GSA Form 1433 (Rev 2 721 {BACK)

FIGURE 3 (Continued)
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It is in carrying out the investigation associated with this guideline that
the possibility of setting aside land for a park-n-ride facility could most
easily be addressed. It is therefore recommended that this guideline

be redrafted so as to more specifically address the potential for a park-
n-ride facility on the site being investigated. The rationale is that, even
if there are no currently available Federal lands suitable for the devel-
opment of park-n-ride facilities, at least a process would be established
to ensure that future acquisitions specifically address the possibility of

such a use.

12



TRANSIT PLANNING AND POTENTIAL DEMAND FOR
PARK-N-RIDE FACILITIES

In an examination of the possible use of Federal lands for park-n-ride
facilities, the most important feature from a transportation perspective
1s the consistency of any proposed facility or network of facilities with
the existing transportation system and plans covering the next 5- to 10-
year period. This section presents a brief summary of the Bay Area's

transportation system and future plans for the region.

TRANSPORATION PLANNING AGENCIES

The main responsibility for regional transportation planning in the nine-
county Bay Area rests with MTC, which was created in 1971 by the
California Legislature. In June 1973, as part of its regional transpor-
tation planning activities, a regional plan was adopted by MTC.1 As
part of its periodic updating requirements, MTC prepared a Transit
Development Program in May 1974 to cover the period 1975 to 1984.2
This program formed part of the basis for this first update. Although
MTC is the designated regional transportation planning agency, there
are many other agencies responsible for transportation decisions in the

area, These include:

Federal Government

Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA)
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

State Government

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

1Metropolitan Transportation Commission, "MTC Regional Transpor-
tation Plan," June 1973,

2 , "Transit Development Program," May 1974,
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Regional Government

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAQG)
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC)
Bay Area Air Pollution Control District (BAAPCD)

Transit Districts

Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District
(GGBHTD)

Marin County Transit District (MCTD)

Santa Clara County Transit District (SCCTD)

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit)

Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BARTD)

San Mateo Transit District

Transit Operations

San Francisco Municipal Railway
Santa Rosa

Vallejo

Napa

Transit service in the Bay Area has expanded greatly over the past few
years. The focus of this expansion has been the BART system, which
opened with the Fremont line in September 1972. This was followed by
the Richmond line in January 1973, the Concord line in May 1973, and
the Daly City line in November 1973. However, with this very visible
emphasis on BART, it would be incorrect to infer that transit service
in the Bay Area is a regionwide system. The multiple agencies cited
above result in a mixture of operations that are more or less self-
contained in nature. Due to this heterogeneity, it is difficult to iden-
tify a uniform policy which would be appropriate to the use of park-n-

ride facilities.

The only operator that extensively relies on park-n-ride facilities is
BART. In 1974, nearly 33 percent of all persons using BART were
park-n-ride passengers. All other operators in the region place con-

siderably less emphasis on the park-n-ride mode.1 The apparent

1Bay Area Rapid Transit District, Department of Marketing and Re-
search, "Passenger Profile Study II," January 1975,
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reason for this is that the park-n-ride mode is only viable for longer
interregional trips; since BART is the major supplier of interregional
transit service, use of the park-n-ride alternative is concentrated with
the BART service. The conclusion that park-n-ride is only viable for
longer trips appears intuitively correct, and it can be demonstrated
quantitatively by using the economic concept of "consumer utility," which
expresses numerically the value or utility an individual places on a par-
ticular modal alternative. The idea is that the higher the utility, the
more likely the individual is to choose a particular mode. Figure 4
shows how the rate of utility increase of the park-n-ride mode exceeds
the rate of increase of the auto mode for trips longer than 10 miles.
Hence, if the trip is longer than 10 miles, a person is becoming more
likely to choose the park-n-ride alternative than he is to choose an auto
for the entire trip. For trips less than 10 miles, the reverse is true;
in this case, likelihood of choosing the auto driver trip is increasing at
a faster rate than the park-n-ride trip. The travel market for which

park-n-ride is most viable, therefore, has the following characteristics:

o Relatively long trips
o Trips in congested corridors
o Trips to destinations that have high parking costs

These, then, were the criteria used in defining areas where park-n-
ride facilities would be most appropriate. These areas are shown in

Figure 5.

APPROACHES TO PARK-N-RIDE FACILITIES

To approach the overall locational issue of park-n-ride lots, it 1s neces-
sary to understand where the major regional transportation corridors

are located in the Bay Area. These are shown in Figure 6. In the estab-
lishment of a park-n-ride facility, there are three general ways such a

service may be provided. These are briefly discussed below:
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o In close proximity to major transit stations

o In satellite lots away from transit stations, with shuttle
service from the lot to the station

o In satellite lots away from transit stations, with a fixed-
route feeder system from the lot to the station

First, a lot may be located in close proximity to each of the 33 BART
stations, in which case a park-n-ride passenger driving to the nearest
BART station parks his car and uses BART to reach his final destina-
tion. This is the predominant type of service existing at present, with
over 5,000 transit passengers using this mode of access daily., The ma-
jority of these 5,000 passengers are commuters who park their cars at
the station all day, thus limiting the use of the parking facility for off-
peak passengers. It seems likely in the short to medium term that there
will be a transfer of emphasis from peak to off-peak usage. This would
be accomplished by peak-period commuters transferring to an expanded
transit feeder service, with the possibility of a complementary policy
on parking prices being used to reinforce this transfer. The rationale
for this approach is the belief that this is the most cost-effective approach
for expanding BART ridership. A feeder bus service using either fixed
routes, a shuttle service from satellite terminals, or a door-to-station
dial-a-ride service is cheapest on a passenger-mile basis during peak
periods, while in off-peak periods the park-n-ride alternative is seen

as being cheaper. Currently, BART estimates the cost of parking space
represents a subsidy of 75 cents per trip (assuming it is only used by
one vehicle during the day). Hence, if a feeder service could be pro-
vided for less than 37.5 cents per trip, the marginal cost of providing

a transit feeder service is superior to expanding the parking lot. As
new development occurs in the vicinity of BART stations, the opportu-
nity cost of the parking space will increase beyond 75 cents. Thus, the
marginal breakeven point for providing a transit feeder service will also
increase, and the trend to continue expanding the transit feeder service

will therefore continue.
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The second type of service is the satellite lot away from the primary
station, with a complementary small-vehicle shuttle between the lot

and the station using headways of less than 5 minutes. This would be
similar to the system operating at San Francisco International Airport.
It appears that if such a service can be shown to be cost-effective rela-
tive to other alternatives, it would have the greatest potential for using
Federal lands. The service would operate only during the peak periods,
with the vehicles providing a local dial-a-ride service during the off-
peak periods, The lots could utilize existing facilities such as shopping
centers, churches, and Federal facilities, would have a capacity between
10 and 50 vehicles per lot, and would be located within 2 to 4 miles of
the BART station. At present, this type of service is being investigated

in the Walnut Creek area and appears to have potential.

The third type of service is a derivative of the second, in that a satellite
terminal would be used, but it would be located 7 to 10 miles from the
BART station, and a fixed-route feeder system would be used with head-
ways between 10 and 15 minutes rather than a shuttle service. Again,
feeder service would probably be limited to the peak period. Such a
service probably has potential in the Dublin/Livermore area and in the
Pittsburg/Antioch area. The fixed-route service would replace the
shuttle service, since the cost of servicing the satellite terminal with

anything but a fixed-route service would be prohibitive.

In summary, then, there are three alternative types of transit service
that provide potential for using park-n-ride facilities. The most at-
tractive, from the perspective of utilizing Federal lands, are the al-
ternatives utilizing satellite terminals with fixed-route or shuttle serv-
ice to and from the BART system. The provision of such a service,
however, will involve coordination with the local transit operator, the
interregional operator--BART --and the owner of the park-n-ride

facility--a Federal Government agency.
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IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL PARK-N-RIDE
FACILITIES ON FEDERALLY OWNED LANDS

As described in the introduction, the identification of potential park-
n-ride facilities began with an inventory of Federally owned lands. By
and large, this data was available from GSA.1 From the raw inventory
data, information was compiled on lands owned in the nine-county Bay
Area., As stated previously, only civil agencies were considered to
avoid problems associated with defense clearances and accessibility.
To further screen the Federal land parcels, a 0.5-acre cutoff limit was
imposed to eliminate the many small parcels that are maintained by
Federal agencies. These were generally considered to be too small for
any significant park-n-ride facility conversion projects. The results
of the inventory task and preliminary screening are presented in tabu-
lar form in the appendix. The summary has been organized by county
and according to the Federal agency currently in possession of the prop-
erty, Additional information has also been provided on sizes of build-
ings on the land, general setting of the land parcel (i.e., urban, rural),

and the specific city in which each parcel is located.
LOCATION OF POTENTIAL PARK-N-RIDE FACILITIES

Following the inventory screening phase, information gleaned from dis-
cussions with the various transportation planning and transit operation
agencies was used to locate "regions of interest" with Federally owned
land parcels, The overall purpose of this task was the identification of
land held by Federal agencies having a suitable location for park-n-ride
lots, No consideration was given to suitability, current use, or avail-

ability for the actual provision and conversion to such a use, Thus, the

1See, for example, "Real Property Owned by United States Government,
As of June 30, 1974," prepared by General Services Administration, 1975,
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overriding factors in these considerations were the regional transporta-
tion needs and ways in which park-n-ride lots strategically located could
provide a convenient means (and thereby an incentive) for change-of-
mode travel to transit, Figure 7 illustrates the general locations of 26
Federal parcels that generally satisfied the criteria established above.
From the figure, it can be seen that the sites are, to a large extent, dis-

persed over the entire region,

Having met the locational and size criteria, the next step in the investi-
gation was to assess the suitability of each location for potential conver-
sion to park-n-ride facilities, This task was completed with an on-site
visit to each of the 26 locations., Within this context, the suitability of

each site was evaluated as a function of a variety of factors, including:

o Physical features--terrain, grading, surface characteris-
tics, number of buildings on land parcel, and number of

parking spaces

o Current use--type of activity observed on land, especially
with respect to usage and availability of parking spaces

o Accessibility--convenient and ready access to the facility
and its parking spaces

o] Proximity to transit services--the distance to transit serv-
ice, type of transit service, and frequency of service

The results of these site visits are summarized in the following section,
In addition to a detailed site map (Figures 8 through 21), a brief summary
of the on-site investigation is presented. (Note: The study site location

numbers correspond to those used in Figure 7,)

ON-SITE INVESTIGATIONS

To properly assess the potential for park-n-ride lots on the 26 parcels
selected as meeting the locational criteria, on-site investigations were
made of each location, A summary of the salient features of each parcel
is given below, The corresponding figures present the type and nature
of transit service available to each of these sites,
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FIGURE 7. STUDY SITE LOCATION MAP
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STUDY SITE 1: Berkeley Post Office
2000 Allston Way, Berkeley

Currently, the Berkeley Post Office is served by 35 truck spaces, 8
vehicular spaces, and approximately 100 feet of curb space. However,
because the Post Office is located in a rather well-developed section of
Berkeley, there is very little potential for expanding the existing park-
ing lot facilities. Waith the exception of the curb parking, use of the
available space is restricted to government employees' vehicles. Even
if this were not the case, the installation of a park-n-ride facility would
still be highly questionable; the available facilities are almost totally
utilized by government vehicles, not only for parking but also for maneu-
vering, Adjacent to the Post Office are two privately owned parking lots,
including the Hink's parking structure (two levels, one block wide, 400
feet long) on the south side of Kittredge and a small "park-and-lock" lot
on the north side of Allston,

STUDY SITE 2: Department of Agriculture Research Laboratory
800 Buchanan, Albany

The Department of Agriculture Research Laboratory employs approxi-
mately 400 persons and is served by a ground-level parking lot consisting
of approximately 310 parking stalls. Use of the lot is not limited, and
both employee and visitor parking is available at no cost. However, the
facility engineer, Mr. Gustafson, indicated that the administration would
not be very receptive to the idea of opening up the parking lot to the gen-
eral public. The primary reason for this reluctance is a stated fear that,
by allowing general use of the parking lot, the facility would be inviting
theft. In addition, he noted that the existing facilities are almost fully
utilized by employees and visitors, and that even during the current low
point in their employment the parking lot is still quite full. The research
laboratory grounds consist of a substantial amount of open space; however,
most of this land is landscaped, and the remainder is either used for agri-
culture experiments or reserved for future building sites. Mr. Gustafson
agreed that, if needed, more parking spaces could be provided, However,
he reiterated that the present parking lot adequately meets the needs of

the facility and that there would be very little interest in providing
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additional spaces for use by commuters. (Information on the number of
employees driving their vehicles to work can be obtained by contacting
Mr. Jack Meehan at the laboratory.) Bus service is provided by AC

Transit along Buchanan Road at regularly scheduled intervals.

STUDY SITE 3: Veterans Administration Hospital
150 Muir Road, Martinez

The Veterans Administration Hospital in Martinez employs 909 persons
and serves inpatients, visitors, and outpatients. A total of 746 parking
stalls are available at the facility, 725 of which are generally occupied.
The parking lots are available to visitors, outpatients, employees, vol-
unteers, administrators, consultants, and inpatients--all at no cost,
According to Mr. Muggli, the Assistant Chief Engineer at the facility,
a recent survey has revealed that employees have formed approximately
40 carpools and that each carpool serves approximately 2, 2 persons,

In addition, 435 employees drive to work in single-occupant vehicles.
The hospital owns a substantial amount of vacant land adjacent to the
existing parking lot. Even though this land is not level, Mr. Muggli
estimates that, as a result of grading, it would be possible to add
another 400 spaces to this area. However, the hospital has recently
been considering using this land in a general expansion program, and
its availability for a parking lot is unclear. Another member of the
engineering department mentioned an alternative which apparently has
been considered--the construction of a structure on the existing parking
lot area. A structure would not only increase the number of parking
spaces available, but would also tend to deter crime and vandalism,
There is a substantial amount of vacant land surrounding the hospital;
however, this land is privately owned and generally inclined. Bus serv-
ice on the M line is provided by AC Transit, Monday through Friday, at

approximately 1-hour intervals,

STUDY SITE 4: John Muir National Historic Site
Martinez

The John Muir National Historic Site is currently served by a ground-

level parking lot containing 14 parking stalls. Access to this lot is
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restricted to visitors only, and commuters are specifically prohibited.
According to the ranger in charge of the facility (Mr. P.J. Ryan), the
site, which is open to visitors 8 hours per day and 7 days per week,
serves approximately 25,000 persons per year. Thus, the existing
parking facilities are overtaxed, and there is a recognized need to ex-
pand these facilities. Mr. Ryan noted that there is currently serious
discussion of converting the lawn adjacent to the visitor center into an
additional parking lot. However, this lawn is only 75 feet long by 75
feet wide and therefore would not add much additional parking space.
The government is also contemplating the purchase of a vacant lot on
the opposite side of the street. This lot is sufficiently large to accom-
modate 75 to 100 additional vehicles. Finally, there is the remote
possibility of extending the existing parking lot into an apple orchard
located just below the Muir house. However, this alternative is not
being seriously pursued at this time because such a parking lot would
create a real eye-sore for visitors looking out the windows of the Muir
house. An AC Transit bus stop is located next to the visitor center and

is served by a line that connects directly with BART stations.

STUDY SITE 5: Main Post Office
815 Court Street, Martinez

The Main Post Office in Martinez provides 23 parking spaces in addition
to curb street parking, and all of these spaces are currently being utilized
by government employees' vehicles. The Post Office is located adjacent
to the Contra Costa County offices and is therefore situated in a highly
developed area. Thus, there is no vacant land immediately surrounding
the Post Office that could be converted to a park-n-ride lot, Transit
service 1s not easily accessible, making this site a highly unlikely cand:-

date for a park-n-ride facility.

STUDY SITE 6: Franklin Station Post Office
1351 Second Street, Napa

The Franklin Station Post Office provides 25 parking spaces in addition
to curb street parking, all of which is currently being utilized by govern-

ment employees' vehicles. Access to the parking lot is restricted to
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government vehicles only. The Post Office is located in a well-developed
section of the Napa central business district and does not have much op-
portunity for expansion. In fact, there is no vacant land immediately
surrounding the Post Office that could potentially be converted into a
park-n-ride facility. Local transit service 1s provided in the area sur-
rounding the Post Office by Napa city buses; however, regional transpor-

tation 1s available through Greyhound or taxis.

STUDY SITE 7: Federal Center
3840 Finley Avenue, Santa Rosa

The Federal Center is located approximately 1 mile off Highway 12

and immediately west of Highway 101, There are currently approxi-
mately 125 parking spaces, 75 to 85 of which are in general day-to-day
use. While parking is not specifically restricted, Mr. M, L, Dineen,
when contacted at the study site, noted that parking spaces are provided
for government employees and civilian persons on government business
only, and that use of the facilities by commuters would probably be pro-
hibited, There appears to be a considerable amount of vacant land
within the existing facility; however, Mr. Dineen was unable to provide
specific information regarding projected use of this land. He suggested
that this information could be more easily obtained from Mr. Richard
Nee, who is the building manager for the northern section of GSA and
whose offices are located in Oakland. Mr. Nee, when contacted at his
office, indicated that the land at the Santa Rosa facility is in a retention
category, which means that the government has no current plans for the
future of the facility. (Mr. Nee's offices are located at 1515 Clay Street
in Oakland; telephone number 415/273-7386.) The site itself appears to
have a lot of potential. However, two major problems seem to exist:
(1) The government appears unwilling to allow general public access,
and (2) Current transit service is apparently nonexistent. Still, the
existing parking lot appears to be underutilized (weeds growing at some
of the more remote stalls, no sign of vehicular activity); this 1s borne

out by figures provided by Mr. Dineen.
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STUDY SITE 8: Petaluma Post Office
Petaluma

The 25 parking stalls provided at the Petaluma Post Office are currently
being used by 28 government vehicles. This high occupancy rate results
from the fact that, in several cases, two small mail carriers share the
same parking stall, Nevertheless, it is obvious from these numbers that
the Post Office itself does not have any parking space available which it
can turn over to commuters. As at all Post Offices, access to the park-
ing lot is restricted to government employees and vehicles. This study
site is located in the downtown area of Petaluma and therefore is not
adjacent to any vacant land that could potentially be converted to a park-
n-ride facility. Bus service to the area 1s provided by Golden Gate

Transit Authority and is fairly accessible from the Post Office.

STUDY SITE 9: Federal Supply Warehouse
1070 South San Mateo, South San Francisco

While parking space is not specifically provided at this facility, there
does exist the potential for parking in the storage yard itself (a paved
area with a perimeter of approximately 300 feet by 300 feet), Access
to the storage yard is controlled by a guard and also by a sign which
prohibits any public parking. The site is clearly visible to passers-by,
perhaps even from a nearby freeway overpass which is currently under
construction. Since there is very little material stored in the storage
yard, it does not appear that the site is currently being utilized to its
full extent, North of the facility, there 1s additional open space (approxi-
mately 200 feet by 125 feet) covered primarily by brush, Public trans-
portation does not appear to be currently available in the immediate

vicinity of the warehouse,

STUDY SITE 10: Veterans Administration Hospital
795 Willow Road, Menlo Park

The Veterans Administration Hospital has many different ground-level
parking lots with a combined capacity of 650 to 700 vehicles. Between

70 and 80 percent of these parking stalls are currently being used for
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day-to-day hospital functions. Use of the parking facilities is reserved
for hospital-related trip purposes, and no parking charges are levied.

The hospital has quite a bit of open land, most of which is landscaped
and therefore probably not suitable for conversion to a park-n-ride
lot. Public transportation is provided by buses that run on Willow

Road at regularly scheduled intervals.

STUDY SITE 11: Coast Guard Air Station
San Bruno

The Coast Guard Air Station is somewhat isolated from existing trans-
portation facilities, and access to the station is restricted by guards and
fences., Because of the problems associated with gaining access to this
station, the number of parking spaces actually available was undeter-
mined; however, there does appear to be a surplus of parking spaces

in the facility. In addition, there is a great deal of open space within
the facility that could serve as a parking lot; of course, the use of this
land depends on the access restrictions placed on the land by the Coast
Guard., It does not appear that there is currently any transit service

provided within the immediate vicinity of the station,

STUDY SITE 12: Federal Records Center
San Bruno

The Federal Records Center provides 51 parking spaces, all of which
are required for its day-to-day operation. Parking is in two separate
areas, one for visitors and the other for employees. While all exist-
ing parking is being utilized, the site does contain a large amount of
irregularly landscaped vacant land totaling 60,000 to 100,000 square feet.
In addition, there is a great deal of vacant land adjacent to the site and
off the main thoroughfares; however, this land is somewhat obscured
from the view of the motorists on Highway 380 and Sheath. The exist-
ing parking lot does not utilize the available space in an optimum manner,
and redesign of the lot could result in quite a few more spaces. Public
transportation is not visibly available within the immediate vicinity of

the Federal Records Center.

43



STUDY SITE 13: Main Post Office
380 Hamilton, Palo Alto

The Main Post Office in Palo Alto provides a ground-level parking lot
with 22 stalls for its employees and government vehicles, in addition

to 9 stalls for general use located on the street. The Post Office is
located in a rather congested part of Palo Alto with a small total area,
so there is very little room for expansion of the existing parking facility.
Because of the high level of activity within the area, use of this lot for

a park-n-ride facility does not appear to be too practical. Bus trans-

portation 1s provided on Waverly at regularly scheduled intervals.

STUDY SITE 14: St. Matthew Station Post Office
210 South Elisworth, San Mateo

The St. Matthew Station Post Office provides 8 metered spaces on the
street and 8 employee parking stalls in a restricted ground-level area.
The facility is located in the downtown area of San Mateo, and space
appears to be at a premium, The congestion and high level of activity
that exist within this area make the facility an unlikely candidate for a
park-n-ride lot. Accessibility of the facility to public transportation

is undetermined,

STUDY SITE 15: Burlingame Post Office
220 Park, Burlingame

The parking spaces provided next to the Burlingame Post Office include
on-street metered spaces and a 97-stall, ground-level city public park-
ing lot. The existing utilization of these facilities is almost 100 percent,
despite the 2-hour maximum parking limit, Whether or not the govern-
ment owns the parking lot is still unclear. However, due to the exist-
ing high occupancy rate at the lot, use of the facility by commuters
appears to be impractical. Public transportation is provided in the
vicinity of the Post Office by bus stops on Howard and El Camino Real

as well as the Southern Pacific commuter station.
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STUDY SITE 16: PMDS Sales Office
1150 San Mateo, South San Francisco

The PMDS Sales Office, which is located in the warehouse section of
town, appears to be generally unoccupied except for two side warehouses
located on the site. The survey revealed a ground-level parking lot
containing 20 spaces, 6 of which were currently being used. There is

no cost associated with parking at the facility, and there do not appear to
be any restrictions on who may use the lot. Very little additional land

is available at the facility (only a 20-foot by 20-foot plot), so there does
not appear to be much potential for expanding the existing parking lot.
Neither is there any vacant land close to the site that has potential for
conversion to a park-n-ride lot. Public transportation is not apparently

accessible within the immediate vicinity of the facility.

STUDY SITE 17: San Francisco Docks and Yard,
Defense Corps of Engineers
Sausalito

The San Francisco Docks and Yard facility provides 3 "buses only"
parking stalls and 24 auto parking stalls for general use, in addition

to approximately 20 parking spaces inside a government compound, At
the time the survey was conducted (approximately 11:30 a. m, ), the
general-use parking lot was approximately half full (1 bus and 12 cars).
Parking within the general-use lot is free of charge; parking inside the
government compound is fenced off, and access is therefore restricted.
There was no vacant land either within the facility or adjacent to it that
showed potential for conversion to a park-n-ride facility. Public trans-
portation is available in the form of Golden Gate Transit bus stops and
the Golden Gate Ferry, which 1s located next to the facility; however,

it 1s quite a long walk from the facility parking lot to the ferry terminal,

STUDY SITE 18: San Rafael Post Office and Federal Building
San Rafael

Located at this facility is a Post Office, civil service offices, a recruit-

ing station, Department of Treasury offices, and selective service offices.
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Parking at the facility is provided in a ground-level lot that accom-
modates 27 vehicles, with additional curb parking for 9 vehicles, At

the time of the survey (10:30 a.m. ), both the lot and the street park-

ing were being fully utilized. Parking within the lot is generally un-
restricted, although some spaces are reserved for employees. There

is no additional vacant land on the site that could potentially be converted
to a park-n-ride facility; however, there is a small plot of vacant land
(100 feet by 130 feet) opposite the facility on Third Street. This land con-
tains a fairly empty gravel parking lot that serves two adjacent buildings
(the ownership of this lot is unknown). The availability of public trans-

portation to the site is undetermined.

STUDY SITE 19: Richmond Post Office
Richmond

Parking in the ground-level lot surrounding the Richmond Post Office

is divided into sections for employee parking and visitor parking. Of
the 32 spaces, 25 are provided for employee parking and 7 are provided
for visitor parking. At the time of the survey (9:30 a;m,), 16 employee
and 6 visitor stalls were occupied. While there is no vacant land on the
site itself, a substantial amount of open space exists in an area imme-
diately surrounding the Post Office, This land has been opened up pri-
marily due to urban renewal projects, and construction is going on all
around the study site. A free (2-hour limit) ground-level parking lot

is located in the block opposite the Post Office defined by 10th and Nevin.
This lot, although partially undeveloped, can accommodate a large num-
ber of vehicles and is relatively unused. Parking for the BART station
is 3 to 4 blocks to the east of the Post Office. No other forms of public
transportation are apparently available in the immediate vicinity of the

study site,

STUDY SITE 20: Mill Valley Post Office
Mill Valley

The Mill Valley Post Office is served by a ground-level parking lot that

can accommodate 13 vehicles, Use of this lot is restricted to employees
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only. At the time of the survey (11:00 a. m,), 8 vehicles were observed
to be parked in the lot. There is no vacant land on or adjacent to the
study site that could potentially be converted to a park-n-ride lot. The
facility 1s located in downtown Mill Valley and 1s therefore in an area
that is generally congested, with parking space at a premium. Public
transportation to and from the study site is provided by the Golden Gate

Transit buses which operate on Miller.

STUDY SITE 21: GSA Supply Depot
159 Oyster Point Boulevard, South San Francisco

The parking area that serves the GSA Supply Depot is a large unpaved

lot which can accommodate approximately 160 vehicles. Access to this
lot is via a dirt road which crosses 7 to 8 railroad tracks and an over-
pass from the freeway (U.S. 101) and connects with Oyster Point Boule-
vard. At the time of the survey (8:30 a. m, ), the parking lot was occupied
by 106 vehicles, Parking at the depot is free of charge, and access 1s
unrestricted. The supply depot is located in an industrial section of
South San Francisco with no vacant land nearby., Public transportation

to and from the facility is not apparently available in the immediate

vicinity.

STUDY SITE 22: South San Francisco Post Office
322 Linden, South San Francisco

The South San Francisco Post Office is served by a ground-level parking
lot, containing 20 parking stalls, and 4 parking spaces on the street,
Parking in the lot is restricted to employees only; at the time of the
survey (9:00 a. m. ), the lot was occupied by 16 vehicles. The study site
contains no vacant land, nor is there any open space in the area imme-
diately surrounding the Post Office. Public transportation to and from
the Post Office is not apparently available within the immediate vicinity

of the study site,
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STUDY SITE 23: Main Post Office
220 South Livermore, Livermore

The Livermore Post Office is served by a ground-level parking lot that
can accommodate 46 vehicles. Access to the lot is restricted to "official
vehicles only." At the time of the survey (11:00 a. m. ), only 7 vehicles
were parked in the lot; however, it can be assumed that most postal
vehicles were out delivering mail and that the lot is fully utilized dur-
ing the morning and evening hours. Although there is no additional
vacant land at the study site, it would be possible to provide 20 to 30
more parking stalls through redesign of the existing parking lot, The
availability of public transportation to and from the study site is

undetermined,

STUDY SITE 24: Main Post Office
822 C Street, Hayward

The Hayward Post Office is served by a ground-level parking lot which
contains 55 spaces. Seven of the stalls are marked "reserved," and the
remainder of the lot is reserved for "employlees and customers." At
the time of the survey (12:00 noon), 14 vehicles were observed to be
using the lot. The study site does not contain any vacant land nor is
there any open space immediately surrounding the site that could poten-
tially be used for a park-n-ride facility. Public transportation to and
from the study site is provided by a BART station located two blocks to

the west,

STUDY SITE 25: Main Post Office
2417 Central Avenue, Alameda

The Alameda Post Office building is closed and not in use anymore, It
is served by a ground-level parking lot that can accommodate 7 vehicles
and is reserved for use by postal vehicles only. There is no vacant land
on the study site, nor is there any open space in the area immediately
surrounding it which could potentially be converted to a park-n-ride
facility. The availability of public transportation to and from the Post

Office is undetermined.
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STUDY SITE 26: Geological Survey Building
Menlo Park

This study site is served by a ground-level parking lot that can accom-
modate approximately 350 vehicles. At the time this survey was taken
(1:00 p.m, ), approximately 225 vehicles were using the lot, There is
no charge for parking at this facility, and access is unrestricted. The
only vacant land on the site is the large front yard (125 feet by 200 feet)
which has just recently been landscaped. There is also some open land
in areas immediately surrounding the study site. The availability of

transit to and from the Geological Survey building is undetermined.
SUMMARY OF ON-SITE INVESTIGATIONS

As a result of the on-site investigations, numerous sites were generally
considered unsuited or inappropriate for use as park-n-ride facilities.
On the other hand, a number of sites visited appeared to offer consider-

able potential for such use; these study sites are listed in Table 2.

The primary consideration given in the sites selected in Table 2 was

the existing or potential availability of parking spaces. If Federal lands
were to be used for park-n-ride lots, it was assumed those parcels re-

quiring the least conversion costs would be most likely to be considered;
lands which required extensive modifications were felt to be at a disad-

vantage for serious consideration.

The sites given in Table 2 represent a number of Federal agencies,
Also, their locations are proximate to a variety of transit services.
Implementation of a program to coordinate these agencies and transit
operators is deemed necessary to establish the desired park-n-ride
facilities and to ensure their usefulness to the transit operators in en-
couraging more extensive transit use as a consequence of this change-

of-mode alternative.
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TABLE 2. FEDERAL LANDS WITH POTENTIAL FOR USE AS
PARK-N-RIDE FACILITIES

Study Site Description Liocation
3 Veterans Administration Hospital @ Martinez
4 John Muir National Historic Site Martinez
7 Federal Center Santa Rosa
10 Veterans Administration Hospital Menlo Park
19 Richmond Post Office Richmond
21 GSA Supply Depot South San Francisco
25 Main Post Office Alameda
26 Geological Survey Building Menlo Park
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Table 3 presents the Federal agencies and transit operators whose co-
ordination would be needed to investigate further establishment of park-
n-ride lots on parcels listed in Table 2. For land parcels too distant
to walk to the transit service, discussions would have to consider shut-
tle service or a fixed-route addition to include the Federal site. For
Federal lands within walking distance of transit, these deliberations
would focus primarily on public information and awareness of the avail -
ability of such a service. Given sufficient impetus to proceed, it is not
envisioned that major institutional problems would be encountered, nor
is it felt that the costs of providing these facilities would be that

significant,

The areas of study that need to be evaluated further prior to actual pro-

gram implementation are:

0 Institutional Arrangements--More detailed discussions need
to be held with specific agencies and transit operators with
regard to specific parcels of land under consideration for
conversion to park-n-ride lots. These discussions should
center on cooperative arrangements which can be made to
ensure mutual reinforcement of each agency's actions in
achieving a successful project.

o Cost Estimates --Detailed estimates need to be prepared to
identify the costs associated with each project. These costs
should be divided into capital costs (e.g., site modifications)
and annual operating costs (e.g., advertising, maintenance).
Arrangements need to be clarified among the participating
Federal agencies and transit operators regarding respective
financing responsibilities.

o Preliminary Project Design--As part of the cost estimates,
preliminary project designs will need to be prepared for
each site under consideration., At a minimum, the informa-
tion to be furnished should contain the exact location of the
park-n-ride facility; size of the lot (number of parking
spaces available); and periods of operation (e.g., weekdays,
weekends). Preliminary architectural sketches would be
useful in this evaluation.

o Supportive Measures--As a specific project comes under
evaluation, an analysis of the supportive measures neces -
sary to make the project attractive needs to be made. In
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TABLE 3. FEDERAL AGENCIES AND TRANSIT OPERATORS
INVOLVED IN POTENTIAL PARK-N-RIDE FACILITIES

Study Site Federal Agency Transit Operator
3 Veterans Administration AC Transit
4 General Services Administration AC Transit
7 General Services Administration Golden Gate Transit
10 Veterans Administration Southern Pacific RR;
Greyhound
19 Postal Service BART
21 General Services Administration  Southern Pacific RR
25 Postal Service AC Transit; BART
26 Geological Survey Southern Pacific RR;
Greyhound
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cooperation with the transit operators, a marketing and
public information campaign needs to be initiated.! As
part of these considerations, details need to be worked out
regarding community relations and information, signs and
equipment, publicity on transit services and fares, etc.

o Potential Demand--Projecting demand for the use of these
facilities is difficult for a variety of reasons. First, de-
mand is a function of many of the factors discussed above--
convenience, physical layout, adequate public information,
and attractiveness. These factors relate to the supply of
parking. The demand for the parking spaces 1s even more
difficult to predict and is a function of available alternatives,
socioeconomic characteristics, and levels of transit service.

With regard to the last consideration--potential demand--a difficulty is
encountered in defining the general "market area.” While it is accepted
as larger than the service areas covered by transit services (either

shuttle or fixed route), the potential market area for park-n-ride users

varies widely with specific regional and areal characteristics.

It was originally proposed that the Federal action program decided upon
was to be primarily for Federal employees. In terms of this study,
such an approach has several disadvantages. First, the potential de-
mand for park-n-ride facilities on Federal lands is significantly reduced
by providing them only for Federal employees' use. While the Federal
employee population in the Bay Area is quite sizable in absolute num-
bers (approximately 80,000), in terms of the total region's employment
force, Federal employees are not as significant. Second, even if it were
desirable to use the proposed park-n-ride facilities for Federal employ-
ees only, an enforcement and monitoring program would need to be es-
tablished. For these reasons, it is recommended that any facilities that

would be implemented be open to all potential users to ensure maximum

1For general guidelines in this area, see "A Generalized Public Transit
Marketing Policy--Action Plan for Improvements in Transportation Sys -
tems in Large U.S. Metropolitan Areas," prepared by London Transport
Executive for U.S. Department of Transportation, DOT-0S5-10192,

July 1972,
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demand, and that all reasonable measures be taken to actively promote
the facilities as open to public use. A possible course of action to be
taken, given the uncertainties regarding potential demand, would be to

initiate several demonstration or pilot projects and to monitor their

usage.
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SUMMARY

This study has evaluated the potential use of Federally owned lands for
park-n-ride facilities. Included in the investigation are recommenda-
tions for a number of sites that appear quite attractive for such use. In
this regard, a number of steps have been identified for actions to be in-
itiated to further examine critical issues relating to conversion of spe-
cific land parcels. These issues--institutional arrangements, cost es-
timates, preliminary project design, supportive measures, and potential
demand--should all be analyzed more fully before embarking on any in-

dividual projects.

The remainder of this section discusses briefly two separate and dis-

tinct issues:

o Other environmental considerations (e.g., air pollu-
tion and energy conservation)

o Planning guidelines for program implementation

OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

A basic premise for initiating this study has been that park-n-ride fa-
cilities will reduce vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and thereby improve
air quality and conserve energy. As such, establishment of these facil-
ities is a desirable action to be encouraged by Federal agencies as a pos-

itive program,

Recent data, however, suggest that park-n-ride facilities may be signi-

ficantly less effective in reducing auto emissions than originally estimated.

"The new information explicitly disaggregated vehicular emis-
sions into a number of component parts previously unaddressed
by EPA--cold starts, hot soaks, and diurnal breathing losses.
While these data are still preliminary, the implications of this
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information for control tactics to be recommended are con-
siderable. The net result of EPA's revised procedures for
calculating vehicular emissions is to place emphasis on trip
making and VMT reductions for air quality improvement.
The relative importance of trips versus VMT reduction var-
ies over time and requires careful analysis on a region by
region basis. Of considerable importance is that many pre-
viously proposed control measures for air quality improve-
ment are of questionable value in light of the revised proce-
dures; some tactics, in fact, may actually increase emissions
while reducing VMT,... The fundamental conclusion,..is
that those control tactics which would either reduce the aver-
age trip length or increase average speed but not affect the
number of trips made (e.g., park-and-ride, ramp metering)
may be considerably less effective in reducing automobile
emissions than those tactics thich would be directed at re-
ducing trip-making activity,"

Figure 22 presents a typical hydrocarbon emissions pattern, illustrating
the various components of the total emissions cycle, As shown in the
figure, emissions from running exhaust are relatively minor compared
to total emissions, especially in 1980 and 1985, This suggests that for
later years strategies directed at reducing VMT, but not affecting trip-
making activity, will have only modest impacts on emissions--signifi-

cantly less than originally estimated,

A similar situation exists for energy consumption, where there is a dra-
matic difference in fuel economy between short and long trips. On a per-
mile basis, the fuel consumed in short trips is significantly higher than
for long trips. Thus, if one were interested in fuel economy expressed
in miles per gallon (MPG), one would tend to drive longer trips. This

is clearly a false fuel economy since the total fuel consumed in going be-

tween two points is obviously more important than the value in going

1Plannmg Environment International, "Transportation Management Tac-
tics for Air Quality Improvement--San Diego Region," prepared for
Comprehensive Planning Organization of the San Diego Region, Decem-
ber 1975.
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between these poi.nts.1 In keeping the total fuel consumption in mind, one
would also have to consider the energy consumed by the transit system,
From an energy conservation perspective, perhaps other forms of bus

collector systems would be best (e.g., demand-responsive).
PLANNING GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION

Many of the guidelines that direct location of park-n-ride lots have im-
plicitly been used in this analysis., For purposes of future Federal land
acquisitions, where it may be desirable to implement a park-n-ride fa-

cility in the initial planning stages, these general guidelines are reiterated:2

o The locations should be in dense travel corridors ap-
proaching high-density employment centers.

o Sites should be adjacent to a radial freeway, beyond
the location of serious congestion,

o Access to the park-n-ride facility should be conven-
ient for both the bus and the automobile.

o} The cost of development should be minimized; 1n this
case, existing Federal facilities for parking should be
used wherever possible.

o The parking facility should be located on land parcels
of sufficient size to allow for both adequate traffic cir-
culation and pedestrian safety and convenience; the size
should also provide for potential future expansion if
the demand warrants such expansion,

o Use of park-n-ride facilities should be free of charge;
parking fees will substantially discourage use of this
mode, Furthermore, use should be actively promoted.

1U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, "A Report on Automotive Fuel
Economy," February 1974,

2An excellent summary of these principles, as well as local experiences
with park-n-ride facilities, is presented in "Locating and Operating Bus
Rapid Transit Park-Ride Lots--A Synthesis of Experience and Some Pre-
liminary Planning Guidelines," D, M, Gatens, prepared for Urban Mass
Transportation Administration, August 1973,
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As stated in the section on the Federal land management process, con-
sideration should be given to possibly modifying the standard site inves-
tigation reports to incorporate a preliminary assessment of future land
acquisitions and their potential use as park-n-ride facilities., In the long
run, such a modification in process could be more cost-effective and in-
tegrated more directly with other ongoing regional transportation plan-

ning efforts,
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APPENDIX

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FEDERALLY OWNED LANDS IN THE
BAY AREA, BY AGENCY AND LOCATION
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