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FILE NO. 160324 RESOLUTION NO.

[Cooperative Agreement - California Department of Transportation - Lombard Street Vision
Zero Project]

Resolution approving a cooperative agreement between the City and County of San
Francisco and the State of California Department of Transportation concerning the
development, review, and approval of the project initiation document for the Lombard
Street Vision Zero Project, including pedestrian safety, transit improvements, and
utility upgrades along Lomba-rd Street between Francisco Street and Van Ness Avenue,

and making environmental findings.

WHEREAS, The purpose of the Lombard Street Vision Zero Project (Project) is to
improve safety for pedestrians and transit riders; to improVe transit speed and reliability; and
to reduce travel time by pptimizing transit stop locations. In addition, the Project would
increase the reliability of water transmission services and wastewater services; and

WHEREAS, The proposed Project also would construct the utility upgrades in

conjunction with the surface improvements to minimize the overall construction disruption to

the corridor and its many users; and

WHEREAS, This Project was analyzed in the Transit Effectiveness Project Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), which the San Francisco'Planning Commission certified
in Motion No. 19105 on March 27, 2014; and

WHEREAS, On March 28, 2014, as part of Resolution No. 14-041, the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Board of Directors adopted findings (Findings)
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), California Public Resources Code,
Sections 21000 et seq., the CEQA Guidelines, and Administrative Code, Chapter 31, and a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP); and
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WHEREAS, The Resolution, Findings, and MMRP are on file with the Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors in File No. 160324 and are incorporated herein by reference; and

WHEREAS, On March 15, 2018, in Resolution No. 16-031, the SFMTA Board of
Directors approved the project elements along the Lombard Street corridor included in the
Muni Forward Service-Related Capital Improvements and Travel Time Reduction Proposals;
and

WHEREAS, As part of that Resolution, the SFMTA Board of Directors reviewed the
FEIR and found that since certification of the FEIR, no changes have occurred in the
proposed project or in the circumstances under which the project would be implemented that
would cause new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of impacts
identified and analyzed in the FEIR, and that no new information has emerged that would
materially change the‘analyses or conclusions set forth in the FEIR; and

WHEREAS, The VSFI\/,ITABoard determined that its actions would not necessitate
implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those
identified in the .FEIR; and

WHEREAS, A copy of Resolution No. 16-031 is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors in File No. 160324 and is incorporated herein by reference; and

WHEREAS, San Francisco (the City) and Caltrans desire to effectuate an agreement
(the Cooperative Agreement) that defines the terms and conditions under which the project
initiation document (PID) for the Project will be developed; and

WHEREAS, Said Cooperative Agreement provides that the City will develop the PID
and fund 100% of the PID’s costs and fees, including costs to reimburse Caltrans to review

and approve the PID; and
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WHEREAS, This Cooperative Agreement specifies the terms and conditions for thé
City’s funding contribution of $200,000 to Caltrans to review and approve the PID; and

WHEREAS, Execution of the Cooperative Agreement is a prerequisite for Caltrans
issuing an encroachment permit for the Project; and

WHEREAS, Public Works has reviewed the Cooperative Agreement and recommends
that the Board approve it; and

WHEREAS, A copy of the Cooperative Agreement is on file with the Clerk of the Board
of Supervisors in File No. 160324 and is incorporated by reference hereiﬁ; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors finds that entering into a Cooperative
Agreement with Caltrans for this portion of the Project is within the scope of the FEIR, and no
additional environmental review is required under Public Resources Code, Section 2116, and
hereby adopts as its own the Findings of the SFMTA Board Resolution No. 16-031; and

WHEREAS, In Pﬁblic Works Order No. 184563, dated February 2, 2016, the Director of
Public Works recommends that the Board approve the Cooperative Agreement; and

WHEREAS, A copy of said Order is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in
File No. 160324 and is incorporated by reference herein; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors has reviewed the Public Works Order
No. 184563 and accepts the Director of Public Works’ recommendation to épprove the
Cooperative Agreement with Caltrans apportioning responsibilities for the Project in
substantially the same form as the Agreement attached hereto, including payment of
$200,000 to Caltrans for its participation in the Project; and, be it -

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors authorizes and directs the
Director of Public Works to execute the Cooperative Agreement and approve any additions,

amendments or other modifications to the Cooperétive Agreement that the Director of Public
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Works, in consultation with the City Atto~rney, determines is in the best interest of the City, do
not materially increase the obligations or liabilities of the City, or materially decrease the
public benefits accruing to the City, and are necessary or advisable to complete the
transactions contemplated and effectuate the purpose and intent of this Resolution, such
determination to be conclusively evidenced by the éxecution and delivery by the Director of
Public Works of any such documents; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That within 10 days of executing the Cooperative Agreement,
Public Works forward a copy of the Agreement to the Clerk of the Board for its record keeping

purposes.
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DPW Order No: 184563

TRANSMITTING TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS LEGISLATION TO AUTHORIZE SAN
FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS TO ENTER INTO A COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT WITH THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) FOR
DEVELOPMENT, REVIEW, AND APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT INITIATION DOCUMENT (PID)
FOR THE LOMBARD STREET VISION ZERO PROJECT AND APPROVING SAID AGREEMENT.

This Order contains a Cooperative Agreement for the City to develop the projéct
initiation document (PID) for the Lombard Street Vision Zero project; and for Caltrans to
provide review and approval of the PID.

The following is hereby transmitted to the Board of Supervisors for your approval:
1. Board Resolution on the Cooperative Agreement
2. Cooperative Agreement
3. MTA Board Resolution No. 14-041 approving CEQA findings and a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Transit Effectiveness Project Final
Environmental Impact Report.

It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors adopt this legislation and authorize the
Director of Public Works to sign the Agreement on behalf of the City.

2/5/2016 2/8/2016
,{ o
>< gl X Mohammed Nuru
Sweiss, Fuad Nuru, Mchammed
Gity Engineer and Deputy Director for Engin... Director

Signed by Sweiss, Fuad Signed by: Nuru, Mohammed
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(PSR-PR) PID ONLY
COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT

This Agreement, effective on , is between the State of
California, acting through its Department of Transportation, referred to as CALTRANS, and:

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation of the
State of California, referred to herein as "CITY."

RECITALS

1. CALTRANS and CITY, hereinafter referred to as PARTNERS and individually referred to
as PARTNER, are authorized to enter into a cooperative agreement for improvements to the

State Highway System (SHS) per the California Streets and Highways Code sections 114 and
130.

2. Government Code section 65086.5 authorizes CALTRANS to (i) prepare PIDs for projects
sponsored by Local Agencies, or (ii) review and approve PIDs developed by others, as
reimbursed work.

3. CITY desires to develop a project initiation document (PID) for US 101/Lombard Street
Vision Zero Surface Improvements and Underground Utility Upgrade PI‘OJ ect between Van
Ness Avenue and Richardson Avenue, referred to as PROJECT.

4. PARTNERS acknowledge that this Agreement is only applicable for a project study report-
project report (PSR-PR) PID. CITY is willing to develop the PID and is willing to fund one
hundred percent (100%) of the PID’s costs and fees, including costs to reimburse
CALTRANS to review and approve the PID prepared by CITY.

5. The estimated date for COMPLETION OF WORK is June 30, 2018.

6. PARTNERS hereby set forth the terms, covenants and conditions of this Agreement, under
which they will accomplish WORK.

7. On 2016, the City’s Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution No.
approving this Agreement and authorizing the Dlrector of Public Works to sign it on behalf
of the City.



District Agreement 04-2601

DEFINITIONS

CALTRANS STANDARDS — CALTRANS policies and procedures, including, but not limited
to, the guidance provided in the Guide to Capital Project Delivery Workplan Standards
(previously known as WBS Guide) are available at http:/dot.ca.gov.

COMPLETION OF WORK — All PARTNERS have met all scope, cost, and schedule
commitments included in this Agreement and have signed a COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT
CLOSURE STATEMENT.

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT CLOSURE STATEMENT — A document signed by
PARTNERS that verifies the completion of all scope, cost, and schedule commitments included
in this Agreement.

EDQC (Environmental Document Quality Control) - CALTRANS quality control and quality
assurance procedures for all environmental documents as described in the Jay Norvell Memos
dated October 1, 2012 (available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/memos.htm#LinkTarget 705).
This also includes the independent judgment analysis and determination under CEQA that the
environmental documentation meets CEQA requirements.

FHWA — Federal Highway Administration.

FHWA STANDARDS — FHWA regulations, policies and procedures, including, but not limited
to, the guidance are provided at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/programs.html.

FUNDING PARTNER — A PARTNER who is fully funding WORK.

HM-1 — Hazardous material (including, but not limited to, hazardous waste) that may require
removal and disposal pursuant to federal or state law whether it is disturbed by PROJECT or not.

HM-2 — Hazardous material (including, but not limited to, hazardous waste) that may require
removal and disposal pursuant to federal or state law only if disturbed by PROJECT.

HM MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES - Management activities related to either HM-1 or HM-2
including, without limitation, any necessary manifest requirements and disposal facility
designations.

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY - The PARTNER responsible for managing the scope, cost and
schedule of a project component to ensure the completion of that component.

IQA - Independent Quality Assurance — Ensuring that IMPLEMENTING AGENCY’s quality
assurance activities result in WORK being developed in accordance with the applicable
standards and within an established Quality Management Plan. IQA does not include any work
necessary to actually develop or deliver WORK or any validation by verifying or rechecking
work performed by another PARTNER.

PARTNERS - The term that collectively references all of the signatory agencies to this
Agreement. This term only describes the relationship between these agencies to work together to
achieve a mutually beneficial goal. It is not used in the traditional legal sense in which one
PARTNER’s individual actions legally bind the other PARTNERS.

20f18



District Agreement 04-2601

PID (Project Initiation Document) — The project component that includes the activities
required to deliver the project initiation document for PROJECT.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN — A group of documents used to guide a project’s
execution and control throughout the project’s lifecycle.

PSR-PDS — Project Study Report-Project Development Support.
PSR-PR — Project Study Report-Project Report.

REIMBURSED WORK —

(1) CALTRANS review and approval of the PSR—PR prepared by CITY.

(2) CALTRANS providing relevant proprietary information in the form of existing data
dumps, spreadsheets, and maps.

(3) CALTRANS participation in the project development team (PDT) meetings.

(4) Work performed by CALTRANS towards IQA and EDQC (Environmental Document
Quality Control).

SCOPE SUMMARY - The table in which PARTNERS designate their commitment to specific
scope activities within each project component as outlined in the Guide to Capital Project
Delivery Workplan Standards (previously known as WBS Guide) is available at
http://dot.ca.gov.

SHS — State Highway System.

WORK - All scope and cost commitments included in this Agreement.

RESPONSIBILITIES

8. CITY is SPONSOR for 100% of WORK.

9. CITY is the FUNDING PARTNER for this Agreement. CITY’s funding commitment is
100% of WORK cost.

10. CITY is the CEQA lead agency for PROJECT.
11. CALTRANS is the NEPA lead agency for PROJECT.

12. CITY is IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for PID (PSR-PR).

SCOPE
Scope: General
13. All WORK will be performed in accordance with federal and California laws, regulations,

and standards.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

District Agreement 04-2601

All WORK will be performed in accordance with FHWA STANDARDS and CALTRANS
STANDARDS.

As a part of REIMBURSED WORK, CALTRANS will review and approve the PSR-PR
prepared by CITY, will provide relevant proprietary information in the form of existing data
dumps, spreadsheets and maps, and will actively participate in the project development team
(PDT) meetings.

As apart of REIMBURSED WORK, CALTRANS will perform its review and approval in
accordance with the provision of the current Project Development Procedures Manual.
CALTRANS review and approval will consist of performing IQA to verify that the PSR-PR
meets department standards and determination that the WORK is acceptable for the next
project component. However, CALTRANS review and approval does not involve any work
necessary to actually develop or complete the PID. No liability will be assignable to
CALTRANS, its officers and employees by CITY under the terms of this Agreement or by
third parties by reason of CALTRANS review and approval of the PID.

As a part of REIMBURSED WORK, CALTRANS will perform its EDQC process review
for environmental documentation.

PARTNERS may, at their own expense, have representatives observe any scope, cost, or
schedule commitments performed by another PARTNER. Observation does not constitute
authority over those commitments.

Each PARTNER will ensure that personnel participating in WORK are appropriately
qualified or licensed to perform the tasks assigned to them.

PARTNERS will invite each other to participate in the selection of any consultants who
participate in WORK.

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for each project component included in this Agreement will be
available to help resolve WORK-related problems generated by that component for the entire
duration of PROJECT.

CALTRANS will issue, upon proper application, the encroachment permits required for
WORK within SHS right of way. Permits will be issued at no cost to CITY and its
contractors/consultants and/or agents.

Contractors/consultants and/or agents, and utility owners will not perform WORK without an
encroachment permit issued in their name.

The preparation of the environmental documentation, including the investigative studies and
technical environmental reports, shall be performed in accordance with all State and Federal
laws, regulations, policies, procedures, and standards current as of the date of performance
including, but not limited to, the guidance provided in the Standard Environmental Reference
available at www.dot.ca.gov/ser and, if applicable, the guidance provided in the FHWA
Environmental Guidebook available at www.thwa.dot.gov/hep/index.htm.

40f18
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27.

28.

29.

30.

District Agreement 04—2601

CITY will be the CEQA Lead Agency and CALTRANS will be a CEQA Responsible
Agency. CITY will assess PROJECT impacts on the environment and CITY will prepare the
appropriate level of environmental documentation and necessary associated supporting
investigative studies and technical environmental reports in order to meet the requirements of
CEQA and will submit that documentation to CALTRANS at appropriate stages of
development for review, comment and concurrence prior to public availability.

CALTRANS will be the NEPA Lead Agency, if NEPA applies. CALTRANS will assess
PROJECT impacts on the environment and CITY will prepare the appropriate level of
environmental documentation and necessary associated supporting investigative studies and
technical environmental reports in order to meet the requirements of NEPA. CITY will
submit to CALTRANS all investigative studies and technical environmental reports for
CALTRANS'’ review, comment, and approval as the NEPA Lead Agency. The
environmental document and/or categorical exemption/exclusion determination, including
the administrative draft, draft, administrative final, and final environmental documentation,
as applicable, will require CALTRANS’ review, comment, and approval as the NEPA Lead
Agency, prior to public availability.

When required as NEPA lead agency, CALTRANS will conduct consultation and
coordination and obtain, renew, or amend approvals pursuant to the Federal Endangered
Species Act, and Essential Fish Habitat.

When required as NEPA lead agency, CALTRANS will conduct consultation and
coordination approvals pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

If CITY discovers unanticipated cultural, archaeological, paleontological, or other protected
resources during WORK, all WORK in that area will stop and CITY will notify CALTRANS
within 24 hours of discovery. WORK may only resume after a qualified professional has
evaluated the nature and significance of the discovery and a plan is approved for its removal
or protection. '

PARTNERS will hold all administrative drafts and administrative final reports, studies,
materials, and documentation relied upon, produced, created, or utilized for PROJECT in
confidence to the extent permitted by law and, where applicable, the provisions of California
Government Code section 6254.5(e) shall protect the confidentiality of such documents in
the event that PARTNERS share documents with each other.

PARTNERS will not distribute, release, or share said documents with anyone other than
employees, agents, and consultants who require access to complete PROJECT without the
written consent of the PARTNER authorized to release them, unless required or authorized to
do so by law.

If a PARTNER receives a public records request pertaining to WORK under this Agreement,
that PARTNER will notify PARTNERS within five (5) working days of receipt and make
PARTNERS aware of any disclosed public documents. PARTNERS will consult with each
other prior to the release of any public documents related to PROJECT.
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34.
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36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

District Agreement 04—2601

If HM-1 or HM-2 is found during WORK, IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for the project
component during which it is found will immediately notify PARTNERS.

CALTRANS, independent of PROJECT, is responsible for any HM-1 found within the
existing SHS right of way. CALTRANS will undertake HM MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES
related to HM-1 with minimum impact to PROJECT schedule.

CiTY, independent of PROJECT, is responsible for any HM-1 found within PROJECT limits
and outside the existing SHS right of way. CITY will undertake or cause to be undertaken
HM MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES related to HM-1 with minimum impact to PROJECT
schedule.

If HM-2 is found within PROJECT limits, the public agency responsible for the
advertisement, award, and administration (AAA) of the PROJECT construction contract will
be responsible for HM MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES related to HM-2.

CALTRANS acquisition or acceptance of the title to any property on which any HM-1 or
HM-2 is found will proceed in accordance with CALTRANS’ policy on acquisition.

PARTNERS will comply with all of the commitments and conditions set forth in the
environmental documentation, environmental permits, approvals, and applicable agreements
as those commitments and conditions apply to each PARTNER’s responsibilities in this
Agreement.

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for each PROJECT COMPONENT will furnish PARTNERS
with written monthly progress reports during the implementation of WORK in that
component.

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY fof a PROJECT COMPONENT will accept, reject,
compromise, settle, or litigate claims of any non-agreement parties hired to do WORK in that
component.

PARTNERS will confer on any claim that may affect WORK or PARTNERS’ liability or
responsibility under this Agreement in order to retain resolution possibilities for potential
future claims. No PARTNER will prejudice the rights of another PARTNER until after
PARTNERS confer on the claim and the PARTNER whose rights are being affected agrees
to the course of action.

PARTNERS will maintain and make available to each other all WORK-related documents,
including financial data, during the term of this Agreement and retain those records for four
(4) years from the date of termination or COMPLETION OF WORK, or three (3) years after
the final voucher, whichever is later.

PARTNERS have the right to audit each other in accordance with generally accepted
governmental audit standards.
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CALTRANS, the state auditor, FHWA (if PROJECT utilizes federal funds), and CITY will
have access to all WORK-related records of each PARTNER, and any party hired by a
PARTNER to participate in WORK, for audit, examination, excerpt, or transcription.

The examination of any records will take place in the offices and locations where said
records are generated and/or stored and will be accomplished during reasonable hours of
operation. The auditing PARTNER will be permitted to make copies of any WORK-related
records needed for the audit.

The audited PARTNER will review the draft audit, findings and recommendations, and
provide written comments within 30 calendar days of receipt.

Upon completion of the final audit, PARTNERS have 30 days to refund or invoice as
necessary in order to satisfy the obligation of the audit.

Any audit dispute not resolved by PARTNERS is subject to the dispute resolution process set
forth in Section 75, below. Any costs arising out of the dispute resolution process will be
paid within 30 calendar days of the final audit or dispute resolution findings.

If WORK stops for any reason, PARTNERS are still obligated to implement all of its
applicable commitments and conditions included in the PROJECT environmental
documentation, permits, agreements, or approvals that are in effect at the time that WORK
stops, as they apply to each PARTNER’s responsibilities in this Agreement, in order to keep
PROJECT in environmental compliance until WORK resumes.

CITY will complete the activities assigned to it on the SCOPE SUMMARY (PSR-PR),
attached to and made a part of this Agreement. CALTRANS will complete the activities that
are assigned to it on the SCOPE SUMMARY. Activities marked with “N/A” on the SCOPE
SUMMARY are not included within the scope of this Agreement.

Scope: Project Initiation Document (PSR-PR)

44,

45.

46.

CITY will identify and prepare the necessary resource agency permits, agreements, and/or
approvals for PROJECT in order to meet the requirements of CEQA and will submit that
documentation to CALTRANS at appropriate stages of development for review, comment
and concurrence.

CITY will prepare a PID for PROJECT at its sole cost and expense and at no cost to
CALTRANS. The PID shall be signed on behalf of CITY by a Civil Engineer registered in
the State of California.

Per Chapter 603, amending item 2660-001-0042 of Section 2.00 of the State Budget Act of
2012, the cost of any engineering services performed by CALTRANS towards any local
government agency sponsored PID project will only include direct costs. Indirect or
overhead costs will not be applied during the development of the PID document.
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48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

District Agreement 04-2601

As a part of REIMBURSED WORK, CALTRANS will provide CITY with relevant and
readily available information in the form of data dumps, spreadsheets and maps, and will
actively participate in the project development team (PDT) meetings.

CALTRANS will complete a review of the draft PID and provide its comments to the CITY
within 60 calendar days from the date CALTRANS received the draft PID from CITY.
CITY will address the comments provided by CALTRANS. If any interim reviews are
requested of CALTRANS by CITY, CALTRANS will complete those reviews within 30
calendar days from the date CALTRANS received the draft PID from CITY.

After CITY revises the PID to address all.of CALTRANS’ comments and submits the
revised PID and all related attachments and appendices, CALTRANS will complete its
review and final determination of the revised PID within 30 calendar days from the date
CALTRANS received the revised PID from CITY. Should CALTRANS require supporting
data necessary to defend facts or claims cited in the PID, CITY will provide all available
supporting data in a reasonable time so that CALTRANS may conclude its review. The 30-
day CALTRANS review period will be stalled during that time and will continue to run after
CITY provides the required data. .

PID preparation, except as set forth in this Agreement, is to be performed by CITY. Should
CITY request CALTRANS to perform any portion of PID preparation work, except as
otherwise set forth in this Agreement, CITY shall first agree to reimburse CALTRANS for
such work and PARTNERS will amend this Agreement.

No alteration or variation of the terms of this Agreement shall be valid unless made by a
formal amendment executed by the PARTNERS hereto and no oral understanding or
agreement not incorporated herein shall be binding on any PARTNER(S) hereto.

This Agreement may be terminated at any time, in writing, by mutual agreement of

PARTNERS. However, all indemnification articles will remain in effect until terminated or
modified in writing by mutual agreement.

COST

Cost: General

53.

54

55.

56.

CITY will secure funds for all WORK. Any change to the funding commitments outlined
in this Agreement requires an amendment to this Agreement.

. The cost to comply with and implement the commitments set forth in the environmental

documentation is at CITY s cost.

The cost of any legal challenges to the CEQA environmental process or documentation is at
CITY’s cost.

CALTRANS will provide encroachment permits to CITY, its contractors, consultants and
agents, at no cost.

8 of 18



57.

58.

59.

60.

District Agreement 04-2601

Fines, interest, or penalties levied against a PARTNER will be paid by the PARTNER whose
actions, or lack of action, caused the levy.

If there are insufficient funds in this Agreement to implement applicable commitments and
conditions included in the PROJECT environmental documentation, permits, agreements,
and/or approvals that are in effect at a time that WORK stops, CITY accepts responsibility to
fund these activities, as they apply to each PARTNER’s responsibilities, until such time as
PARTNERS amend this Agreement.

CALTRANS may request reimbursement for these costs during the amendment process.

Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, CITY will pay invoices within 45 calendar
days of receipt of invoice.

The cost of any awards, judgments, or settlements generated by WORK is a WORK cost.

Cost: Project Initiation Document (PSR-PR)

61.

62.

63.

64.

- 65.

66.

67.

CITY agrees to pay the total estimated amount of $200,000 to CALTRANS towards
REIMBURSED WORK as provided for in this Agreement. Any increase in CALTRANS’
REIMBURSED WORK costs will be negotiated in good faith by PARTNERS.

CALTRANS shall submit to CITY an initial billing in the amount of $35,000 immediately
following execution of this Agreement and prior to commencement of any WORK performed
by CALTRANS. Said initial billing represents two months’ estimated costs for WORK
performed by CALTRANS.

CALTRANS will submit to CITY monthly invoices for prior month's expenditures.

Should costs of REIMBURSED WORK remain unpaid, CALTRANS reserves the right to
stop performing REIMBURSED WORK until additional funds have been received by
CALTRANS.

Upon completion of WORK, CALTRANS will submit a final accounting of costs. Based on

the final accounting, CALTRANS will refund or invoice as necessary, in order to satisfy the
financial commitments of this Agreement.

SCHEDULE
PARTNERS will manage the schedule for WORK through the work plan included in the

PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

PARTNERS understand that this Agreement is in accordance with and governed by the
Constitution and laws of the State of California. This Agreement will be enforceable in the
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68.

District Agreement 04-2601

State of California. Any PARTNER initiating legal action arising from this Agreement will
file and maintain that legal action in the Superior Court of San Francisco County.

All WORK by CALTRANS under the terms of this Agreement is subject to the appropriation
of resources by the Legislature, the State Budget Act authority, and the allocation of funds by
the California Transportation Commission.

69. Neither CITY nor any officer or employee thereof is responsible for any injury, damage, or

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

liability occurring by reason.of anything done or omitted to be done by CALTRANS and/or

its agents under or in connection with any work, authority, or jurisdiction conferred upon
CALTRANS under this Agreement.

It is understood and agreed that CALTRANS, to the extent permitted by law, will defend,
indemnify, and save harmless CITY and all of its officers and employees from all claims,
suits, or actions of every name, kind, and description brought forth under, including, but not
limited to, tortious, contractual, inverse condemnation, or other theories or assertions of
liability occurring by reason of anything done or omitted to be done by CALTRANS and/or
its agents under this Agreement.

Neither CALTRANS nor any officer or employee thereof is responsible for any injury,
damage, or liability occurring by reason of anything done or omitted to be done by CITY
and/or its agents under or in connection with any work, authority, or jurisdiction conferred
upon CITY under this Agreement.

It is understood and agreed that CITY, to the extent permitted by law, will defend, .
indemnify, and save harmless CALTRANS and all of its officers and employees from all
claims, suits, or actions of every name, kind, and description brought forth under, including,
but not limited to, tortious, contractual, inverse condemnation, or other theories or assertions
of liability occurring by reason of anything done or omitted to be done by CITY and/or its
agents under this Agreement. '

PARTNERS do not intend this Agreement to create a third party beneficiary or define duties,
obligations, or rights in parties not signatory to this Agreement. PARTNERS do not intend
this Agreement to affect their legal liability by imposing any standard of care for fulfilling
WORK different from the standards imposed by law.

PARTNERS will not assign or attempt to assign WORK to parties not signatory to this
Agreement. However, CITY shall not be prohibited from entering into an agreement with a
non-PARTY to fulfill CITY’s OBLIGATIONS under this Agreement so long as CITY
remains ultimately responsible to PARTNERS under this Agreement.

PARTNERS will hot interpret any ambiguity contained in this Agreement against each other.
PARTNERS waive the provisions of California Civil Code section 1654.

A waiver of a PARTNER s performance under this Agreement will not constitute a
continuous waiver of any other provision. An amendment made to any article or section of
this Agreement does not constitute an amendment to or negate all other articles or sections of
this Agreement.
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A delay or omission to exercise a right or power due to a default does not negate the use of
that right or power in the future when deemed necessary.

If any PARTNER defaults in its WORK, a non-defaulting PARTNER will request in writing
that the default be remedied within 30 calendar days. If the defaulting PARTNER fails to do
so, the non-defaulting PARTNER may initiate dispute resolution.

PARTNERS will first attempt to resolve Agreement disputes at the PROJECT team level. If
they cannot resolve the dispute themselves, the CALTRANS district director and the CITY
Director of Public Works will attempt to negotiate a resolution. If PARTNERS do not reach
a resolution, PARTNERS?’ legal counsel will initiate mediation. PARTNERS agree to
participate in mediation in good faith and will share equally in its costs.

Neither the dispute nor the mediation process relieves PARTNERS from full and timely
performance of WORK in accordance with the terms of this Agreement. However, if any
PARTNER stops fulfilling WORK, any other PARTNER may seek equitable relief to ensure
that WORK continues.

Except for equitable relief, no PARTNER may file a civil complaint until after mediation, or
45 calendar days after filing the written mediation request, whichever occurs first.

PARTNERS will file any civil complaints in the Superior Court of San Francisco County.
The prevailing PARTNER will be entitled to an award of all costs, fees, and expenses,
including reasonable attorney fees as a result of litigating a dispute under this Agreement or
to enforce the provisions of this article including equitable relief.

PARTNERS maintain the ability to pursue alternative or additional dispute remedies if a
previously selected remedy does not achieve resolution.

If any provisions in this Agreement are found by a court of competent jurisdiction to be, or
are in fact, illegal, inoperative, or unenforceable, those provisions do not render any or all
other Agreement provisions invalid, inoperative, or unenforceable, and those provisions will
be automatically severed from this Agreement.

PARTNERS intend this Agreement to be their final expression and to supersede any oral
understanding or writings pertaining to WORK.

If, during performance of WORK, additional activities or environmental documentation is
necessary to keep PROJECT in environmental compliance, PARTNERS will amend this
Agreement to include completion of those additional tasks.

The following documents are attached to, and made an express part of this Agreement:
SCOPE SUMMARY (PSR-PR) and FUNDING SUMMARY.

This Agreement will terminate 180 days after PID is signed by PARTNERS or as mutually
agreed by PARTNERS in writing. However, all indemnification articles will remain in effect
until terminated or modified in writing by mutual agreement.
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CONTACT INFORMATION

The information provided below indicates the primary contact information for each PARTNER
to this Agreement. PARTNERS will notify each other in writing of any personnel or location
changes. Contact information changes do not require an amendment to this Agreement.

The primary agreement contact person for CALTRANS is:
Nandini Shridhar, Project Manager

111 Grand Avenue

Oakland, California 94612

Office Phone: (510) 286-4892

Email: nandini.shridhar@dot.ca.gov

The primary agreement contact person for CITY is:

Shannon Cairns, Project Manager
San Francisco Public Works

30 Van Ness, 5th Floor

San Francisco, California, 94102
Office Phone: (415) 581-2576
Email: shannon.caims@sfdpw.org
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SIGNATURES

PARTNERS declare that: ,
1. Each PARTNER is an authorized legal entity under California state law.
2. Each PARTNER has the authority to enter into this Agreement.
3. The people signing this Agreement have the authority to do so on behalf of their public
agencies.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

By: | By:

Helena (Lenka) Culik-Caro Mohammed Nuru

Deputy District Director, Design Director of Public Works
APPROVED AS TO FORM: APPROVED AS TO FORM
By: By:
Attorney, Department of Transportation John Malamut

Deputy City Attorney

CERTIFIED AS TO FUNDS:
By:

District Budget Manager

CERTIFIED AS TO FINANCIAL TERMS
AND POLICIES:

By:
Accounting Administrator
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SCOPE SUMMARY (PSR-PR)

WBS Level »
- 4
v ~ Description g ‘ E g
5| 6 |7, - | O
| | S
150 DEVELOP PROJECT INITIATION DOCUMENT
160 Perform Pr.eliminary Engineering Studies and Draft Project Study
Report-Project Report
05 Updated Project information X X
05 Approved Project Initiation Document Review ' X
10 Geotechnical Information Problem Definition X
15 Materials Information X
20 Traffic Data and Forecasts X
25 Geometrics Development (CITY) - Geometrics Approved (CT) X X
30 Project Scope Review X
35 Project Cost Estimate' X
29 Other Project Information Products X
10 Engineering Studies X
10 Traffic Forecasts/Modeling X
15 Geometric Plans for Project Alternatives X
20 Value Analysis X
25 Hydraulics/Hydrology Studies X
30 | Highway Planting Design Concepts X
35 Traffic Operational Analysis X
40 "Updated Right of Way Data Sheet X
45 Utility Locations Determined for Preliminary Engineering X
50 Railroad Study X
55 Muiti-Modal Study X
60 Park and Ride Study X
65 Right of Way Relinquishment and Vacation Study X
70 Traffic Studies/Traffic Capacity Analysis X
75 Updated Materials Information X
80 Updated Geotechnical Information X
85 Structures Advance Planning Study (APS) and Preliminary
Engineering
90 High Occupancy Vehicle Report
95 Updated Preliminary Transportation Management Plan X
99 Other Engineering Studies X
15 Draft Project Study Report-Project Report X
05 Cost Estimates for Alternatives X
10 Fact Sheet for Excgption; to Design Standards & Exception to X
Encroachment Policy Request
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15 Approv.ed Fact sheet for Exceptif)n to Design Standards and X
Exceptions to Encroachment Policy
20 Draft Project Study Report-Project Report X
25 Draft Project Study Report-Project Report Circulation, Review, and X
Approval
99 Other Draft Project Study Report-Project Report Products X
20 Engineering and Land Net Surveys X X
25 Existing Records X
30 Land Net Surveys X
35 Land Net Map X
40 Right of Way Engineering Products X
50 Control Surveys X
55 Photogrammetric Maps and Products X
60 Engineering Surveys X
65 As-Built Centerline Surveys X
70 Pavement Surveys X
30 Environmental Study Request (ESR) X
05 Maps for ESR X
10 Surveys and Mapping for Environmental Studies X
15 Property Access Rights for Environmental/Engineering Studies X
40 NEPA Assignment X
45 Base Maps and Plan Sheets for Project Study Report-Project X
Report and Environmental Studies
165 Perform Environmental Studies X X
05 Env.ironm'eptiiil Scoping of Alternatives ldentified for Studies in X
Project Initiation Document
10 General Environmental Studies X X
15 Community Impact Analysis, Land Use, and Growth Studies X
20 Visual Impact Assessment and Scenic Resource Evaluation X
25 Noise Study X
30 Air Quality Study X
35 Water Quality Studies X
40 Energy Studies X
45 Geotechnical Report X
55 Draft Right of Way Relocation impact Document X
60 Location Hydraulic and Floodplain Study Report X
65 Paleontology Study X
70 Wild and Scenic Rivers Coordination X
75 Environmental Commitments Record X
80 Hazardous Waste Initial Site Assessments/Investigations X -
85 Hazardous Waste Preliminary Site Investigations X
99 Other Environmental Studies X
15 Biological Studies X
05 Biological Assessment X
10 Wetlands Study X

15 of 18




District Agreement 042601

15 Resource Agency Permit Related Coordination X
20 Natural Environment Study Report X
929 Other Biological Studies X
20 Cultural Resource Studies X
25 Draft Environmental Document or Categorical Exemption/Exclusion | X X X
10 Section 4(F) Evaluation X
20 Environmental Quality Control and Other Reviews X
25 Approval to Circulate Resolution X
30 Environmental Coordination X X
99 Other Draft Environmental Document Products X
30 NEPA Assignment X
170 Permits, Agreements, and Route Adoptions during PA&ED X X
component
05 Required permits X
10 NOTE: all permits under 2.170.10 are addressed in the text of this
Agreement
15 Railroad Agreements X
20 Freeway Agreements X
25 Agreement for Material Sites X X
30 Executed Maintenance Agreement X
40 Route Adoptions X
45 MOU From Tribal Employment Rights Office (TERO) X
55 NEPA Assignment X
175 Circulate Draft Environmental Document and Select Preferred X
Project Alternative Identification
05 DED Circulation X
05 Master Distribution and Invitation Lists X
10 Not{ces Regarding Public Hearing and Availability of Draft X
Environmental Documenit
15 DED Publication and Circulation X
20 Federal Consistency Determination (Coastal Zone) X
99 Other DED Circulation Products X
10 Public Hearing X
05 Need for Public Hearing Determination X
10 Public Hearing Logistics X
15 Displays for Public Hearing X,
20 Second Notices of Public Hearing and Availability of DED X
25 Map Display and Public Hearing Pian ’ X
30 Display Public Hearing Maps X
35 Public Hearing X
40 Record of Public Hearing X
99 Other Public Hearing Products X
15 Public Comment Responses and Correspondence X
20 Project Preferred Alternative X
25 NEPA Assignment X
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180

Prepare and Approve Project Study Report-Project Report and
Final Environmental Document

05

Final Project Study Report-Project Report

x

05

Updated Draft Project Study Report-Project Report

10

Approved Project Study Report-Project Report

15

Updated Storm Water Data Report

99

Other Project Study Repori-Project Report Products

10

Final Environmental Addendum

05

Concur with Approved Final Environmental Addendum

05

Draft Final Environmental Addendum Review

10

Revised Draft Final Environmental Addendum

X X x| %

15

Section 4(F) Evaluation

20

Findings

X

25

Statement of Overriding Considerations

x

30

CEQA Certification

40

Section 106 Consultation and MOA

45

Section 7 Consultation

X

50

Final Section 4(F) Statement

55

Floodplain Only Practicable Alternative Finding

60

Wetlands Only Practicable Alternative Finding

65

Section 404 Compliance

70

Mitigation Measures

10

Public Distribution of Final Environmental Addendum and Respond
To Comments

15

Final Right of Way Relocation Impact Document

99

Other Final Environmental Addendum Products

15

Completed Environmental Addendum

05

Record of Decision (NEPA)

10

Notice of Determination (CEQA)

XX x| XX X | X|X]X]| X

20

Environmental Commitments Record

29

Other Completed Environmental Addendum Products

b

20

NEPA Assignment
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FUNDING SUMMARY

_ Funding | Funding | ..o | CALTRANS | ' Subtotal
~Source | PARTNER | """ YRS 1 Reimbursement | Funds Type -

LOCAL CITY Local Measure Funds $200,000 $200,000

Subtotals by Component $200,000 $200,000
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission Motion 19105
HEARING DATE: March 27, 2014

Hearing Date: March 27, 2014

Date: March 13, 2014

Case No.: 2011.0558E

Project Address:  Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), Citywide
Zoning: Not applicable

Block/Lot: Not applicable

Project Sponsor:  Sean Kennedy, TEP Manager
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (the SFMTA)
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7% Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Staff Contact: Debra Dwyer — (415) 575-9031
Debra.Dwyer@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT AND SERVICE POLICY FRAMEWORK.

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission‘(hereinafter “Commission”) hereby CERTIFIES the
Final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2011.0558E, the Transit Effectiveness Project, a
citywide transit infrastructure project (hereinafter “Project”), based upon the following findings:

1. The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Planning Department (hereinafter
“Department”) fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(Cal. Pub, Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter “CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal.
Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., (hereinafter “CEQA Guidelines”) and Chapter 31 of the
San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter “Chapter 31”).

A. The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “EIR") was
required and provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of
general circulation on November 9, 2011.

B. OnJuly 10, 2013, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter
“DEIR”) and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availability of the
DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the Planning Commission public
hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department’s list of persons requesting such
notice and to people that commented on the Initial Study, published January 23, 2013.

C. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted at
the San Francisco County Clerk’s Office, on transit vehicles, and on the Planning Department’s

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6408

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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web site by Department staff on July 10, 2013. In addition, copxes of the NOA were provided to all
public libraries within San Francisco.

D. OnJuly 10, 2013, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons
requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, and to government agencies, the
latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse.

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse
_ onJuly 10, 2013.

2. The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on August 15, 2013 at which
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The
period for acceptance of written comments ended on September 17, 2013.

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public
hearing and in writing during the 67-day public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to
the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that
became available during the public review.period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material
was presented in a Responses to Comments document, published on March 13, 2014, distributed to
the Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon
request at the Department. '

4. A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “FEIR”) has been prepared by the Department,
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any
additional information that became available, the Responses to Comments document, and any Errata
to the FEIR, all as required by law.

5. Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. These files
are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the
record before the Commission.

6. On March 27, 2014, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and hereby does find that the
contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and
reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San
Francisco Administrative Code.

7. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2011.0558E reflects the
independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate
and objective, and that the Responses to Comments document contains no significant revisions to the
DEIR, and hereby does CERTIFY THE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the
CEQA Guidelines. .

8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project
described in the EIR:

A. will have the following unavoidable significant project-specific effects on the environment:

SAN FRANCISCO . 2
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Program Level Components
Service Policy Framework: Objectives A and C

. Impact TR-3: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3, and
Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 may result in significant traffic impacts;

. Impact TR-5: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and
Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 may result in significant loading impacts;

TPS Toolkit Categories and Program level TTRPs:

. Impact TR-8: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Lane Modifications
and Pedestrian Improvements may result in significant traffic impacts;

. Impact TR-10: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian
Improvements, may result in significant loading impacts;

. Impact TR-14: Implementation of TPS Toolkit elements within the following categories:
Lane Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements, along the program-level TTRP corridors
may result in significant traffic impacts;

Affected Intersections by program-level TIRP corridor
o TTRP1, at the intersections of: California/Arguello and California/Park Presidio,

California/Cherry, California/Locust, California/Presidio, and California/Divisadero

o TTRP22_2, at the intersection of: Fillmore/Lombard

o TIRPK, at the intersections of: Ocean/Junipero Serra, Ocean/Geneva/Phelan, Ocean/Lee,
Ocean/Miramar, Ocean/Brighton

. Impact TR-16: itnplementation of the following TPS Toolkit categorieé: Transit Stop
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian
Improvements, along the program-level TTRP corridors may result in significant loading
impacts;

Project Level Components:

TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 1-

. Impact TR-48: Implementation of project-level TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 1
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street such
that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous -
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians;

TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 2

. Impact TR-49: Implementation of project-level TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 2
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street such

SAN FRANCISCO i 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT v
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that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians;

TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative

Impact TR-24: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue
that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative conditions;

Impact TR-50: Implementation of project-level TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result
in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street such that the
existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians;

TTRP22_1 Expanded Alternative

Impact TR-26: Implementation of the project-level TTRP22_1 Expanded Alternative would
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets-that would
operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements and the
TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions;

Impact TR-27: Implementation of the project-level TTRP22_1 Expanded Alternative would
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th Street/Potrero Avenue that
would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions;

Impact TR-28: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets that would
operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements and the
TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions;

'ITRP.ZZ_I Expanded Alternative Variant 1

SAN FRANGISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Impact TR-30: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant
streets that would operate at LOS'E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions;

Impact TR-31: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th
Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing
plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions;

Impact TR-32: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative

“Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16%/Seventh

streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions;
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TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2

Impact TR-34: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions;

Impact TR-35: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th
Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing
plus Service Improvements and the TTRP22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions;

. Impact TR-36: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative

Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16%/Seventh
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions;

TTIRF.30_1 Moderate Alternative

Impact TR-51: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative would
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such that
the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians;

TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative

Impact TR-38: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative would
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green
Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative conditions;

Impact TR-52: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative would
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such that
the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous

. condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians;

TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1

SAN FRANGISCO
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Impact TR-40: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus

A Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under

Existing plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1
conditions;

Impact TR-53: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such
that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be
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accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians;

TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2

Impact TR-42: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under
Existing plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2
conditions;

Impact TR-54: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such
that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; and

B. will have the following significant cumulative effects on the environment:

AN FRANCISCO
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Impact C-TR-1: The Service Policy Framework and Service Improvements or Service
Variants, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San .
Francisco, would contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact on transit,
resulting in an exceedance of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Mission corridor
within the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative plus
Service Improvements only conditions; '

Impact C-TR-2: The Service Policy Framework, TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the

program-level TTRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TTRP Moderate
Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in
San Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts on transit,
resulting in exceedances of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Fulton/Hayes
corridor within the Northwest screenline and on the Mission corridor within the Southeast
screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative conditions;

Impact C-TR-3: The Service Policy Framework, the TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the
program-level TTRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TTRP Expanded
Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in
San Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts on transit,
resulting in exceedances of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Fulton/Hayes
corridor within the Northwest screenline and on the Mission corridor within the Southeast
screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative conditions plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions;

Impact C-TR-7: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action A3
and Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories: Lane Modifications
and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, in combination
with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result
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in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035 Cumulative
plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative conditions;

Impact C-TR-9: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3
and Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories: Lane Modifications
and Pedestrian Iinprovements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors would result in
cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035 Cumulative plus
Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions;

Impact C-TR-43: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and
Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5, and TPS Toolkit Categories: Transit Stop Changes,
Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as
applied to the program-level TTRP corridors in combination with past, present and
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in cumulative loading
impacts;

Impact C-TR-49: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3
and Objective C, Actions C.3, C.4 and C.5, and the TPS Toolkit categories: Lane
Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in
program-level TTRP corridors, in combination with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable development in San Francisco, may result in significant cumulative parking
impacts;

TTRPJ Expanded Alternative

Impact C-TR-13: Implementation of the 20356 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRPJ Expanded Alternative would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic
impacts at the intersection of Market/Church/14th streets during the p.m. peak hour;

TTRP.5 Expanded Alternative

Impact C-TR-14: Irﬁplementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.5 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of Fulton Street/Masonic Avenue during the p.m. peak hour;

TTRPE.8X E)&panded Alternative

Impact C-TR-15: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Carter Street during the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-16: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Moscow Street during the p.m. peak hour;

TTRP.14 Variant 1 Moderate Alternative

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative including
the TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30_1 in combination with past, present
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and other reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in
cumulative loading impacts; :

Impact C-TR-52: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the

"TTRP.14 Variant 1 or the TTRP.14 Variant 2, in combination with past, present and

reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant
cumulative parking impacts; '

TTRP.14 Variant 2 Moderate Alternative

Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative including
the TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30_1 in combination with past, present
and other reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in
cumulative loading impacts;

Impact C-TR-52: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the
TTRP.14 Variant 1 or the TTRP.14 Variant 2, in combination with past, present and
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant
cumulative parking impacts;

TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative

Impact C-TR-17: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts at
the intersection of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue during the a.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-18: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic xmpacts at the
intersection of Mission/Fifth streets durmg the a.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-19: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative impacts at the intersection of
Mission/16 streets during the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative
including the TTRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1 Variant 1, and TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco,
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts;

TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative

SAN FRANGISCO

Impact C-TR-20: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
TTRP22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts at
the intersection of 16%/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-23; Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts
at the intersection of 16%/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour;

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1

TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2

SAN FRANCISCO
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Impact C-TR-26: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of 16%"/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-29: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements plus
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of 16%/Fourth streets during the am. and p.m. peak hours;

Impact C-TR-32: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts
at the intersection of 16"/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours;

Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 1, or TTRP22_1 Variant 2, in combination with past, present
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant
cumulative parking impacts;

Impact C-TR-21: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and traffic
cumulative impacts at the intersection of 16*/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-24: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16#/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-27; Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at
the intersection of 16%/Owens streets during the p.m., peak hour;

Impact C-TR-30: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus-Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at
the intersection of 16%/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours;

Impact C-TR-33: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16*/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak
hours; '

Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 1, oxr TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, in combination with past, present
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant
cumulative parking impacts;

Impact C-TR-22: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16%/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour;
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Impact C-TR-25: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16%/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-28: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service 1mprovements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at
the intersection of 16™/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-31: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at .
the intersection of 16%/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours;

Impact C-TR-34: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16%/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak
hours;

Impact C-TR-54:. Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 1, or TTRP22_1 Variant 2, in combination with past, present
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant
cumulative parking impacts;

TTRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative

Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative including
the TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30_1 in combination with past, present
and other reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in
cumulative loading impacts; '

TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative

Impact C-TR-35: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts
at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street;

Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative
including the TTRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1 Variant 1, and TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco,
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts;

TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEFPARTMENT

Impact C-TR-36: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative
traffic impacts at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockion Street; and

Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative
including the TTRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1 Variant 1, and TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco,
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts; and
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TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2

. Impact C-TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative
traffic impacts at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street; and

. Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative
including the TTRP.14, TTRP,30_1, TTRP.30_1 Variant 1, and TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco,
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular

meeting of March 27, 2014. r, ,
e
P »

Jonas Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Wu, Fong, Hillis, Borden, Sugaya, and Moore
NOES: Antonini

ABSENT: None

ADOPTED:  March 27, 2014

SAN FRANCISCO . . 1 1
PLANNING DEPARTMENT







SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

RESOLUTION No. 16-031

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency has proposed the installation of
parking and traffic modifications on Richardson Avenue and Lombard Street between Francisco
and Franklin Streets as part of the Lombard Street Safety Project, a Vision Zero supporting project,
as follows:

A. RESCIND — BUS ZONE-Lombard Street, south side, from Divisadero Street to 109 feet

B.

westerly

ESTABLISH — SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH — BUS ZONE-Lombard Street,
south side, from Divisadero Street to 112.5 feet easterly (6-foot wide bus bulb, removes 2
metered parking spaces); Lombard Street, north side, from Divisadero Street to 83 feet
westerly (6-foot wide bus bulb)

ESTABLISH — SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH — TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING
ANYTIME-Divisadero Street, east side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet southerly (removes
1 parking space); Divisadero Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet northerly
(removes 1 metered parking space)

. ESTABLISH — GREEN METERED ZONE, 30-MINUTE LIMIT-Lombard Street, south

side, from 160 feet to 182 feet east of Divisadero Street (removes 1 metered parking space)
ESTABLISH - TOW AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME , ESTABLISH —RED ZONE -
Lombard Street, south side, from Divisadero Street to 20 feet westerly; Divisadero Street,
east side, from Lombard Street to 20 feet southerly

ESTABLISH — GREEN METERED ZONE, 30-MINUTE LIMIT -Lombard Street, north
side, from 28 feet to 49 feet east of Scott Street (establishes 1 metered parking space);
Lombard Street, south side, from 57 feet to 79 feet west of Scott Street (establishes 1
metered parking space)

ESTABLISH — METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE, 8AM TO 6
PM, MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY, 30- MINUTE LIMIT-Lombard Street, north
side, from 49 feet to 70 feet east of Scott Street (21 foot zone, establishes 1 metered parking
space)

ESTABLISH - TOW AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME, ESTABLISH — RED ZONE-
Lombard Street, north side, from Scott Street to 28 feet easterly (removes 1 metered parking
space); Lombard Street, south side, from Scott Street, to 35 feet westerly (removes 1
metered parking space); Scott Street, east side, from Lombard Street, to 21 feet southerly;
Scott Street, west side, from Lombard Street, to 20 feet northerly (extends existing red zone

- by 17 feet, removes 1 metered parking space)

RESCIND — BUS ZONE- Lombard Street, south side, from Pierce Street to 89 feet
westerly; Lombard Street, north side, from Pierce Street to 110 feet easterly

ESTABLISH - SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH — BUS ZONE-Lombard Street,
south side, from Pierce Street to 83 feet easterly (6-foot wide bus bulb, removes 2 metered
parking spaces); Lombard Street, north side, from Pierce Street to 83 feet westerly (6-foot
wide bus bulb, removes 1 metered parking space)

ESTABLISH — SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH —- TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING
ANYTIME- Pierce Street, east side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet southerly (removes 1



parking space); Pierce Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet northerly (removes
1 metered parking space)

L. RESCIND — WHITE PASSENGER LOADING ZONE, DURING BUSINESS HOURS-
Lombard Street, north side, from 40 feet to 60 feet west of Pierce Street

M. RESCIND — METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE 9 AM TO 6 PM,
MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY-Pierce Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 19 feet
northerly (removes 1 metered parking space)

N. ESTABLISH — METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE 9AM TO 6 PM,
MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY-Pierce Street, west side, from 39 feet to 59 feet north of
Lombard Street (removes 1 metered parking space)

O. ESTABLISH — GENERAL METERED PARKING-Lombard Street, south side, from 20
feet to 118 feet west of Pierce Street (establishes 5 metered parking spaces); Lombard
Street, north side, from 20 feet to 111 feet east of Pierce Street (establishes 4 metered
parking spaces)

P. ESTABLISH - TOW AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME, ESTABLISH — RED ZONE-
Lombard Street, north side, from Pierce Street to 20 feet easterly; Lombard Street, south
side, from Pierce Street to 20 feet westerly

Q. ESTABLISH — SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH - TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING
ANYTIME-Steiner Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet northerly (removes 1
metered parking space); Steiner Street, east side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet southerly;
Lombard Street, south side, from Steiner Street to 23 feet westerly (removes 1 metered
parking space; Lombard Street, south side, from Steiner Street to 23 feet easterly (removes 1
metered parking space); Lombard Street, north side, from Steiner Street to 23 feet easterly
(removes 1 metered parking space); Lombard Street, north side, from Steiner Street to 23
feet westerly (removes 1 metered parking space)

R. ESTABLISH - METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE, 8AM TO 6
PM, MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY, 30- MINUTE LIMIT-Steiner Street, west side,
from 48 feet to 70 feet north of Lombard Street (22 foot zone, establishes 1 metered parking
space)

S. RESCIND —METERED WHITE PASSENGER LOADING ZONE, 11:30 AM TO 2 PM, 4
PM TO 10 PM DAILY-Lombard Street, north side, from 3 feet to 23 feet west of Steiner
Street (removes 1 metered parking space)

T. ESTABLISH — METERED WHITE PASSENGER LOADING ZONE, 11:30 AM TO 2
PM, 4 PM TO 10 PM DAILY-Lombard Street, north side, from 43 feet to 63 feet west of
Steiner Street (removes 1 metered parking space)

U. RESCIND — METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE 9 AM TO 1 PM,
MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY -Lombard Street, south side, from 5 feet to 23 feet west of
Steiner Street (removes 1 metered parking space)

V. RESCIND —~ METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE 8 AM TO 6 PM,
MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY-Steiner Street, west side, from 3 feet to 23 feet north
of Lombard Street (removes 1 metered parking space)

W. RESCIND — BUS ZONE-Lombard Street, south side, from Fillmore Street to 98 feet
westerly; Lombard Street, north side, from Fillmore Street to 75 feet easterly

X. ESTABLISH — SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH — BUS ZONE-Lombard Street,
south side, from Fillmore Street to 148 feet easterly (6-foot wide bus bulb, removes 3
metered parking spaces); Lombard Street, north side, from Fillmore Street to 148 feet
westerly (6-foot wide bus bulb, removes 5 metered parking spaces)

Y. ESTABLISH - SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH - TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING



ANYTIME-Lombard Street, north side, from Fillmore Street to 23 feet easterly-Lombard
Street, south side, from Fillmore Street to 23 feet westerly '

Z. RESCIND — BLUE ZONE-Lombard Street, south side, from 5 feet to 25 feet east of
Fillmore Street

AA. ESTABLISH — BLUE ZONE-Fillmore Street, west side, from 4 feet to 28 feet south of .
Moulton Street (removes 1 metered parking space)

BB. ESTABLISH — GREEN METERED ZONE, 30-MINUTE LIMIT-Fillmore Street, west
side, from 15 feet to 55 feet north of Lombard Street (establishes 2 metered parking spaces)

CC. ESTABLISH -~ METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE 9AM TO 6 PM,
MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY-Lombard Street, south side, from 148 feet to 173 feet east
of Fillmore Street (establishes 1 metered parking space)

DD. RESCIND - TOW AWAY NO STOPPING, 4 PM TO 6 PM, DAILY-Lombard Street,
north side, from 75 feet to 137 feet east of Fillmore Street

EE. RESCIND — WHITE PASSENGER LOADING ZONE, AT ALL TIMES-Lombard Street,
south side, from 71 feet to 93 feet east of Fillmore Street

FF. ESTABLISH — GENERAL METERED PARKING-Lombard Street, south side, from 23
feet to 98 feet west of Fillmore Street (establishes 4 metered parking spaces)

GG. ESTABLISH — SIDEWALK WIDENING , ESTABLISH — BUS ZONE-Lombard Street,
south side, from Laguna Street to 131 feet easterly (6-foot wide bus bulb, removes 4 parking
spaces); Lombard Street, north side, from Laguna Street to 83 feet westerly (6-foot wide bus
bulb, removes 2 parking spaces)

HH. ESTABLISH — NO LEFT TURN 7AM TO 10 AM, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY,
EXCEPT MUNI-Lombard Street, eastbound, at Laguna Street

II. ESTABLISH - SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH - TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING
ANYTIME-Laguna Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet northerly; Laguna
Street, east side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet southerly (removes 1 parking space)

JJ. ESTABLISH — TOW AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME, ESTABLISH — RED ZONE-
Lombard Street, north side, from Laguna Street to 20 feet easterly (extends existing red zone
by 4 feet); Lombard Street, south side, from Laguna Street to 20 feet westerly (extends
existing red zone by 5 feet)

KK.ESTABLISH — SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH — BUS ZONE-Lombard Street,
north side, from Gough Street to 122 feet westerly (6-foot wide bus bulb, removes 4 parking
spaces)

LL. ESTABLISH — TOW AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME, ESTABLISH — RED ZONE-
Gough Street, east side, from Lombard Street to 20 feet southerly (removes 1 parking space)

MM. ESTABLISH — SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH — TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING
ANYTIME-Gough Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet northerly (removes 1
parking space)

NN. RESCIND — GREEN ZONE, 8 AM TO 5 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY-
Lombard Street, south side, from Octavia Street to 20 feet westerly

00. ESTABLISH — GREEN ZONE, 8 AM TO 5 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY-
Lombard Street, south side, from 20 feet to 40 feet west of Octavia Street

PP. RESCIND — GREEN ZONE, 9 AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY-
Lombard Street, north side, from Buchanan Street to 20 feet easterly

QQ. ESTABLISH — GREEN ZONE, 9 AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY-
Lombard Street, north side, from 20 feet to 40 feet east of Buchanan Street (removes 1
parking space)

RR. ESTABLISH — TOW AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME, ESTABLISH — RED ZONE-




Lombard Street, north side, from Franklin Street to 30 feet easterly; Franklin Street, east
side, from Lombard Street to 24 feet southerly; Franklin Street, west side, from Lombard
Street to 22.5 feet southerly; Lombard Street, north side, from Octavia Street to 20 feet
easterly (extends existing red zone by 5 feet); Lombard Street, south side, from Octavia
Street to 20 feet westerly (extends existing red zone by 12 feet, relocate green zone);
Octavia Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 20 feet northerly; Lombard Street, north
side, from Buchanan Street to 20 feet easterly (relocates green zone 20 feet east); Lombard
Street, south side, from Buchanan Street to 31 feet westerly; Buchanan Street, east side,
from Lombard Street to 16 feet southerly (extends existing red zone to 16 feet); Buchanan
Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet northerly; Lombard Street, north side, from
Webster Street to 20 feet easterly (extends existing red zone by 8 feet); Lombard Street,
south side, from Webster Street to 32 feet westerly (extends existing red zone by 22 feet,
removes meter #2003); Lombard Street, north side, from Broderick Street to 25 feet
easterly; Broderick Street, east side, from Lombard Street to 20 feet southerly; Lombard
Street, south side, from Richardson Avenue to 24 feet westerly; Richardson Avenue, west
side, from Lombard Street to 30 feet northerly; Richardson Avenue, west side, from
Chestnut Street to 30 feet northerly; Richardson Avenue, east side, from Chestnut Street to
30 feet southerly; Richardson Avenue, east side, from Chestnut Street to 25 feet northerly;
Chestnut Street, north side, from Richardson to 25 feet easterly; Richardson Avenue, east
side, from Baker Street to 12 feet southerly; Chestnut Street, south side, from Baker Street
to 15 feet westerly; Francisco Street, north side, from Richardson Avenue, to 38 feet
easterly; Richardson Avenue, east side, from Francisco Street to 18 feet northerly

WHEREAS, The Transportation Effectiveness Project (TEP) Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR), Case No. 2011.0558E, was certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission in
Motion No. 19105 on March 27, 2014. Subsequently, on March 28, 2014 in Resolution No. 14-041,
the SFMTA Board of Directors approved all of the TEP proposals including Service-Related

Capital Improvements and Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRP) to improve transit
- performance along various Municipal Railway routes. As part of Resolution No. 14-041, the
SFMTA Board of Directors adopted findings under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code (CEQA Findings) and
a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).

WHEREAS, The TEP Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) certified by the SF
Planning Commission on March 27, 2014, analyzed TTRP.28 2 at a program level. Subsequently,
a project-level proposal for these improvements was developed and a supplemental transportation
analysis was undertaken to ensure any environmental impacts from the project level proposal fell
within the environmental impact thresholds previously analyzed in the certified FEIR. The San
Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division reviewed the proposals for
TTRP.28 2 described here and determined that the proposed project is within the scope of the TEP
FEIR and no new significant environmental impacts were identified. A subset of TEP MMRP that
pertains to the TTRP.28 2 on Richardson Avenue and Lombard Street between Francisco and
Franklin Streets is on file with the Secretary of the SEMTA Board of Directors and are incorporated
herein by reference; and,

WHEREAS, The SFMTA Board has reviewed the FEIR and hereby finds that since
certification of the FEIR, no changes have occurred in the proposed project or in the circumstances
under which the project would be implemented that would cause new significant impacts or a



substantial increase in the severity of impacts identified and analyzed in the FEIR, and that no new
information has emerged that would materially change the analyses or conclusions set forth in the
FEIR. The actions approved herein would not necessitate implementation or additional or
considerably different mitigation measures that those identified in the FEIR; and,

WHEREAS, The public has been notified about the proposed modifications and has been given
the opportunity to comment on those mod1ﬁcat1ons through the public hearing process; now, therefore,
be it

RESOLVED, The SEFMTA Board of Directors has reviewed and considered the TEP EIR
and record as a whole, and finds that the proposed approvals herein are within the scope of the TEP
and incorporates the CEQA findings contained in Resolution No. 14-041, including the subset of
TEP MMRP that pertains to the TTRP.28 2, and be it further

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors
approves these traffic and parking modifications set forth in items A through RR, as set forth above,
on Richardson Avenue and Lombard Street between Francisco and Franklin Streets as part of the
Lombard Street Safety Project, a Vision Zero supporting project.

I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency Board of Directors at its meeting of March 15, 2016.

(72~ / é“?}?)\ L

Secretary to the Board of Directors
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency







: SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

RESOLUTION No. 14-041

WHEREAS, The Strategic Plan requires that the SFMTA, in the context of the “Transit
- First” policy, make transit and other non-personal vehicle-oriented transportatlon modes the
preferred means of travel; and : : : '

WHEREAS, The Transit Eﬁ'ecﬁveness Project (TEP) is a major SFMTA initiative to
improve Muni and help meet the Strategic Plan’s mode shift goals; and '

WHEREAS, The goalsl of the TEP are to improve Muni travel speed, reliability and
safety, make Muni a more attractive transportation mode, improve cost-effectiveness of Muni
operations and assist in implementing the City’s Transit First policy; and -

WHEREAS, The SFMTA applied to the Planning Department for environmental review
of the TEP under the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code Sections
21000 et seg., (CEQA), on June 25, 2011, and the Planning Department determined that an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was required and provided public notice of that
determination by publication in a newspaper of general circulation on November 9, 2011; and

. WHEREAS, On July 10, 2013, the Planning Department published the Transit -
Effectiveness Project Draft Environmental lmpact Report (DEIR) and provided public notice in a
newspaper of general circulation of the availability of the DEIR for public review and comment
and of the date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this nottce
was mailed to the Department’s list of persons requesting such notice; and

WHEREAS, Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public
hearing were posted at the San Francisco County Clerk’s Office, on transit veliicles, and on the
Planning Department’s web site on July 10, 2013, and copies were provided to all public libraries
within San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, On July 10, 2013, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to
a list of persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, and to
government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse; and

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on the
DEIR on August 15, 2013 and received public comment on the DEIR; the period for acceptance
of written comments ended on September 17, 2013; and
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WHEREAS, The Planning Department prepared responses to comments on .
environmental issues received at the public hearing and in writing during the 67 day public
review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments
received or based on additional information that became available during the public review
period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material was presented in a Responses to
Comments document, published on March 13, 2014; and

WHEREAS, The Planning Department prepared a Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR), consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review
process, any additional information that became available, the Responses to Comments
document, and the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandum dated March 13, 2014, all as
required by law; and -

WHEREAS, Environmental review files have been made available for review by the
SFMTA Board and the public. (Planning Department File No. 2011.0558E.)These files are
available for public review at the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are
part of the record before the SFMTA Board; and

‘WHEREAS, On March 27, 2014, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the
FEIR and found that its contents and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared,
publicized, and reviewed complied with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code; and

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission found that the FEIR reflects the independent
judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and
objective, and that the Responses to Comments document, the Supplemental Service Variants
Memorandum, and all relevant errata contain no significant revisions to the DEIR, and certified
the completion of the FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission’s CEQA certification motion is on file with the
Secretary to the SFMTA Board of Directors and is incorporated herein by this reference; now,
therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board of Directors approves the Service Policy
Framework as identified in the FEIR and incorporated herein by this reference; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board of Directors approves the Transit Preferential
Streets “Toolkit” as identified in the FEIR and incorporated herein by this reference; and be it
further

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board of Directors approves at a programmatic and
conceptual level the Service Improvements, Service-Related Capital Improvements and both the
Moderate and Expanded Travel Time Reduction Proposals Alternatives identified in the FEIR
and incorporated herein by this reference; and be it firther
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RESOLVED, That, in taking this approval action, the SFMTA Board of Directors adopts
CEQA Findings, which include rejecting alternatives identified in the FEIR as infeasible and
adopting a statement of overriding considerations, attached to this Resolution as Enclosure A and
incorporated herein by this reference, and be it further

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board of Directors adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) attached to this Resolutlon as Enclosure B; and be it further

. RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board authorizes the Director of Transportation to direct
staff to continue with obtaining otherwise necessary approvals and to carry out the actions to
implement the Project.

I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Municipal Transportation Agency
Board of Directors and the Parking Authority Commission at their meeting of March 28, 2014.

M. lranrman_

Secretary, Municipal Transportation Agency
Board and Parking Authority Commission
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ENCLOSURE A

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT,

INCLUDING THE SERVICE POLICY FRAMEWORK, . .
CALIFORN!A ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.FINDINGS:
FINDINGS OF FACT, EVALUATION-OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND
ALTERNATIVES, AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY h

: . BOARD OF DIRECTORS :

In determining to apprave the Transit Effectlveness Pro;ect (the “PrOJect") descnbed in Sectlon I,
Project Description ‘below, the San Francrsco ‘Municipal Transportatron Agency Board of
Directors (the “SFMTA Board™) ‘makes and adopts the followrng fi ndmgs of fact and dectsrons
regarding significant impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives, and adopts the statement
of overrrdlng considerations based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this .
proceedlng and under the Cahfornla Envrronmental Quallty Act (“CEQA"), Callfomra Pubhc
Resources Code Sectrons 21 000 et seq (“CEQA”) partlcularly Sectlons 21 081 and. 21 081.5,
the Gurdehnes for lmplementatron of CEQA (“CEQA Gundehnes ), 14 Calrforma Code of
Regulatlons Sectlons 15000 et seq partrcularly Sectrons 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31
of the San Francrsco Admlnistratlve Code. These ﬂndrngs comprise ENCLOSURE Ato the
associatéd Board of Directors Resolutron

This document is organized as follows:

Section | provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the environmental review
process for the PrOJect the approval actions to be taken and the location of records,

Sectron i} |dent|f' es the rmpacts found not to be srgnrﬂcant thatdo not requrre mrtrgatron;

Section {1 |dent|ﬁes potentlally srgnlﬁcant |mpacts that can be avoided or reduced to Iess-than-
slgnrt"cant levels through mmgatlon and descnbes the drsposrtron of the mltigation measures,

Sectron 1V identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than-
significant levels and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of
the mltigation measures;

Section V evaluates the different Project alternatives and sets forth the economic, legal, social,
technological, and other considerations, and incorporates by reference the reasons set forth in
Section VI, that support approval of the Project and the rejection of the altematrves, or
elements thereof, analyzed as infeasible; and

Section VI presents a statement of overndrng considerations setting forth specific reasons in
support of the Board's actions to approve the Project despite its significant and unavoidable
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environmental impacts and its rejection of the alternatives not incorporated into the Project as
infeasible.

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") containing the mitigation measures
from the Final Environmental Impact Report (‘FEIR") that have béen proposed for adoption is
attached with these ﬂndlngs as Attachment B to the assoclated Board of Directors Resolution.
The MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. The
MMRP provides a table setting forth each mit_lgatibn measure listed in the FEIR for the Project
that Is requlred to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact and that is made a condition of
approval. The MMRP also spec;f es the agency responsible for implementation of each measure
and estabhshes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. The full text of the mitigation
measures is set forth in the MMRP.

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the SFMTA
Board. The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report ("“DEIR" or “DEIR") or the Responses to Comments document
(“RTC") are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the
evidence relied upon for these findings. The DEIR and the Responses to Comments document,
together with the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandum dated March 13, 2014 and
Errata dated March 27, 2014, comprise the FEIR. ‘

I APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT
A Project Description

The Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) is comprised of a Service Policy Framework, Service
Improvements and Service Variants, Service-related Capital Improvements, and Travel Time
Reduction Proposals (“TTRPs"), including the Transit Preferential Streets Toolkit. The TEP |
- includes locations throughout the 48-square-mile City. and County of San Francisco and is a
program comprised of a group of varied projects and proposals. The TEP components will be
implemented on public land and within the public right-of-way throughout the City, on property
largely under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public Works Department and the SFMTA.

The proposals that comprise the TEP vary in the level of detail provided, from highly specific
redesigns, including capital improvements, along certain transportation corridors to more
conceptual policy recommendations. Accordingly, and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
15161 and 15168, the FEIR analyzed portions of the TEP at a “project-level” where the amount
and type of information available for those components lent itself to a detailed and specific
analysis of all potential environmental impacts, and other portions were analyzed at a "program-
level” (a more conceptual level) when the details about and current level of design for a '
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component did not allow for a project-level analysis. In particular, the Service Policy
Framework, 5 of the 12 Service-related Capital Improvements, and 6 of the 17 Trave! Time -
Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) were analyzed at a program level. : :

The description provided here summarizes the project description provided in'the' FEIR, which,
as noted above, is comprised of the DEIR, the RTC, and the Supplemental Service' Variant
Memorandum. Please see Chapter 2 of the FEIR for a more detailed description of the TEP
pI’OjeCt. - i : :

1. The Service Policy Framework

The Service Policy Framework sets forth transit service delivery obje‘cti\‘)es that support the
SFMTA Strategic Plan goals, and identifies a variety of actlons o |mplement these objectives.
The Servrce Polrcy Framework wrll gurde how mvestments are miade’ to the Muni system andis
intended to improve system rellablilty and reduce transrt travel tlme as weii as Improve customer
service. These objectlves rnclude the effectrve aIlocation of translt resources, the efficient )
dehvery of servrce, the |mprovement of serwce relrabriity and reduction in transrt travel time and
an |mprovement in customer service. Most rmportanily, the Pollcy Framework would organlze
Mum transu service into four dlstunct transit categories '

L :

» Rapid Network: These heavily used bus and rail lines form the backbone of the Muni
system. With vehicles arriving frequently and transit pnority enhancements along the
routes, the Raprd network delivers speed and reliability whether customers are heading,
across town, or slmply traveling a few blocks . : »

. ,Local Network: Aiso known as “Gnd” routes these Iong routes comblne with the Rapid ;
network to form an. expansrve core system that Iets customers get to their destinations - .

~ with no more than a short walk, or.a seamless transfer. . D

. Communrty Connectors Also known as “Clrculators" these light!y used. bus routes

predommantly circulate through San Francisco’s hillside residential. nerghborhoods fi lllng
. in gaps in coverage and connecting customers to the core network :

e Specialized Services: These routes augment existing service during specific times of day
to serve a specific need, or serve travel demand related to special events. They include
express sefvice, owl service, and special event trips to serve sportlng events, large
festivals and other San Francisco activities. - -

2 Service Improvements and Service Variants

The Service Improvements and Service Variants include creation of new transit routes, changes
in the alignment of some existing routes, elimination of underused routes or route segments,
changes to headways and hours of service, changes to the day of the week for service, and
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changes to the mix of local/limited/express service on several routes. The Service
Improvements were developed based on a comprehensive evaluation of the overall transit
network and public input from community meetings. Specifically, these proposals include:

« Increasing frequency of transit service along heavily used corridors;
» Creating new routes; " o

» Changing existing route alignments;

» Eliminating underutilized routes or route segments;

» Introducing larger buses on crowded routes;

» Changing the mix of localllimited/express service;

» Expanding limited services. |

In addition, the SFMTA included a riumiber of possible variants to these service changes
(‘nciudirig recent service variants developed as part of the public outreach process and
summarized in the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandum of March 13, 2014) that are
proposed as part of the pro;ect to allow for ﬂex1bllity in the phasmg and implementation of the
Service lmprovements Proposed Service Vanants mostly include modifications to portions of
some routes or change the type of vehicle used on some routes. In addition, many of the
service variants work in concert to improve service along a particular corridor or neighborhood.

3. Service-Related Capital Improvements

Some of the Service Improvements will be supported by Service-related Capital Improvements.
The Service-related Capital Improvements include the following: a) Transfer and Terminal Point
Improvements, which include installation of overhead wiring and poles; installation of new
switches, bypass rails, and/or transit bulbs; expansion of transit zones; and modification of
sidewalks at stops to accommodate substantial passenger interchanges and/or to provide for
transit vehicle layovers; b) Overhead Wire Expansion capital improvements to support service
route changes for electric trolley routes and provide bypass wires to allow trolley coaches to
pass one another on existing routes; ¢) Systemwide Capital Infrastructure projects, such as
installation of new-accessible platforms to improve system accessibility across the light rail
network.

4, Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRPs), Using the Transit Preferential Streets
(TPS) Toolkit

The Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) will implement roadway and transit stop changes
to reduce transit delay on the most heavily used routes that make up the backbone of the Muni
system, which is referred to as the Rapid Network. The SFMTA has identified a set of 18
standard roadway and traffic engineering elements that can be used to reduce transit travel time
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along a transit corridor. Collectively, these tools or elements are called the Transit Preferential
Streets Toolkit (“TPS Toolkit"). The TPS Toolkit elements will be applied to 17 Rapid Network
transit corridors to improve operation of the Muni system. These elements include:

o Transit Stop Changes: removing or consolidating transit stops; moving stop locations at
intersections; adding transit bulbs; adding transit boarding islands; increasing transit
stop lengths; converting flag stops to transit zones;

¢ Land Modifications: establishing transit-only lanes; establishing transit queue
jump/bypass lanes; establishing dedicated turn lanes, widening travel Ianes through
lane reductions; :

. Parkmg -and Turn Restrictions: implement turning restrictions; widening travel lanes
through parking restrictions; installing traffic signals at uncontrolled and two-way stop-
controlled intersections; installing traffic signals at all-way stop-controlled intersections;
replacing‘all-way stop-controls with traffic calming measures at intersections;

¢ Pedestrian Improvements: mstallmg pedestrian refuge lslands installing pedestnan
bulbs and w1den|ng sndewalks

The TEP proposes to apply the TPS Toolklt to 17 Rapid Network corridors throughout the City: !
Using the TPS Toolkit, the SFMTA has developed specific corridor designs for 11 of the 17
proposed TTRP corridors. These corridor designs were thus analyzed at a project- level in the -
FEIR. Project variants were also included as part of these project-level TTRPs. Three of the
TTRPs (TTRP.14, TTRP.22 and TTRP.30_1) include variants with different designs on one or
more segments of the route. TTRP routes with no design variants at the project level include
TTRP.5, TTRP.8x, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.J, TTRP.N, TTRP.9, TTRP.71 and TTRP.L. The SFMTA
developed conceptual planning for the remaining 6 TTRP corridors, for which specific corridor
designs will be developed at a later stage of the project. These corridor de5|gns were thus
analyzed at a programmatlc level in the FEIR.

For each of the project-level TTRPs, the SFMTA developed two specific corridor designs
comprised of TPS Toolkit elements: a moderate option, referred to as the “TTRP Moderate
Alternative;” and an expanded option, referred to as the “TTRP Expanded Alternative.” This
was done because, although the TEP program was examined in one environmental document in
order to understand the full scope of its potential cumulative environmental impacts, the TEP is
actually a collection of projects and proposals, which, while related, may be implemented at
various times and, in many cases, independently of each other. Thus, these alternatives
bracket a range of feasible options that accomplish the SFMTA's objectives for the TEP and
describe and analyze the scope of potential physical environmental im pacts that would result
from implementing a combination of elements from both alternatives. These two alternatives are
described and analyzed at an equal level of detail in the FEIR. ‘ '
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Under either alternative, the Service Policy Framework, the Service Improvements, Service
Variants, the Service-related Capital Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the
program-level TTRP corridors would be implemented. The difference between the two
alternative projects is that under the TTRP Moderate Alternative, these elements would be
implemented in combination with a “moderate” number of TPS Toolkit elements along certain
Rapid Network corridors, and, under the TTRP Expanded Alternative, these elements would be
implemented in combination with an "expanded” number of TPS Toolkit elements along the
same Rapid Network corridors. ‘

Please note that when the DEIR was published, the SFMTA had developed project-level details
for only 8 of the 17 TTRP corridors. Subsequently, SFMTA staff developed project-level details
for three more of the TTRPS, using the TPS Toolkit. With this additional detalil, the TTRP.L,
TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 Moderate and Expanded Alternatives were analyzed at a project level
of detail in the RTC document. These three TTRPs would have the same significant and less-
than-significant impacts as the eight project-level TTRPs analyzed in the DEIR and the same
mitigation measures would be applicable. Chapter 2 of the RTC document, Project Description
Revisions, provides a detailed description of the three additional project-level TTRPs and a

. summary of their significant and less-than-significant impacts. Chapter 5 of the RTC document,
DEIR Revisions, presents the results of the impact analyses of the new three project-level
TTRPs as integrated into EIR Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures and Chapter 8, Alternatives. Thus, 11 of the 17 TTRPs are analyzed at the project-
level in the FEIR, In addition, the descriptions and analyses of TTRP.N and TTRP.S Moderate
and Expanded Alternatives were updated in the FEIR based on minor design modifications to
these two. project components that occurred after the DEIR was published.

B. Project Objectives

The FEIR discusses several Project objectives identified by the SFMTA as Project Sponsor.
The objectives are: '

« Toimprove, to the greatest extent possible, transit speed, reliability and safety by
redesigning routes; to reduce travel time along high-ridership corridors by optimizing
transit stop locations, implementing traffic engineering changes, and constructing capital
infrastructure projects; and to improve safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and riders at
intersections by introducing infrastructure changes (e.g. pedestrian bulbs, transit bulbs,
etc.) that lead to safer transit operation.

» To make Muni a more attractive transportation mode and increase transit ridership
through both attracting new riders and increasing use by current riders by: serving major
origin-destination patterns, such as between regional transit connections and major
employment sites; providing direct and efficient service through reduction or elimination
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of circultous route segments; reducing crowding through shifting resources to improve
customer comfort and decreasing pass-ups; and redesigning routes to maximize
ridershlp

e Toi lmprove the cost-effectlveness and productrvrty of transit operations by lmprovmg
network efﬂcrency and reducing system redundancy by implementing service
modlﬁcatrons that include route restructuring, frequency improvements, vehlcle-type
changes, and hours of serwce adjustments .

» Toimplement more fully the City's Transit First Policy by providing clear dlrectron for
managing transportatron in San Francisco with the goals of prowdmg service to all
residents within a quarter mile of 95 percent of the Muni service area and pnontrzmg '
transit operations in hrgh-rldershlp corridors over automoblle delay and on-street
parkmg :

C. Environmental Review

The San Franciséo Planning Depart‘rnent, as lead agency, prepared a Notice of Preparation
(“NOP") and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings on November 9, 2011, and held two Public
Scoping Meetings on December 6 and 7, 2011.

The NOP was distnbuted tothe State Clearlnghouse and mailed to local state, and federal
agencies and to other mterested parties on November 9, 2011, initiating a 30-day public
comment period extending through December 9, 2011. A copy of the NOP is available in
Appendix 1 in Volume 2 of the EIR. The Public Scoping Meetings were held at the SFMTA
offices, One South Van Ness Avenue, in San Francisco. Thé purpose of the meetings was to
present information about the proposed Project to the public and recelve public input regarding
the scope of the EIR analyses. Attendees were provided an opportunity to voice comments on
concerns regarding the project; translators were avalilable for Chlnese- and Spanlsh-speaklng
attendees if needed. - :

Oral comments were provided by 21 individuals at the Public Scoping Meetings. During the
public review period, 29 public agencies and/or other interested parties submitted comment
letters to the Planning Department. Comments raised the following concerns related to physical
environmental effects: aesthetics of various transit facilities, including overhead wires; the
potential for impacts on archeological resources; air quality impacts related to potential
increases in use of private passenger vehicles; the effects on traffic flow and potential for
diversions due to new transit and pedestrian bulbs; locations of and distance between transit
stops; the potential for shifts in travel modes; concern about loss of parking and loading;
pedestrian safety concerns; the environmental review process; suggested use of different
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approaches to the transportation impact analysis such as providing estimates of time saved;
and requested variations on some service improvements.

The San Franclsco Planning Department published an Initial Study on January 23, 2013, The
Initial Study was distributed to the State Clearinghouse and mailed to local, state, 'a;nd federal
agencies and to other interested parties on January 23, 2013, initiating a 30-day public
comment period extending from Januaiy 24, 2013 through February 22, 2013. A copy of the
Initial Study is available in Appendix 2 in Volume 2 of the EIR.

The San Francisco Planning Department then prepared a DEIR, which describes both of the
Project Alternatives; presents the environmental setting; identifies potential impacts at a

“program-level or a project-level of detail for both Alternatives; presents mitigation measures for
impacts found to be significant or potentially significant; and summarizes the Project
Alternatives and their impacts, and compares their impacts and those of the No Project
Alternative, In assessing construction and'operational impacts of the Project; the DEIR also
considers the contribution of the Project impacts to cumulative impacts associated with the
Project in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions with
potential for impacts on the same resources.

Each environmental issue presented in the DEIR is analyzed with respect to significance criteria
that are based on the San Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division
("EP") guidance regarding the environmental effects to be considered significant. EP guidance
is, in turn, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some modifications.

The Department published the DEIR on July 10, 2013. The DEIR was circulated to local, state,
and federal agencies and to interested organizations and individuals for review and comment
beginning on July 11, 2013 for a 67-day public review period, which ended on September 17,
2013. The San Francisco Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to solicit
testimony on the DEIR on August 15, 2013. The Planning Department also received written
comments on the DEIR, sent through mail, hand-delivered, or by email.

The San Francisco Planning Department then prepared the Responses to Comments document
(“RTC"). This document, which provides written response to each comment received on the
DEIR that raises environmental issues, was published on March 12, 2014, and includes copies
of all of the comments received on the DEIR and responses to those comments. The RTC
provided additional updated information and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as
well as Planning Department DEIR text changes. The text changes included more detailed
analyses, at a project level, for three transit Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRPs) for both
the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives that had previously been analyzed in the DEIR at a
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program level: the TTRP.L (L Taraval), TTRP.9 (8/9L San Bruno), and TTRP.71_1 (71 Haight-
Noriega).

On March 13, 2013, the Planning Department published a Supplemental Service Variants
Memorandum, which described and analyzed additional service variants developed as part of
the SFMTA's public outreach process, The Planning Department concluded that these additional
service variants would have the 'same environmental lmpacts and require the same mitigation
measures as the service variants already described and analyzed in the DEIR, and thus, no
additional environmental review was required nor was recirculation of the DEIR required.

The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR, which is cOmprised of the DEIR,
the RTC document and the Stipplemental Service Variants Memiorandum, Ertata dated March
27, 2014, and all of the supporting information. In certifying the FEIR, the Planmng Commission
determined that it does not add significant new informatiori to the DEIR that would ' requnre
recirculation under CEQA because the FEIR contains no information revealing (1) any new
significant environmental impact that would result from the project or from a new mitigation
measure proposed to be implemented, (2) any substantial | increase in the severity ofa
previously identified environmental impact, (3) any feasible project altemative or mitigatlon
measure considerably different from others previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the
environmental impacts of the project, but that was rejected by the project's proponents, or (4)
that the DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment Were.preciuded. ‘This SFMTA Board concurs in th|s
determination. : -

D. Appi‘oval Acfions
1.  Planning Commission Action
On March 27, 2014 the Planning Commission cettified the FEIR. |

2. San Francisco Municlipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors Actions

o Approval of the Transit Effecfiveness Project, including the Service Policy Framework
» Approval of the implementation of certain parking and traffic measures in accordance
with Section 201(c) of the Transportation Code

3. San Francisco Board of Supervisors Actions

The Planning Commission’s certification of the FEIR may be appealed to the Board of
Supervisors. If appealed, the Board of Supervisors will determine whether to uphold the
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certifcation or to grant the appeal and remand the FEIR to the Planning Department for further
review.

Additional actions that may be taken by the Board of Supervisors are:

» Review and approval of systerh changes related to any route abandonments. '
e Approval of sidewalk changes, up0n referral frorrr the Department of Public Works.

4. Other San Francisco Agency Actions -
o Approval by the Department of Public Works of sidewalk Iegrslatron and construction
~ period encroachment permits, '
» Approval by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission of property
encroachments, if required.
¢ Approval by the San Francisco Plannrng Department of any required General Plan
Referrals

5. Other—Local, State, and Federal Agencies

lmplementatrorr of the Project will involve consultation with, or required approvals by; other local,
state and federal regulatory agencies, including, but not limited to, the following:

¢ The Transportation Advisory Staff Committee ("TASC"): Coordination of all roadway and
transit changes,

¢ City of Daly City: Approval of installatron of a traffic signal and transit bulb in Daly City,

e California Department of Transportation (“Caltrans”) District 4: Approval of temporary
construction street encroachment permits within Caltrans rights-of-way.

To the extent that the identified mitigation measures require consultation with or approval by
these other agencies, the SFMTA Board urges these agencies to assist in implementing,
coordinating, or approving the mitigation measures, as appropriate to the particular measure.

"6, Location and Custodian of Records

The DEIR and all documents referenced In or relied on by the Draft and FEIR, the DEIR public
hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the EIR received during the Notice of
Preparation and DEIR public review periods, the administrative record, the Responses to
Comments document, and the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandum, and background
documentation for the FEIR are located at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San
Francisco. (Planning Department Case File No. 2011.0558E.) The Planning Commission
Secretary, Jonas lonin, is the custodian of records for the Planning Deparntment and the
Planning Commission.

10
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All information, Including written materials and testimony, concerning approval of the Project
and adoption of these findings, presented to the SFMTA Board or. incorporated into reports
presented to the SFMTA Board, are located at the SFMTA offices at One South Van Ness
Avenue, 7" floor, San Francisco. :

All files have been avallable tothe SFMTA Board and the public for review in considering these
findings and whether to approve the Project. :

E. Findings about §ig'niﬁcant Environmental lmpacts and Mitigation Measures

The following Sections II, Iil, and IV set out the SFMTA Board of Directors’ findings about the
FEIR’s determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation meastres
proposed to address them. These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the
SFMTA Board regardlng the envrronmental impacts of the Pl’OjeCt and the mltrgatlon measures
included as part of the FElR and adopted by the SFMTA Board as part of the Project To avoid
dupllcatlon and redundancy, and because the SFMTA Board agrees with, and hereby adopts, .
the conclusions in the FElR these findings will not repeat the analysrs and conc[usrons in the
FEIR, but instead mcorporate them by reference and rely upon them as substantial evrdence
supporting these findings. -

In maklng these ﬁndlngs the SEMTA. Board has con5|dered the oplnlons of SFMTA staff and
other City staff and experts other agencres and members of the publlc The SFMTA. Board
finds that the determmatlon of sngnn" cance thresholds |s a Judgment decrsnon wrthrn the ,
dlscretion of the SFMTA and the Clty and County of San Franmsco, the 5|gn|f cance thresholds
used in the EIR are supported by substantlal evrdence in the record lncludlng the expert opinion
of the SFMTA and' Crty staff: and the srgnif'cance thresholds used in the ElR provide reasonable
and appropnate means of assessrng the srgniﬂcance of the adverse enwronmental effects of the
Prolect

These i indings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact
contained in the FEIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental fi ndlngs and
conclusions can be found in the FEIR, which includes its Initial Study presented in EIR Appendlx
2, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and ana|y5|s in the FEIR
supporting the determinations regarding the Pro;ect impacts and mltlgatlon measures de5|gned
to address those impacts. In making these findings, the SFMTA Board of Directors ratifies,
adopts, and incorporates in these findings the determinations and conclusions of the FEIR
relating to environmental impacts and mitigation measures, except tothe extent any such
determinations are specifically and expressly modified by these findings.

1
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As set forth below, the SFMTA Board adopts and incorporates the mitigation measures set forth
in the FEIR and the attached MMRP to substantially lessen or avoid the significant impacts of
the Project. The SFMTA Board intends to adopt all the mitigation measures proposed in the
FEIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure identified in the FEIR has inadvertently
been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby adopted and
incorporated in the findings below by réference. In addition, in the event the language
describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately
reflect the mitigation measures in the FEIR due to a clerical error, the language of the policies
and implementation measures as set forth in the FEIR shall control. The impact numbers and
mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the information cdntained in the |
FEIR.

In the Sections Il, IIl and IV below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental
impacts and mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to
~address each and every signiﬁ_cant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the
need for such repetition because in no instance is the SFMTA Board rejecting the conclusions
of the FEIR or the mitigation measures identified in the FEIR for the Project.

The findings below include findings relevant to the TTRP Moderate Alternative and to the TTRP
Expanded Alternative. Under either alternative, the FEIR assumed that the Service Palicy
Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants, the Service-related Capital
Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the program-level TTRP corridors would be
implemented. It is not known at this time which specific alternative, or mixture of proposals from
the two alternatives, will be ultimately approved by the SFMTA Board for each TTRP corridor. It
is likely that, over time, a mix of the proposals described in the TTRP Moderate Alternative and
the TTRP Expanded Alternative will be adopted and implemented along the various corridors.
Because of this, in taking this action, the SFMTA Board makes the following findings regarding
the potential for environmental impacts and required mitigation measures for both the TTRP
Moderate Alternative and the TTRP Expanded Alternative, as each are described in the FEIR.

1. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT AND THUS DO NOT REQUIRE
MITIGATION

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant

. (Pub. Resources Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4(a)(3) and 15091). Based on the
evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Board finds that implementation of the
Proposed Project will not result in any significant impacts in the following areas and that these
impact areas therefore do not require mitigation:

Land Use and Land Use Planning
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Impacts LU-1, LU-2, and LU-3: The proposed Project would not physically divide an
established community, would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or
regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitrgatrng an environmental effect, or have a substantial adverse Impact on
the existing character of the vicinity.

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed Project, in combination with other past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not have a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a srgnrﬁcant cumulatrve land use or land use
planning lmpact

Aesthetics

. contribution to a significant.cumulative aesthetlcs impact.

lmpacts AE-1 and AE—2 The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista or on scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock

} outcropplngs, and other features of the built or natural ehvironment WhICh contrrbute toa

scenic publlc settrng

lmpact AE-3 The proposed Project would not degrade: exrstrng visual character or
quallty of the project sites and surroundmgs . .

lmpact AE-4 “The proposed Project would not create anew source of substantial light or

-glare that would have a substantial adverse effect on day or nighttime views.
.Impact C-AE-1: The proposed Project, in combination with other past, present, or

reasonably foreseeable future projects would not have a. cumulatlvely consrderable

- ¢

Populatlon and Housmg

|mpact PH-1: The proposed Pro;ect would not induce substantial populatron growth
either directly or mdrrectly

lmpact PH-2: The proposed Project would not displace any exlsting housing units or
create any demand for additiohal housing, or disptace substantial numbers of people,

- necessitating the construction of replacement houslng

Impact C-PH 1: The proposed Project In comblnation with other past present or
reasonably foreseeable fuiture projects would not result in a cumulatlvely considerable
contribution to signiﬂcant cumulative impacts on population or housmg

Cultural and Paleontologlcal Resources

[ J

Impact CP-1: The proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse changein -
the significance of an historic architectural resource.

Impact C-CP-1: The proposed Project, in combination with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not resultin a cumutatlvely
considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts on cultural resources or
archaeological resources.
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Transportation and Circulation

The proposed Project would not result in changes to air traffic patterns because the
project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private
airstrip.

The proposed Project would not substantially increase transportatlon hazards duetoa
design feature or 1ncompatlble uses. :

Impact TR— lmplementatlon of the Service Pohcy Framework and the TEP pro;ect
components would not result in construction-related transportation impacts because of
their temporary and limited duration. :

Impact TR-2; Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objectives A through D
would not result in significant impacts to local or regional transit, traffic operations,

. pedestrians and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehicle access, or parking. -

Impact TR-4: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Actions A.1, A.2 and
A.4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through B.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and
Objective D, Actions D.1 through D.4 would not result in significant traffic impacts.

Impact TR-6: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective’A, Actions A.1, A.2 and
A.4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through B.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and
Objective D, Actions D.1 through D.4 would not result in significant loading impacts.

- Impact TR-7: Implementation of all of the TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop Changes,

Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, Traffic Signal and Stop Sign
Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements, would not result in significant impacts to local
or regional transit, pedestrians and bicycles, emergency vehicle access, or, parking.

Impact TR-9: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop
Changes, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes,
would not result in significant traffic impacts.

impact TR-11: Implementation of TPS Toolkit element category Traffic Signal and Stop
Sign Changes would not result in significant loading impacts.

Impact TR-12: Implementation of program-level Service-related Capital Improvements
projects (TTPL.2, TTPI.3, TTPl.4, OWE.8, and SCI.1) would not result in significant
impacts to local or regional transit, traffic operations, pedestn’ans and bicyclists, loading,
emergency vehicle access, or parking,

Impact TR-13: Implementation of any of the TPS Toolkit categones Transrt Stop
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, Traffic Signal and Stop
Sign Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements along the nine program-level TTRP
corridors would not result in significant impacts to local or regional transit, pedestrians
and bicyclists, emergency vehicle access, or parking.

Impact TR-15: Implementation of any TPS Toolkit elements within the following
categories: Transit Stop Changes, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Traffic Signal and
Stop Sign Changes, along the program-level TTRP corridors would not result in
significant impacts on traffic operations.
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Impact TR-17: Implementation of any of the TPS Toolklt elements within the category
Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes along the program level TTRP corridors would not
result in sugmf icant loading impacts. L

lmpact TR-18: lmplementatlon of the Service lmprovements or Service Variants would
~ not result in significant impacts to local.or regional transit, traffic operations, pedestnans
and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehicle access, or patking.

Impact TR-19: Implementation of the pro;ect-level Service-related Capital Improvement
projects (TTPI.2, OWE.1, OWE.1 Variant, OWE.2, OWE.3, OWE.4, OWE.5, and SCl.2)
would not result in significant impacts fo local or reglonal transit, traffic operations,
pedestrians and bicyclists, loading, emérgency vehicle access, or parking..

Impact TR-20: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the
TTRP.J, TTRPL, TTRP.N, TTRP.5; TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14
Variant 2, 'ITRP22 1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, or TTRP 71_1 would not result in
significant impacts to local or reglonal transut

- Impact TR-21:: lmplementatton of the project-level TTRP Expanded Altémative for the

TTRP.J, TTRPL, TTRP.N, TTRP.5; TTRP.8X; TTRPS, TTRP.14, TTRP:22_1, TTRP.22_1
Variant 1, TTRP.22, 1Vanant2 TTRP.28 1, TTRP3O 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1,
TTRP.30,.1 Variant 2, or TTRP.71_1. -would not result in sugnifcant |mpacts to local or
regional transit.

Impact TR-22: Impléementation of the.project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative forthe
TTRP.J, TTRPL, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP 28-1;TTRP.30_.1, or TTRP.71_1 would have less-than-
sng nificant traffic |mpacts at78 stqdy lntersectuons

Impact TR-23: Implémentationof the pro;ect—level TI'RP Expanded Attemative for the
TTRP.J; TTRPL, TTRP.N, TTRP.5; TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.28:1, or TTRP. 71 1 would
have less—than—sugmf icant traffic impacts at 40 study intersections.

Impact TR-25: - Implementation of the project-level TTRP:14- Expanded Alternative would
have less-than-significant traffic-impacts at 19 study intersections urider Exlstmg plus
Service Improvements and the TTRP.14 Expanded Altematlve conditions,

Impact TR-29: Implementation of the pro;ect -level TTRP, 22 1 Expanded Altematlve
would:have less-than-significant traffic impacts at six study intersections that would
operate at level of sefvice ("LOS”) D or better under Exustmg plus Sefvice Improvements
and the TTRP.22._1 Expanded Altematwe conditions. -

lmpact TR-33; Implementatlon of the pro;ect-level ’ITRP 22 1 Expanded Altematlve
Variant 1 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at six study intersections that
would operate atLOS D or better under.Existing plus Service Improvements and the
TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Vanant1 condltuons '

lmpact TR-37: Implementation of the prOJect-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 2 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at six study intersections that
would operate at LOS D or better under Existing plus Service lmprovements and the
TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions.

Impact TR-39: Implementation of the prOJect-IeveI TTRP. 30_1 Expanded Alternative
would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study y intersections that would
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operate at LOS D or, better under Existing plus Service lmprovements and the
TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative conditions. \

Impact TR-41: Implementation of the projéct-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 1 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study intersections that
- would operate at LOS D or better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the
TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions.

Impact TR-43: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 2 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study intersections that
would operate at LOS D or better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the
TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions.

Impact TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the
TTRPJ, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, or TTRP.71_1 would not result in
significant impacts o pedestnans and bicychsts

Impact TR-45; Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1
Variant 1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, TTRP 28_1 Expanded Alternative, TTRP.30_1,
TTRP.30_1 Vanant1 TTRR.30_1 Variant 2, or TTRP.71 _1-would not result i in S|gn|f' Tcant
impacts to pedestnans and blCYCllSts

Impact TR-46: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, or
TTRP.71_1 would not result in signiﬁcant loading impacts.

Impact TR-47: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRR.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 1,
TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_1, or TTRP.71_1 would not result in significant loading
impacts.

Impact TR-55: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant.1, TTRP.14
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, or TTRP.71_1 would not result in
significant impacts on emergency vehicle access.

Impact TR-56: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1
Variant 1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1 Varlant 1,
TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, or TTRP.71 A would not result in SIgnlf‘ icant impacts on
emergency vehicle access.

Impact TR-57. Implementation of the project-level TI'RP Moderate Alternative for the
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRPR.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRR.30_1, or TTRR.71_1 would not result ina
significant parking impact.

lmpact TR-58; Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRPN, TTRP.5, TTRR.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1
Variant 1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1 Variant 1, -
TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, or TTRP.71_1 would not result in a significant parking impact.
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Impact C-TR-4: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants, in
combination with past; present and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not contribute considerably to ridership at the regional transit
screenlines on AC Transit, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, and other regional
ferry service under 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements only conditions.

lmpact C-TR-5: The TPS Toolkit elements as apphed in the program-level TTRP
corridors, and Service Improvements with the TTRP Moderate Alternative would not
contribute considerably to ridership at the regional transit screenlines onAC Transit,
Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, and other regional ferry service under 2035
Cumulative plus Servrce lmprovements and the TTRP Moderate Alternatlve conditions.

lmpact C-TR-6: The TPS Toolkit elements as applied in program-level TIRP corndors

o and Service Improvements wrth the TTRP Expanded Alfernative, in combination with

past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not
contribute consrderably to ridership at the regional transit screenlines on AC Transit,
Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, and other regional ferry service under 2035
Cﬂmulative-plus Service Improvements ‘and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions.

lmpact C-TR-8 lmplementatron of the Service Pollcy Framework Objectlve A, Actions
A1, A2andA4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through B.4, Objectrve C, Actions. C.1and C.2,
and Objectrve D, Actions D.1 through D.4 and any of the TPS Toolkit elements within
'categones Transit Stop Changes Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Traffic Srgnal and
Stop Sign Changes, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would have less-than-significant traffic impacts under
2035 Cuniulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative
_conditions, and therefore would not contnbute to any significant cumulatrve traffic
impacts. : ‘

‘Impact C-TR-10: lmplementatron of the Servrce Policy Framework Objective A, Actions
A.1, A.2 and A4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through B.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2,
and Objective D, Actions D:1 through D.4 and any of the TPS Toolkit elements within
. categories: Transit Stop Changes, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and: Traffic Signal and
Stop Sign Changes, in combination with past; present and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would have less-than-significant traffic impacts under
2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Altemative
conditions, and therefore would not contribute to any significant cumulative traffic
Impacts

lmpact C-TR-11: Implementatlon of the Service lmprovements or Service Variants, in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would have less-than-significant traffic impacts under 2035 Cumulative plus
Service Improvements only conditions, and therefore would not contribute to any
significant cumulative traffic impacts.

Impact C-TR-12: Implementation of the TTRP Moderate Alternative for the TTRP.J,
TIRPL, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 Variant 2,
TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, or TTRP.71_1 would have less-than-significant
traffic impacts under 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP
Moderate Alternative conditions, and therefore would not contribute to any significant
cumulative traffic impacts.
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Impact C-TR-38: Implementation of the TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J,
TTRP.L, TTRP.N; TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1

Variant 1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1 Variant 1,
TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, or TTRP.71_1, in combination with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to
significant cumulative traffic impacts at 16 study intersections that would operate at LOS
E or LOS F undér 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded
Alternative conditions.

Impact C-TR-39: Implementation of the TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRF.J,
TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRR.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant
1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1 Variant 1, TTRP.30_1
Variant 2, or TTRP.71_1 would not result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at 48
study intersections that would operate at LOS D or better under 2035 Cumulative plus
Service lmprovements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions.

Impact C-TR-40: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework and any of the TPS
Toolkit elements within categories: Transit Stop Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking
and Turn Restrictions, and Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes, and Pedestrian
Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvements or
Service Variants, and Service-related Capital Improvements, in combination with past,
present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less-
than-significant cumulative pedestrian and bicycle impacts.

Impact C-TR-41: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants and
the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5,
TTRP.8X, TTRP.S, TTRP.14 Variant 1 and TTRP Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1,
TTRP.30_1, or TTRP.71_1, in combination with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less-than-s:gnlﬂcant cumulative
pedestrian and bicycle impacts.

Impact C-TR-42: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants and
the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5,
TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 2,
TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1 Variant 1, TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, or TTRR.71_1, in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would have less-than-significant cumulative pedestrian and bicycle impacts.

Impact C-TR-46: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Actions A.1, A.2
and A.4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through B.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and
Objective D, Actions D.1 through D.4, TPS Toolkit Category Traffic Signal and Stop Sign
Changes as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvements or Service
Variants, and Service-related Capital Improvements, in combination with past, present
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less-than-
significant cumulative loading impacts.

Impact C-TR-47: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRR.28_1, or
TTRP.71_1, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development
in San Francisco, would have less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.
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Impact C-TR-48: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRPJ, TTRP.L, TTRPN, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.S, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 1,
TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_1, or TTRP.71_1, in combmatlon wnth past, present and
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francrsoo would have less-than-sngnrt” icant
cumulative loading impacts. -

Impact C-TR-50: Implementation of the Servrce Policy Framework ObjectlveA Actions

. A1,A2, and A.4, Objective B all actions, Objective C, Actions C.1and C.2,and -
O'bjectlve D all actions, and any of the TPS Toolkit elements within categories: Transit
Stop Changes and Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements
as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvements, and Service-related
Capital improvements, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable
developmernit-in San Francisco, would have’ lesS—than-srgnlf cant cumulatlve parking
|mpacts ‘

Impact C-TR-51: lmplementatlon of the prOJect-level TTRP Moderate Altematlve for the
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRPN; TTRP.5, TTRP:8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1,
TTRP.30_1, or TTRP.71_1, in combination with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable development in San Francrsco, would have less-than-srgnrf icant cumulatlve
parkmg |mpacts

lmpact C-TR-53 lmplementatlon of the project—level 'lTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRPN, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X; TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1,
TTRP.30_1 Variant 1, TTRR.30_1 Vanant 2,or TTRP.71_1, in combination w1th past,
preserit: and reasonably foreseeable development ih San Franmsco would have less-
than-sngmf' icant cumulatlve parklng impacts. -

Nonse and Vlbratlon

s The proposed Project is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles
of a public or public use airport, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip, and therefore would
. not expose people resldlng or working in the prolect area to excessive noise levels

- Impact NO-1: Construction actMtles occurnng indirectly ds a result of the proposed
Service Policy Framework, and as proposed under the TEP for the Service
Improvements and Service Variants, Service-related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs
and TTRP Variants would not result i ina substantlal temporary or periodlc increase in
norse Ievels above exustlng ambient conditions. .

Impact NO-2: Construction activities, occurrlng indirectly as a result of the proposed
Service Policy Framework, and as proposed under the TEP for the Service
Improvements and Service Vanants, Service-related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs
and TTRP Variants would not expose persons. and structures to excessive temporary
ground- bome vibration or ground-borne noise levels.

Impact NO-3: The proposed Service Policy Framework and operation of the Service
lmprovements and Service Variants wotild not result in a substantial increase in
permanent noise levels along affected transit routes above existing ambiént conditions.

Impact NO-4: The proposed Service Policy Framework and the Service Improvements
and Service Variants proposed by the TEP would not expose people to or generate
excessive ground-bome vibration or noise levels along affected transit routes.
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Impact C-NO-1: The Service Policy Framework and the construction and operation of
the proposed TEP, including Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-

_related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs and TTRP Variants, in combination with other

past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not increase construction
noise and vibration or operational noise and vibration levels along affected transit routes
substantially above existing ambient conditions.

Air Quality

The proposed Project would not result in significant odor impacts.

Impact AQ-1: The Service Policy Framework and construction activities proposed under
the Service lmprovements and Service Variants, Service-related Capltal Improvements,
and TTRPs and TTRP Variants would not result in a violation of air quality standards or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quallty violation; nor would it result
ina cumulatlvely considerable net increase of criteria air pollutants for which the project
region is in nonattainment under an applicable ambient air quality standard.

Impact AQ-2: The Service Policy Framework and construction activities proposed under
the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-related Capltal Improvements
and TTRPs and TTRP Variants would not generate emissions of PM, s and toxic air
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would expose sensitive

‘receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Impact AQ-3: The Service Policy Framework and the proposed project-level Service
Improvements and Service Variants in combination with the TTRPs and TTRP Variants
would not result in a violation of air quality standards or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation nor result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment
under an applicable ambijent air quality standard.

Impact AQ-4: The Service Policy Framework and proposed project-level Service
Improvements and Service Variants would not generate emissions of PM, s and toxic air
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations,

‘Impact AQ-5: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and operation of the

proposed TEP, including the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-
related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs and TTRP Variants, would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, the Bay Area's applicable air quality
plan.

Impact C-AQ-1: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and operation of the
proposed TEP, including the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-
related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs and TTRP Variants, in combination with past,
present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the project region is in
nonattainment under applicable ambient air quality standards.

Impact C-AQ-2: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and operation of the
proposed TEP, including the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-
related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs and TTRP Variants, in combination with past,
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present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not generate emissions of
PM_;s and toxic air contaminants, including diese! particulate matter, at levels that would
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentratlons

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

» Impact C-GG-1: The proposed Project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but
not in levels that would result in a slgnlﬁcant impact on the’ environment or conflict with
any policy, plan or regulatlon adopted for the purpose of reducmg greenhouse gas
emissions. " "

Wind and Shadow

¢ Impact WS-1 The proposed Project would not alter winds | |n a manner. that would
substantlally affect public areas.

¢ Impact WS-2: The proposed Project would not create new shadow that substantially
affects outdoor recreatlon facrlltles or other publlc areas.

A Recreatlon .

lmpact RE—1 RE-3 The proposed Pro;ect would not result in the lncreased use.of
emstrng nelghborhood or regional parks or other- recreatlon facilities stich that substantial
physical deterioration would occur orbe accelerated Ror- result in the degradation of
‘recreatlonal resources. :

. lmpact RE-2: The proposed pro;ect would not rnclude recreatlonal facrhtles or requlre
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that mlght have an adverse
physical effect on the environment.

¢ Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or
reasonably foreseeable future projects would not result in a cumulatively conslderable
contribution to signlﬂcant cumulative impacts on recreation.

Utllltles and Servlces Systems

- Impact UT-1 UT-2; The proposed Project would not exceed the wastewater treatment
requrrements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board; result i In a determination that
'the wastewater treatnient provider has inadequate capacrty to serve the project; or
‘require or result in the ‘construction of new or the expansion of éxisting water
wastewater treatment or-stormwater drarnage facilities -

e Impact UT-3: The proposed Project would have suffi cient water supply available from
- existing ehtitlements and would not require new or expanded water supply resources or
" entitlements.

o Impact UT-4: The proposed Project would increase the amount of solid waste generated
on the project sites, but would be adequately served by the City’s landfill and would
comply with federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
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« Impact C-UT-1; The proposed Project in combination with other past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on utilities and service systems,

Public Services

. lmpact PS-1: The proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of police protection, fire protection, schools, and
library services in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives.

e Impact C-P8-1: The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
* contribution to significant impacts on police sefvices, fire protection, emergency
services, schools, or libraries such that new or altered faculmes are reqmred

Biological Resources

¢ ImpactBl-1, B-2, BI-3: The proposed Project would not affect any special status
species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or federally protected
wetlands; would not interfere with the movement of native resident or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors; and would not conflict with
any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such asa tree
preservation policy or ordinance.

e Impact C-Bl-4: The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on biological resources.

Geology and Soils

» Impact GE-1: Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in exposure of
people and structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault seismic ground-shakmg,
hquefactlon. lateral spreading, or landslides.

. Impact GE-2: The implementation of the proposed Project would not result in substantial
erosion, loss of topsoil, or adverse impacts to topographical features.

o Impact GE-3: The implementation of the proposed Project would not locate sensitive
land uses on geologic units or soils that are expansive, unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of future uses, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsrdence liquefaction, or collapse.,

) Impact C-GE-1; The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on geology and soils.

Hydrology and Water Quality

s Impact HY-1: The implementation of the proposed Project would not violate water
quality or waste discharge standards, exceed the capacity of existing drainage systems,
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provide addltlonal sources of polluted runoff or othenmse substantlally degrade water
quality. '

e Impact HY-2, HY-3: The proposed Pro;ect wolld not substantlally deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, and would not substantlally
alter existing’ dramage pattems in a manner that would result in substantial erosron or
siltation.

¢ Impact HY-4, HY-5: The lmplemeniatlon of the proposed Pro;ect would not expose
people or structures to substantial risk of loss due to ﬂoodrng, ortoa 5|gn|f icant’ risk of
loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or. mudﬂow. orasa result of
the failure of a reservoir. , , -

e Impact C-HY=1: The proposéd Project wolild not result in a cumulatively: consrderable :
contnbutron to significant cumulatlve impacts on water qualrty and hydrology

Hazards and Hazardous Materlals .

« Impact HZ-3: Implementation of the proposed Project would not create a 5|gnrf' cant
: hazard to the publlc or the énvironment by locatlon ona hazardous materlals srte

) 'Impact HZ-4: lmplementatlon of the proposed Pro;ect would not expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving fires, and would not
interfere with the implementation of an emergency response plan

» |Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatlvely consrderable
contribution to S|gn|f' icant cumulatlve lmpacts wrth respect to hazards and hazardous
matenals ~

Mineral and Energy Resources

. Impact ME-1 The proposed PrOJect would not result in the loss of avarlabrhty of a known
mineral resource or a locally-important mlneral resource recovery site,

. lmpact ME-2: The proposed Project would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel,
water, or energy, or use theseina 'wasteful 1 manner.

¢ Impact C-ME=1: The proposed Pro;ect would not result ina cumulatlvely conS|derable
contribution to slgmt' icant cumulatlve lmpacts on mrneral and energy resources.

Agriculture and Forest Resources

e ImpactAF-1: The proposed Project would not have a substantlal adverse effect on
agriculture or forest resources.

Growth-Inducing Impacts

o Impact GR-1: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework and the TEP project
components would not result in growth inducing impacts. .

23




Transit Effectiveness Project
SFMTA Board of Directors
CEQAFindings

3/21/2014

1. FINDINGS OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED OR
REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION AND
~ THE DISPOSITION OF THE MITIGATION MEASURES

CEQA requires agencles to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantnally lessen
a project's identified significant impacts or potentia! s:gnn" icant impacts if such measures are
feasible (unless mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative).
The findings in this Section Il and in Section 1V concern mitigation measures set forth in the
-EIR. These ﬂndmgs discuss mmgatlon measures as identified in the FEIR and recommended
for adoption by the SFMTA Board of Directors. The full text of the mitigation measures is
contained in the FEIR and in Attachment B, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

The SFMTA Board adopts all of the mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. The SFMTA
Board finds that all of the mitigation measures are appropriate and feasible. Based on the
analysis contained in the FEIR, other considerations in the record, and the significance
thresholds in the EIR, the SFMTA Board finds that the impacts identified in this Section Ill wnll be
reduced to a Iess-than-5|gn|ﬁcant level through implementation of the mitigation measures
contained in the FEIR, imposed as conditions of approval, and set forth in Attachment B.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources |

s Impact CP-2; " The proposed Project could cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5.

There is a reasonable presumption that construction of the proposed program-level and project-
level TEP components will not require an excavation depth and/ or be located in an area where
the potential for effect on archaeological resources is likely. However, to avoid potential adverse
impacts on archaeological resources where the presence of the resource cannot be known,
foreseen, or predicted, the Accidental Discovery Archaeological Mitigation Measure will be
implemented for all TEP components. This mitigation measure requires that upon accidental
discovery of an atchaeological resource during construction (including human remains), the
appropriate treatment of the resource will be carried out by a qualified archaeological
consultant.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources.

The construction of the following four TEP components has the potential to adversely affect
archaeological resources: TTRP.22_2; TTRP.9; and two Service-related Capital Improvements,
OWE.1 New Overhead Wiring — Reroute 33 Stanyan onto Valencia Street, and SC1.2 Sansome
Street Contraflow Lane. TTRP.9includes a segment of Bayshore Boulevard, and TTRP. 22_2
includes a segment of Richardson Avenue. These segments occur along the historic shoreline,
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estuary, tidal marsh or lagoon, or watercourse and such sites may include prehistoric
archaeological resources. The installation of overhead wire support poles and duct banks along
a two-block portion of Valencia Street (OWE:1) will be constructed in the Mission Dolores area
in which there is a potential for significant archaeological resources from the Hispanic Period.
The installation of traffic mast arms along a three-block portion of Sansome Street (SC1.2) will
occur in an area with the potential for impacts to archaeological resources from the Yerba
Buena perjod: Construction in these areas could.result in significant impacts on archaeological
resources if the Archaeological Monitoring mitigation measure is not implemented.
Implementation of the Archaeological Monitoring mitigation measure requires review by the -
Planning Department archeologist once engineering design details are known. If determined-
necessary by the Planning Department, the SFMTA would be requiréd to hire an archaeological
consultant to be present and monitor-construction activities assoclated with these four TEP
components (as necessary), redirect construction activities if an intact archaeological deposit is
encountered, evaluate the deposit, and either re-design the project or lmplement a'data
recovery program.

Mltigation Measure M-CR-2b' Archaeological Monitoring

» |mpact CP-3: The proposed PrOJect could dlrectly or indlrectly destroy a unique
paleonto!oglcal resource or site or unique.geologic feature. :

Given thé shaliow excavation depths of TEP construction actlvmes and pfé\iibus ground
disturbance that is common within the publlc nght-of-way, there is a Iow probablllty of
encountering significant paleontologlcal resources in the course of pro;ect ‘construction.
However, the presence of shallow paleontological resources within areas of excavation under
the proposed Project cannot be conclusively ruled out.’ Disturbance of paleontologlcal
resources could impair the ability of paleontological resources to yield important scientific
information. The Paleontological Resources Accidental Discoverymitigation measure will apply
in the event that any indication of a paleontological resource is encountered in the course of
TEP project construction activities, and if the resource ray be important, a qualified
paleontological consultant will be retained to de5|gn and implement a samplmg and data
recoVery program. -

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Paleontological Resb'urces Accidéqtal Discovery
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

e Impact HZ-1: Implementation of the proposed Project would not create a significant
hazard through routine transport, use, disposal, handling, or emission of hazardous
materials or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials mto the envnronment.
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The use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials is regulated by numerous local, state,
and federal laws and regulations. Excavation in the public-right-of-way is regulated under the
Public Works Code, which states that excavation contractors are subject to all applicable ‘
hazardous material guidelines for disposal, handling, release, and treatment of hazardous
material; site remediation; and worker safety and training. Additionally, Article 20 of the Public
Works Code and Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code require environmental
investigation at construction sites where contaminated fill materials may be encountered. The
SFMTA and construction contractors will adhere to these regulations. However, to ensure that
potential significant impacts from release of hazardous materials during construction are
reduced to less-than-significant levels, the SF MTA and construction contractors are required to
implement the Hazardous Materials Soil Testing mitigation measure, which requires that soil to
be removed from an excavation area and not encapsulated within the same area be tested and,
- if found to contain hazardous materials, be transported and dlsposed of in compliance with
local, state and federal requirements.

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1: Hazardous Materials Soil Testing

» Impact HZ-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not substantially.emit
hazardous emissions or acutely hazardous materials near schools,

To ensure that construction and operation of the program- and project-level TEP components
will not result in significant hazardous materials emissions or the handling of acutely hazardous
materials near schools, the SFMTA and construction contractors are required to implement the
Hazardous Materials Soil Testing mitigation measure listed ab,bve,

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1: Hazardous Materials Soil Testing

IV.  SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-
THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the SFMTA Board of
Directors finds that, where feasible, changes or alterations have been required, or incorporated
into, the Project to reduce the significant environmental impacts as identified in the FEIR. The
SFMTA Board finds that the mitigation measures in the FEIR and described below are
appropriate, and that changes have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project that,
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21002 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, may
substantially lessen, but do not avoid (i.e., reduce to less-than-significant levels), the potentially
significant environmental effects associated with implementation of the Project that are
described below. The SFMTA Board adopts all of the mitigation measures and Improvement
measures set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP), attached as
Attachment B, But, the SFMTA Board further finds that for the impacts listed below, despite
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the Implementation of all feasible mltlgatron measures, the effects remain significant and
unavoidable. : - : :

Based on substantral evidence in the whole record including the expert opinron of SFMTA and
Plannmg Department staff and consuttants to those staff, the SFMTA Board also finds that for
some impacts identified in the FEIR, as noted below In this Section IV, no feasible mitigation
measures were identified in the FEIR and those impacts remain significant and unavoidable. For
a detailed explanation of the lack of feasible' mitigation measures for some of the folfowing
impacts, and of the reasons why certain mitigation measures, a!though technologlcally feasible,
may be subject to uncertainty, including fundmg-related uncertainty, please see the relevant
discussions in the FEIR.. - T - ' K

The SFMTA Board determlnes that the followrng signrf icant lmpacts on the environment as
reﬂeoted in the FEIR are. unavordable but under Public Resources Code §§ 21081(g)(3) and
(b), and CEQA Guidellnes §§ 15091(a)(3) 15092(b)(2)(B) and 15093 the SFMTA Board
determines that the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding consrderatrons described in
Section Vi below Thrs ﬂndrng Is supported by substantlal eVrdence in the record of thls
proceeding. : I S ‘ g s

Transportation and Circulation

o Impact TR-3: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3, and
Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 may result in significant traffic impacts. .

= Mitigation MeaSere M-’TR-8':' Optimization”of Intersection Operatioris, |

Because this measure may not be adequate fo mmgate impacts to intersection traffic operatrons
to less-than-significant levels, and because the feasrbllrty of providing additiohal vehicle’ capacity
is unknown and it is not always possible to optimize an intersection such that level of service will
improve to level of service ("LOS") D or better the impact on traft' ic operatlons remains
signifi cant and unavordable = T ’
-
. lmpact TR-5 Implementation of the Pollcy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and
Objectrve C, Actions C.3 through C.5 may res_ult in significant loading rmpacts
— Mitigation Measure M-TR-10: Prowsron of Replacement Commerclal Loadmg
Spaces
~  Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Vlolatlons ’

These measures could reduce significant loading rmpacts to a less-than-significant level.
However, in some locations on-street parkrng may not be available to convert to commercial
loading spaces on the same block and side of the street or within 250 feet on an adjacent side
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street, the feasibility of providing replacement commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation-
Measure M-TR-10 cannot be assured in every situation. And because the effectiveness of the
use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along new transit-only lanes is not
known, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-48 is uncertain. Theérefore, the impact of loss
of on-street commercial loading spaces remains significant and unavoidable.

» Impact TR-8: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Lane
Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements may result in significant traffic impacts.

- Mit_igaﬂOn Measure M-TR-8: Optimization of Intersectior Operations

Because this measure may not be adequate to mitigate intersection traffic operations to less-
than-significant levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity is
unknown and it is not always possible to optimize an intersection such that level of service will
improve to LOS D or better, the impact on traffic operations remains significantand
unavoidable. . o ' B

¢ Impact TR-10: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian
Improvements, may result in significant loading impacts.

— Mitigation Measure M-TR-10: Provision of Replacement Commercial Loading
Spaces

While this measure could reduce significant loading impacts, in some locations on-street parking -
may not be available to convertto commercial loading spaces on the same block and side of the
street or within 250 fest on an adjacent side street, the feasibility of providing replacement
commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 cannot be assured.
Therefore, the impact of loss of on-street commercial loading spaces remains significant and
unavoidable. .

s Impact TR-14: Implementation of TPS Toolkit elements within the follov»}ing categories:
Lane Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements, along the program-level TTRP
corridors may restult in significant traffic impacts.

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-8: Optimization of Intersection Operations

Because this measure may not be adequate to mitigate intersection traffic operations to less-
than-significant levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity is
unknown and it is not always possible to optimize an intersection such that level of service will
improve to LOS D or better, the impact on traffic operations remains significant and ‘
unavoidable. -
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e Impact TR-16: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Trensit Stop

- Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian
Improvements, along the program-level TTRP corridors may result in-significant loading
impacts.

. Mitigation Measure M-TR-10: Prowsron of Replacement Commercial Loading
Spaces

While this measure could reduce significant loading impacts, in some locations on-street parking
may nhot be available to convert to commercial loading spaces. on the same block and side of the
street or-within 250 feet on an adjacent side street, the feasibility of providing replacement
commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 cannot be assured.
Therefore, the impact of loss of on-street commercial loading spaces remains significant and
unavoidable.

e Impact TR-24 Implementation of the project-level TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue
that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions Under Existing plus Service
lmprovements and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternatlve condmons

No feasible mltlgatlon measures are avallable and the lmpact remains S|gn|f icant and
unavondable

e Impact TR-26: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets that
would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternatwe condmons

- Mltlgatlon Measure M-TR—26 Intersect/on Restnp/ng at 16"’/Blyant streets.

lmplementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would reconfi igure the intersection of 16" and
Bryant Streets such that the westbound approach would be a through lane and dedicated right
tumn-pocket and the eastbound approach would be to a shared through/right lane.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would not improve intersection operations to
LOS D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, traffic impacts at the intersection of 16"
and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable.

e Impact TR-27: ' Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th Street/Potrero
Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alterniative conditions.

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the impact remains significant and
unavoidable.
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» Impact TR-28: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
would result in a significant traffic impact at the Intersection of 16th/Seventh streets that
would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions. -

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the impact remains significant and
unavoidable,

* Impact TR-30: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Altemative
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions.

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 16"/Bryant streeté

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would not improve intersection operations to LOS
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, traffic impacts at the intersection of 16" and
Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable.

¢ Impact TR-31: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th
Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing
plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1
conditions.

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the impact remains significant and
unavoidable.

¢ Impact TR-32: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
‘Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16™/Seventh
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions.

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the impact remains significant and
unavoidable,

o Impact TR-34: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions.

—  Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 16"/Bryant streets

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would not improve intersection operations to LOS
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, traffic impacts at the intersection of 1M and
Bryant streets would remain significant and unavoidable.
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e Impact TR-35: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th -
Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing
plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2
condmons :

No feasible mmgatton measures are available and the impact remains sngmﬁcant and
unavoidable.

e Impact TR-36: lmplementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic inpact at the intersection of 16%/Seventh
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions.

No feasible mmgatlon measures are avallable and the' lmpact remains sngnlf icant and
unavoldable '

o Impact TR-38: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative
would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green
Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under Existing plus
Service Improvements and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative conditions.

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the impact remains significant and
unavoidable. : ‘

o Impact TR-40: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions urder
Existing plus Service lmprovements and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Altematlve Variant 1

' ,condmons ‘

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the impact remains significant and
unavoidable.

e . Impact TR-42: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under

. Existing plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.30_.1 Expanded Altematwe Variant 2
' condmons

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the |rnpact remains sxgmﬂcant and
unavoidable.

¢ Impact TR-48: Implementation of project-level TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 1
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street
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such that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could
not be accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially
hazardous condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or
pedestrians,

— Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations

With implementation of this Mitigation Measure, the impacts related to loss of commercial
loading spaces on transit and traffic operations would be reduced. However, because the
effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along new transit-
only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and impacts on this corridor
remain signifi cant and unavoidable.

¢ Impact TR-49: lmplementatlon of project-level TTRP.14 Moderate Altemative Variant 2
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street
such that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could
not be accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially
hazardous condition or ssgnlﬂcant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or
pedestrians.

— Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along
new transit-only lanes Is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and impacts on
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable.

¢ Impact TR-50: Implementation of project-level TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street such that
the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians.

— Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertam and impacts on
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable,

¢ Impact TR-51: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative would
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such that
the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians.

—~ Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations
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Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulatrons along
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and Impacts on
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable.

Impact TR-52: lmplementation of project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative would
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such that
the exrstlng loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentrally hazardous
condmon or S|gnlfcant delay that may affect trafﬁc, transrt blcycles or pedestrians.

- — Mitigation Measure M-TR-48 Enforcement of Parkrng Violations

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along
" new transit-only lanes is-not known, the feasrbrllty of this measure is uncertarn and impacts on
this corndor remain sngmf cant and unavordable :

lmpact TR-53 Implementatlon of prorect-level TI'RP 30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant
1 would result in a reduction in on:street commercial loadrng supply on Stockton Street

* - such that the exrstmg loadmg demand dunng the peak hour of loading actlvrtles could

notbe accommodated within- on-street loading supply and may createa potentlally
hazardous congdition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or
pedestnans .

- Mrtlgatlon Measure M-TR-48 Enforcement of Parkmg Vlolatlons

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parklng regulatlons along
new transit-only lanes is not:known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and rmpacts on
this corndor remain significant and- unavordable Co : ~

Impact TR-54 Implementation of pro;ect—level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Vanant

- 2 would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loadmg supply on Stockton Street
“such that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading actlvltles could
"notbe accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentlally

hazardous con_dition or signiﬁcant delay that may affect traffic, translt blcycles or

) - Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Vrolatrons :

Because the effectiveness of the use. of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertaln and impacts on
this corridor remain significant and unavordable '

* - Impact C-TR-1: The Service Policy Framework and Service Improvements or Service

Variants, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in
San Francisco, would contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact on
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transit, resulting in an éxceedance of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Mission
-corridor within the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035
Cumulative plus Service Improvements only conditions.

- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of Muni Service

Implementation of this Mitigation Measure would reduce the cumulative impact on the affected
corridor to a le‘ss—than-éigniﬁcant level. However, because the SEMTA cannot commit to future
funding appropriations nor be certain of its ability to provide additional service citywide to
maintain the capacity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility of this
mitigation measure is uncertain, and the cumulative impact on transit remains significant and
unavoidable.

)

+ Impact C-TR-2: The Service Policy Framework, TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the
program-level TTRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TTRP Moderate
Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development
in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts.on
transit, resulting in exceedances of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the .
Fulton/Hayes corridor within the Northwest screenline and on the Mission corridor within
the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative plus
Service lmprovements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative conditions.

- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of Muni Service

Implementation of this Mitigation Measure would reduce the cumulative impact on the affected
corridor to a less-than-significant level. However, because the SFMTA cannot commit to future
funding appropriations nor be certain of its ability to provide additional service citywide to
maintain the capacity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility of this
mitigation measure is uncertain, and the cumulative impact on transit remalns significant and
unavoidable. .-

¢ Impact C-TR-3: The Service Policy Framework, the TPS T oolkit elements as applied in
the program-level TTRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TTRP
Expanded Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would confribute considerably to significant cumulative
impacts on transit, resulting in exceedances of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the
Fulton/Hayes corridor within the Northwest screenline and on the Mission corridor within
the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative
conditions plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions.

— Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of Muni Service

Implementation of this Mitigation Measure would reduce the cumulative impact on the affected ‘
- corridor to a less-than-significant level. However, because the SFMTA cannot commit to future
funding appropriations nor be certain of its ability to provide additional service citywide to
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maintain the capacity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility of this
mitigation measure is uncertain, and the cumulative impact on transit remains significant and
unavordable

) lmpact C-TR-T: Implementation of the Service Pollcy Framework Objective A Action
A.3 and Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories: ‘Lane
Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors,
in combination with past present and reasonably foreéseeable development in San
Francisco, would result in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors
under 2035 Cumulative plus Service lmprovements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative
conditions.

- Mitigaﬁon Measdre M-TR-B: Optimization‘ef Ihterseciion Operatr'ons

Because this. measure may not be adequate to mitigate intersection traffic operations to less-
than-significant levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity is
unknown and it is hot always possible to optimize an intersection such that level of service will
improve.to LOS D or better, the feasrblllty of mitigation is not assured. Therefore, thé
cumulatlve |mpact on traffic operatlons remams S|gmf cant and unavmdable

¢ Impact CG-TR-9: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action
A.3 and Objective C, Actions,C.3 through C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories: Lane .
Madifications and Pedestrian lmprovements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors
would result in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035
Cumulatwe plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Altematlve condmons

—' Mltlgat/on Measure M-TR-8 Optlmlzatlan of Intersectlon Operatlons

Because this measure may not be adequate to mitlgate intersection traffic operations to less-
than-significant levels, and because the feasnbmty of providing additionial vehicle capacnty is
unknown and it is not always possible to optimize an intersection such that level of service will
improve to LOS D or better, the effectiveness of this mltlgatlon measure is not assured, and
mitigation Is infeasible. Therefore the cumulative impact on traffic operatlons remains
significant and unavoidable. :

e Impact C-TR-13: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.J Expanded Altemnative would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic
impacts at the intersection of Market/Church/14th streets during the p.m. peak hour. -

No feasible mitigation measures are evailable and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable.

e Impact C-TR-14: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.5 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of Fulton Street/Masonic Avenue during the p.m. peak hour.
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No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable. '

o Impact C-TR-15: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Carter Street during the p.m. peak hour,

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable, : 4

¢ Impact C-TR-16: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Moscow Street during the p.m. peak hour,

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains sngmf' icant
and unavondable

+ Impact C-TR-17: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic
impacts at the intersection of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue during the a.m. peak
hour.

No feasible mitigation measures are avallable and the cumulative nmpact remains sngmf‘cant
and unavoidable.

+ Impact C-TR-18: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic lmpacts at the
intersection of Mission/Fifth streets during the a.m. peak hour.

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable.

o Impact C-TR-19: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative impacts at the
intersection of Mission/16™ streets during the p.m. peak hour.

-No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable.

s Impact C-TR-20: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Servucé Improvements
and TTRP.22 1 Expanded Altematlve would result in project and cumulative traffic
impacts at the intersection of 16" /Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour.

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 16"/Bryant streets
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would hot improve intersection operations to LOS
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of
16™ and Bryant streets remain signifcant and unavoidable.

¢ Impact C-TR-21: lmplementatron of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and traffic
cumulatrve rmpacts at the intersection of 16”‘/Bryant streets durrng the p m, peak hour.

—~ Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersectlon Restriping at 1 6"’/Bryant streets

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would. not improve intersection operations to LOS
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic rmpacts at the |ntersect|on of
16™ and Bryant streéts remain significant and unavoidable. '

. Impect C-TR-22: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service lmproverhents
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and ‘
cumulative traffic rmpacts at the intersection of 16 IBryant streets durrng the p m. peak
hour .

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restﬂping at 16"/Bryant streets

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would not improve intersection operationis to LOS
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of
16% and Bryant streets remam srgmﬁcant and unavordable

“Impact C-TR-23 Implementatron of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service lmprovements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded AIternatrve wolild result in project and cumulative traffic
‘ rmpacts at the lntersectron of 16 /Potrero streets dunng the p.m. peak hour

No feasible mitigation measiures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavordable

. lmpact c-TR-24 Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Servrce lmprovements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Altemative Variant 1 would resuit in ‘projectand
cumulative traffic rmpacts at the intersection of 16"‘/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak
hour.

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remams srgnrt‘ icant
and unavordable

) Impact C-TR-25: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
* and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and
cumulative traffic |mpacts at the intersection of 16"/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak
hour.
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No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable,

+ Impact C-TR-26: lmplementatloh of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP. 22 1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of 167 /Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour.

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable. .

¢ Impact C-TR-27: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Setvice Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternatwe Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic
impacts at the intersection of 16 /Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour. .

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable.

» Impact C-TR-28: lmplémentataon of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic
impacts at the intersection of 16%/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour.

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable. : '

o Impact C-TR-29: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
~ plus the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at
the intersection of 16‘“/Four1h streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable,

e Impact C-TR-30: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternatlve Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic
impacts at the intersection of 16"/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

No feasible mitigation measures are avallable and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable.

e Impact C-TR-31: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Altemative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic
impacts at the mtersectlon of 16"™/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable.
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¢ Impact C-TR-32: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22 -1 Exparided Alternatlve would result in préject and cumulative traffic
|mpactsat the |ntersect|on of 16 /Seventh streets dunng the a.m. and p.m. peak hours,

No feasnble mitigation- measures are available and the cumulatlve lmpact remalns sugmf icant
and unavoidable. ‘

e Impact C-TR-33: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and
cumulative traffic |mpacts atthe mtersectlon of 16 /Seventh streets during the a.m. and

Vp m peak hours

No feasnble mltlgatlon measures are avallable and the cumulatwe impact remains slgnrt' cant -
and unavoidable. .- = -~ - .. : , Co .

. Impact C-TR-34 lmplementatlon of the 2035 Cumulatlve plus Serwce lmprovements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result i in project and
cumulative trafﬁc impacts. at the mtersectlon of 16"‘ISeventh streets during the a. m. and
p.m. peak hours ! B . .

No feasible mltlgatlon measures are avallable and the cumulatlve |mpact remains sngmflcant
and unavoidable.

o Impact C-T§-3é: lmplementatioh of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service lmprovements
and the TTRP:30_.1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic .
impacts at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street. -

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable

. Impact C-TR-36 lmplementatlon of the 2035 Cumulative plus Serwce lmprovements
and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Varjant 1 wollld result in project and
cumulative traffic i impacts at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton
Street. ‘ : :

No feasible mitjgation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable.

o Impact C-TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
- and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and
cumulatlve traffic’ |mpacbs at the mtersectaon of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton
Street ‘

No feaSIble mitigation measures are avallable and the cumulatlve |mpact remains significant
and unavoidable.
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¢ Impact C-TR-43: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and
. Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5, and TPS Toolkit Categories: Transit Stop -

- Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian
Improvements as applied to the program-level TTRP corridors in combination with past,
present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in
cumulative loading impacts.

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 Provision of Replacement Commercial Loading
Spaces.

While this measure could reduce significant loading impacts, in some locations on-street parking
may not be available to convert to commercial loading spaces on the same block and side of the
street or within 250 feet on an adjacent side street, the feasibility of providing replacement
commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 cannot be assured.

- Therefore, the cumulative impact of loss of on-street commercial loading spaces remains
significant and unavoudable : .

o Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative
including the TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30_1 in combination with
past, present and other reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would
result in cumulative loading impacts.

—  Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this mitigation measure is uncertain and
cumulative impacts on this corridor remain significant and unavoidable.

¢ Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative
including the TTRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1 Variant 1, and TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable deveiopment in San
Francisco, would result in project and cumulatlve loading impacts.

— Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this mitigation measure is uncertain and
cumulative impacts on these corridors remain significant and unavoidable.

+ Impact C-TR-49; Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action
A.3 and Objective C, Actions C.3, C.4 and C.5, and the TPS Toolkit categories: Lane
Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as applied
in program-level TTRP corridors, in combination with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable development in San Francisco, may result in significant cumulative parking
impacts,
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— Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-49; Explore the Implementatron of Parking
Management Strategies.

It is uncertain whether parking management strategies would mitigate this significant cumulative
parking impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, feasibility of this mitigation measure
cannot be assured, and the cumulative impact remains significant 'and unavoidable.

o Impact C-TR-52: Implementation of the pro;ect-level TTRP Moderate Alternatlve for the
. TTRP.14 Variant 1 or the TTRP.14 Variant 2, in'combination with past. present and
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant
_ cumulatrve parkmg rmpacts

- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementatron of Parking
Management Strategies

itis uncertam whether parking management strategres would mitigate this 5|gnrf cant cumulatlve
parkmg lmpact toa less—than-srgmf‘ cant level. Therefore feasrbrlrty of this mitigation measure ‘
cannot be assured, and the cumulatrve |mpact remalns srgnrﬁcant and unavordable

s Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the proreot-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 1, or TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, in combination with past,
- present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in
significant cumulative parkrng impacts,

- Mrtlga_tlon Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementation of Parking
Management Strategies

It is uncertain whether parking management strategles would mitigate this significant cumulative
parking impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, feasibility of this mitigation measure
cannot be assured, and the cumulative |mpaot remains significant and unavoidable,

V. EVALUATION. OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

This Section describes the altematrves to the project analyzed in the FEIR and the reasons for
finding the altematives infeasible and rejecting them as required by Publlc Resources Code
section 21081(a)(3) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(3). This section also outlines the
reasons for approving the TEP as proposed

CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of altemnatives to the project that
wotild “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially
lessen effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the project.” (CEQA
Guidelines Section 14126.6(a).) CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a “No Project”
alternative. Alternatives provide the decisionmakers with a basis of comparison to the Project in
terms of their significant impacts and their ability to meet project objectives. This oomparativev
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analysis is used to consider reasonably, potentially feasible options for minimizing
environmental consequences of the Proposed Project.

The Alternatives listed below and rejected are rejected as infeasible based upon substantial
evidence in the record, including evidence of economic, legal, social, technological, and other -
considerations described in this Section, and for the reasons described in Section VI below,
which is incorporated herein by reference.

A. Reasons for Approving Proposed Project

As discussed above in Section | and in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, the TEP consists of a Service
Policy Framework, Service Improvements, 12 Service-Related Capital Improvements, and
Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) (which apply various items from the Transit
Preferential Streets “Toolkit") along 17 transit corridors. Forthe purposes of environmental
review, the FEIR described and analyzed two possible TEP projects—referred to as the TTRP
Moderate Alternative and the TTRP Expanded Alternative—at an equal level of detail and
analysis. This was done because, although the “TEP” was examined in one environmental
document in order to understand the full scope of its potential environmental impacts, the TEP is
actually a collection of projects and proposals, which, while related, may be implemented at
various times and, in many cases, independently of each other,

Thus, the FEIR defined and analyzed the proposed project as two alternatives in order to
capture the reasonable range of TEP proposals the SFMTA may chose to implement over time
and to evaluate the potential environmental impacts resulting from that range. Both alternatives

“would implement the Service Policy Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants,
the Service-related Capital Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the program-level
TTRP corridors, The difference between the two alternative projects is that under the TTRP
Moderate Alternative, these elements would be implementeéd in combination with a “moderate”
number of TPS Toolkit elements along certain Rapid Network corridors and, under the TTRP
Expanded Alternative, these elements would be Implemented in combination with an
"expanded” number of TPS Toolkit elements along the same Rapid Network corridors. The
rationale behind this is that the TTRP Moderate Alternative would capture a project with fewer
and less substantial physical environmental effects and the TTRP Expanded Alternative would
capture a project with more substantial physical environmental effects.

It is not known at this time when or if the full scope of all the TTRP proposals included in the
TEP will be implemented. Implementation of various TTRP proposals will depend on community
and stakeholder input, as well as a myriad of policy and budgetary considerations. It is likely
that, over time, the SFMTA will implement at a project-level a collection of TTRP proposals that
fall somewhere in between the TTRP Moderate and Expanded Alternatives analyzed in the
FEIR. However, at this time, it is not known whether a given project along a TTRP corridor will
include components of the Moderate Alternative or the Expanded Alternative, or a mixture of the
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two. Because of this, the SFMTA Board is not now rejecting either the TTRP Moderate
Alternative or the TTRP Expanded Alternative. Rather, the SFMTA Board is taking action to
approve both alternatives at a conceptual and programmatic level and to direct staff to continue
to develop specific project proposals for each TTRP corridor. Once any such projects are
proposed for approval, the SFMTA Board would adopt as necessary findings to reject
alternatives to those proposed TTRP projects.

The SFMTA Board finds that the Project will prowde the following benefits:

. Support and implement the City’s Transit First Policy by providing Clear direction for
managing modal allocation of space on the transportation system for the City of San
Francisco. ‘

e Improve the cost-effectiveness and productivity of transit operations.
¢ Improve the customer exp‘erience on thg transif system.

¢ Improve transit syétem reliability.

. lmprove transit travel times.

. !mprove safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders.

¢ Realign transit routes to eliminate underused routes and increase headways on heavuy- "
used routes.

» Reduce crowding on heavily-used routes.
s Improve accessibility to the transit system.

e Attract more passengers to the transit system and increase the use of transnt by exnstlng
riders.

. Reduce the use of automobiles on City'street.s.
B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

The SEMTA Board of Directors rejects the No Project Alternative described and analyzed in the
FEIR because the SFMTA Board finds that there is substantial evidence, including evidence of
economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations described in this Section in
addition to those described in Section VI below under CEQA Guiidelines Section 15091(a)(3),
that make this alternative infeasible. In making these determinations, the SFMTA Board is *
aware that CEQA defines “feasibility” to mean “capablé of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into' account economic, environmental, social,
legal, and technological factors.” The SFMTA Board is also aware that under CEQA case law
the concept of “feasibility” encompasses (i) the questlon of whether a particular alternative
promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project; and (ji) the question of whether an
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alternative Is “desirable” from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a
reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological
factors. ’

Because both of the other alternatives analyzed in the FEIR—the TTRP Moderate Alternative
and the TTRP Expanded Alternative—included implementation of the Service Policy
Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants, the Service-related Capital
Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the program-level TTRP corridors, rejecting
the No Project Alternative rejects every alternative that would fail to implement these TEP
proposals as infeasible,

1. Alternative A: No Project

Under the No Project Alternative, the Service Policy Framework would not be adopted. The
SFMTA would not implement the transit service changes included in the Service Improvements
and Service Variants, and would not construct the Service-related Capital Improvements or the
Travel Time Reduction Proposals. The SFMTA regularly monitors performance of the transit
system and routinely makes adjustments to improve service when funding and resources are
available. Therefore, under the No Project Alternative, some of the features of the TEP, such as
elements in the TPS Toolkit, would be implemented; for example, transit bulbs and pedestrian
bulbs would continue to be installed and accessible boarding platforms would continue to be
added on a location-by-location basis when feasible. However, no scheduled program of
improvements would be implemented without adoption of the TEP. With the No Project
Alternative, the significant physical impacts related to traffic, loading, and cumulative parking
conditions identified in the FEIR for the Project and set forth above would not occur, and the
mitigation measures identified in the EIR and the Initial Study would not be necessary.

The No Project Alternative would not provide for an organized, comprehensive, coordinated
program of transit system improvements. Transit system reliability and efficiency would not
improve, and crowding on some routes would not be expected to change substantially from
existing conditions. Under cumulative conditions with the No Project Alternative, the transit
system would become more crowded as growth and development continue to occur in the City.
Transit travel times would not improve on a coordinated basis. A mode shift from automobiles to
transit use would not occur, resulting in additional automobile congestion. The No Project
Alternative would not help the City support the Transit First Policy. Additionally, traffic
congestion will continue to degrade the performance of the surface transit system leading to
increasing operating costs born by the City of San Francisco tax payers. As costs continue to
increase, and on time performance continues to degrade, resources that had originally been
identified to provide additional service will be used to supplement existing operations. This -
spiral of increased operational subsidies with no increase in service may result in lower
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ridership, which leads to decreasing revenue and a-downward spiral in the sustainability of the
transit system and mobility for residents and visitors to the City of San Francisco.

For these reasons, the SFMTA Board finds that, on balancs, the Project is preferable to the No
Project Attemative and the No Project Alternative is rejected as infeasible.

2. Alternatives Considered and Rejected in the EIR

Alternative locations for the TEP would not be feasible because the Project is a systemwide
program to improve the exlstrng transit infrastructure and service in San Francisco; therefore,
alternative locations outside of San Francisco are rejected Alternative locations for transit
lmprovements on streets other than those proposed are rejected as infeasible because of the
need t6 maintain connectivity’ and geographlc coverage within the exrstlng transrt and overall
transportatron network o -

The SFMTA considered several potentral alteratives to aspects of the TEP’s TTRP. Moderate
and Expanded Alternatives. These alternatives include the followmg

. Transrt-only streets along hrgh transrt ridership comdors

¢  Transit-only lanes along the entirety of all existing four-lane (or more) transrt corndors

» Stop sign removal and replacement with traffic signals at all stop sign locations on transrt
corridors.

¢ Stop consolidation and optimization standards as recommended in best practices
literature. - : ,

 Route terminal relocation and optimization for some routes with terminal locatrons at
unproductive route segments or in low transit demand locations. '

» Fleet mode change by route, such as servicing some routes that currently operate with
-existing trolley vehicles with the diesel fleet or vice versa.

. Addltlonal extensions fo existing routes. e

o Modification of route tails (swapping one route segment with a drl’ferent route segment to '
serve the same transit corridor). : '

s Route discontinuations and other route segment eliminations.

¢ Use of higher capacity vehicles on certain routes (note that the TEP includes service on
some routes, such as the 5 Fulton, with higher capacity vehicles, but not on others). '

e Streamlining all routes for rmproved directness by, for example, reducing the number of
turns (streamlmlng is included in the TEP for some routes).

o Modrfyrng frequency for all routes (frequency modifications, both increased and
decreased frequency, is included in the TEP for some routes)

» Reducing the span of service for some routes.

i)
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+ Farside boarding at all signalized intersections (farside boarding at signalized
intersections is included in thé TEP.for many routes, but not ali).

These alternatives were remioved from consideration during development of the TEP for a
variety of reasons as set forth in Section 6.5 of the FEIR. The SFMTA Board concurs with the
findings in the EIR, and rejects these alternatives as infeasible for the reasons set forth therein,

V. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS"

Pursuant to CEQA § 21081 and CEQA Guidelines § 15093, the SFMTA Board of Directors
hereby finds, after consideration of the FEIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the
specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set
forth below independently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts
and is an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons
for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were
to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the SFMTA Board will
stand by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence
supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated
by reference into this Section, and in the documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as
defined in Section I.

On the basis of the above findings-and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this
proceeding, the SFMTA Board specially finds that there are significant benefits of the Project in
spite of the unavoidable significant impacts, and therefore makes this Statement of Overriding
Considerations. The SFMTA Board further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project
approval, all significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have
been eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. Al mitigation measures identified in
the EIR for the Project are adopted as part of this approval action. The SFMTA Board has
determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable
are acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, technical, legal, social and
other considerations.

The Project will have the following benefits:

» The Service Policy Framework and the TEP will support and implement the City's Transit
First Policy. |

» Improved transit service with the TEP, including improved (reduced) transit travel times,
increased efficiency and improved reliability, will make Muni a more attractive
transportation mode, resulting in more use of transit and less automobile travel
throughout the Clity.
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o Implementing the TEP will improve safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders.
* Improved network efficiency and reduced system redundancy with implementation of the
TEP will improve the cost-effectiveness of transit operations.

« |mplementation of the TEP capital projects will support increased access for seniors and
people with disabilities by expanding accessible rail stops and making platform
upgrades.

¢ Enhanced transit service on the busiest lines will drastically improve the customer
experience by reducing crowding.

» Service level expansion will improve system-wide neighborhood connectivity and access
to regional transit by providing more frequent service between neighborhoods.

s Finite public resources will be redirected to better match travel demand and trip patterns
based on existing community needs.

Having considered these benefits, the SFMTA Board of Directors finds that the benefits of the
TEP outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse
environmental effects are therefore acceptable.
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR THE TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT

MONITORING AND-REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility - . Monitoring/
o ; for Mitigation Mitigation . - Reporting : Monitoring
- Adopted Mitigation Measures - - : Implementation Schedule Action : Responsibility Schedule

MITIGATION MEASURES AGREED TO BY SFMTA

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a: Accidental Discovery SFMTA and Prior to soils SFMTA to distribute ERO to receive Prior to any soil

of Archeological Resources _ ) project disturbance Planning Department  signed affidavit. disturbing activities.
The following mitigation measure is required to avoid ~ ¢ontractors activities "ALERT" sheetand "

any potential adverse effect from the proposed project provide signed affidavit Following

on accidentally discovered buried.or submerged- from project contractor, distribution of
historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines subcontractor(s) and “Al ERT" sheet but
Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor-shall utilities firm(s) stating- prior to any soils
distribute the Planning Department archaeological and that all field personnel disturbing activities
paleontological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project have received copies )
prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including of the "ALERT" sheet.

demolition,.excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving,

etc. firms); and to any utilities firm involved in soils

disturbing activities within-the project site. Prior to.any

soils disturbing activities being. undertaken; each .
contractor is responsible for ensuring that the ALERT" : Ca ' .
sheet is circulated to all field personnel, including :
machine-operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory

personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the

Environmental Review-Officer (ERO) with a signed

affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor,

subcoiitractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO

confirming that all field personnel have received copies

of the Alert Sheet.

i~ Aty s SR
RS i S
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

shall make a recommendation- as to what action; if any,
is warranted., Based on this information, the ERO -may
require, if warranted; specific additional measures to be
implemented by the project sponsor.

Measures might:include: preservation: in-situ of the
archaeological resource, an archaeological monitoring
program, or.an-archaeological testing program. if.an
archaeological monitoring program or archaeological
testing program-is required, it shall: be-consistent with
the Environmental Planning division guidelines for such
programs. The ERO may also require that the project
sponsor immediately implement a site security program
if the archaeological resource is-at risk from vandalism,
looting, or other damaging actions.

Responsibility Monitoring/ -
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule

Should any indication of an archaeological resource be  SFMTA and During soils SFMTA and project ERO to determine During soils
encountered during-any soils disturbing activity of the project disturbance contractor's Head if additional disturbance
project, the project Head Foreman and/or project contractor's activities Foreman to inform measures are activities
sponsor shall immeédiately notify the ERO and shall Head Foreman ERO and suspend necessary
immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the soils disturbing
vicinity of the-discovery until the ERO has determined activities.
what additional measures should be undertaken.
If the ERO determines:that-an archaeological resource  SFMTA and When determined  If required, SFMTAto ERO to determine
may be present within.the project site, the project project necessary by the retain an if additional
sponsar shall retain the services .of an archaeological -archaeological ERO archaeological measures are
consultant from the pool.of qualified archaeological consultant consultant from the necessary to
consultants maintained by the Planning: Department pool of qualified implement
-archaeologist. The.archaeological consultant shall . archaeological
advise-the ERQO as to whether the discovery is an consultants.
archaeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and
is of potential scientific/historical/cuttural-significance. [f , .
an archaeological resource is present; the - Prcr)]jeclt;rf?aeglqglcal
archaeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the EORCs)ure ';r dqna ch'Ze
archaeological resource, The archaeological consultant staius Og th e', 9

archeolagical resource.

ERO to determine
whether the need for
an archaeological
monitoring program, an
archaeological testing
program, or site
security program is
needed.
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND RE‘I;C‘)'RTVING. PROGRAM (cdntinuéd)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM.

, - Responsibility ) ‘ ' Monitoring/
o o for Mitigation “Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures . Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
The project archaeological consultant shall submita:©  SFMTA and When determined SFMTA and project ERO to review and
Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the project necessary by the  archaeoclogical approve final
ERO that evaluates the historical significance-of-any - - archaeological ERO consultant to prepare FARR
discovered archaeological resource'and describing the  consultant : draft and final FARR

archaeological and historical research methods -
employed in'the archaeological monitoring/data récovery
program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk
any:archaeological resource shall'be:provided-in a
separate removable insert within the final report.

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for
review and approval, ‘Once- approved by the ERO,
copies of the FARR shall be distributed-as follows:
California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest
Information Center (NWIC) shalll receive one (1) copy
and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of
the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planmng
division of the Planning Department shall receive one
bound copy, one unbound copy, and one unlocked’
searchable Portable Document Format (PDF) copy on
CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site .,
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or "~
documentation for nom ination to the NRHP/CRHR. In
instances of high public interest or mterpretwe value, the
ERO may require a different final report content, format,
and distribution than that presented above.

" _",}W.A . PP
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continuéd)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility . Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule

_Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b: Archaeological SFMTA and Prior to soils SFMTA to consult with Project Consultation with
Monitoring Planning ~ disturbance Planning Department  archeological Planning .
Based on the reasonable potential that archaeological Department archaeologist. consultant, Department
resources may be present within the project site, the Planning Archeologist to
following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any If required, SFMTA to  DSPartment occuronce
potentially significant adverse éffect from the proposed : choose archaeological engineering design
project on buried or submerged historical resources. consultant from the details for the
Once engineering design details for the identified projects pool of qualified identified projects
(OWE.1, OWE.1 Variant,SC1.2, TTRP.9 and TTRP.22_2) archaeological are known; timefine
and other projects in archaeologically sensitive areas, as consultants for subsequent

actions determined

identified by the Environmental Review Officer, are ! "
following meeting.

known, the project sponsor shall consuit with the Planning

Department archeologist regarding the specific aspects of

these proposals that would require monitoring. If required

by the Planning Department archeologist, the project

sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological

consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological

consultants maintained by tHe Planning Department

archaeologist. The archaeological consultant shall

undertake an archaeological monitoring program. All

plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified

herein shall be submitted first and:directly to the

Environmental Review Officer (ERO) for review and

comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to -

revision until final approval by the ERO. Archaeological

monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by

this measure could suspend construction of the project for

up fo a maximum of four weeks. - At the direction of the

EROQ, the suspension of construction can be extended

beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only .
feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level 1
potential effects on a significant archaeological resource '
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c).
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EXHIBIT 22 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule

Archaeological monitoring program (AMP). The SFMTAand  If archaeological  Project archaeological SFMTA and Considered
archaeological monitoring program shall minimally project monitoring is consultant to prepare  project complete on finding
include the following provisions: archaeological implemented, prior Archaeological archaeological by ERO that AMP is
= The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, and  consultant, in  to any soils- Monitoring Program  consultant, in ] implemented.

ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the AMP consultation with dlst'u'rl')mg (AMP) in consuitation consultation with

reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing ERO actlyltles,_and with the ERO ERO

activities commencing. The ERO, in consultation with gu?:% _SC;“S

the project archaeologist, shall determine what project Archaeological ©SrorPnd Archaeological Archaeological

activities shall be archaeologically monitored. In most monitor a?w% construction at any consultant%o advise all monitor to%bserve

cases, any soils disturbing activities, such as SEMTA and location. construction " construction

demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, SFMTA's contraciors according to the

utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles  construction If monitoring is schedules

(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc,, shall coptractors implemented, as . . established in the

require archaeological monitoring because of the construction Archaeological monitor \yip for each site.

potential risk these activities pose to archaeological contractors are  Shall temporarily

resources and to their depositional context. retained, priorto  'edirect construction
* The archaeological consultant shall advise all project any soils-disturbing zﬁgvgissﬁﬁ ;‘venﬁeé;%y

contractors to be on the alert for'evidence of the activities

presence of the expected resource(s), of how to
identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), and

of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent if monitoring is

: e implemented,
dlspovery of an .almhgeol'oglcal resourcei ‘ schedules for
= The archaeoclogical monitor(s) shall be present on the monitoring to be
project site according to a schedule agreed upon by established in the
the archaeological consultant and the ERO until the AMP, in
ERO has, in consultation with the archaeological consultation with
consultant, determined that project construction ERO

activities could have no effects on significant
_ archaeological deposits.

s The archaeological monitor shall record and be
authorized to collect soil samples and
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for
analysis.
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule

= [fan intact archaeological deposit is encountered, all -
soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit
shall cease. The archaeological monitor shall be
empowered to temporarily redirect
demolition/excavation/ pile driving/construction crews
and heavy equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If
in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring,
etc.), the archaeological monitor has cause to believe
that the pile driving activity may affect an .
archaeological resource, the pile driving activity shall
be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the
resource has been made in consultation with the
ERO. The archaeological consultant shall
immediately notify the ERO of the encountered
archaeological deposit. The archaeological
consultant shall, after making a reasonable effort to
assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the
encountered archaeological deposit, present the:
findings of this assessment to the ERO.
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EXHIBIT 22 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility Monitoring/
. for Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Responsibility Schedule

Consultation with Descendant Communities:. On . Archaeological For the duration of SFMTA shall contact  Project Considered
discovery of an archaeological site’ associated with. . monitor and soil-disturbing ERO and descendant archaeological complete on
descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese, SFMTA and activities, the group representative  constiitant shall notification of the
an appropriate representative” of the descendant group SFMTA's representative of  upon discoveryof an  prepare a FARR in appropriate
and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of construction the descendant archaeological site. consultation with  descendant group,
the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to  contractors group shall be the ERO. provision of an
monitor archaeological field investigations of the site and given the opportunity to
to consult with ERO regarding appropriate opportunity to A copy of the monitor construction
archaeological freatment of the site, of recovered data monitor F, AR'l;ysh all be site work, and
from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative. - archaeological field rovided to the completion and
treatment of the associated archaeological site. - A copy investigations on P tative of approval of the
of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be the site and consult trﬁprgs:n en é ant FARR by ERO, if
provided to the representative of the descendant grotp: with the ERO grﬁu: c necessary.
If the ERO, in consultation with the archaeological regarding
consultant, determines that a significant archaeological appropriate
resource is present and that the resource could be archaeological

adversely affected by the proposed project, atthe

discretion of the project sponsor, either:

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to
avoid any adverse effect on the significant
archaeological resource; or

B)- An archaeological data recovery program shall be
implemented, unless the ERO determines: that the:
archaeological resource is of greater interpretive
than research significance and that interpretive use
of the resource is feasible.

treatment of the
site, of recovered
data from the site,
and, if applicable,
any interpretative
treatment of the
associated
archaeological site.

! The term “archaeological site” is intended here to minimally mclude any archaeologlcal deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of | bunal

An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here def‘ ned to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native
American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the Cahforma Native American Hentage Commussnon and in the case of the

Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America.
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM .

Responsibility : Monitoring/ ’
_ . . for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures - Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
If an archaeological data recovery program is required  SFMTA and Considered . Consultant to prepare Final ADRPtobe Considered
by the ERO, the archaeological data recovery program  project complete once Archaeological Data  submitted to ERO complete on finding
shall be conducted in accord with an archaeological data archaeological verification of Recovery Program in . by ERO that ADRP
recovery plan (ADRP). The project archaeological consultant, in curation occurs. consultation with ERO. is implemented.

consultant, project spansor, and ERO shall meet and consultation with
consult on the scope of the ADRP. The archaeological ERO
consultant shall prepare a draft ADRP that shall be

submitted to the ERO for review and approval. The

ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery

program will preserve the significant information the
archaeological resource is expected to contain. That is,

the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research
questions are applicable to the expected resource, what

data classes the resource is expected to possess, and

how the expected data classes would address the

applicable research questions. Data recovery, in

general, should be limited t6-the portions of the historical
property that could be adversely affected by the

proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods

shall not be-applied to portions of the archaeological
resources. if nondestructive methods are practical. -

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following

elements: ) .

* Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of
proposed field strategies, procedures, and
operations. '

» Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of
selected cataloguing system and artifact analysis
procedures.

= Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and
rationale for field and post-field discard and
deaccession policies.
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility ‘ Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation - Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action " Responsibility Schedule

= nterpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-
site public interpretive program during the course of
the archaeological data recovery program.

= Security Measures. Recommended security
measures to protect the archaeological resource from
vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging
activities,

®  Final Report. Description of proposed report format
“and distribution of results.

= Curation. Description of the procedures and
recommendations for the curation of any recovered
data having potential research value, identification of
appropnate curation facilities, and a summary of the
accession policies of the curation facilities.

< . Ly s RN A ST SERE PR,
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EXHIBIT 22 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility Monitoring/
. for Mitigation. Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary. SFMTA and Ongoing If applicable, upon Praject Considered
Objects. The treatment of human remains and of project throughout soils-  discovery of human archaeological complete on
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered archaeological disturbing activities remains and/or consultant and/or  notification of the
during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with consultant, in associated or archaeological San Francisco
applicable State and federal Laws, including immediate consultation with unassociated funerary monitor County Coroner and
notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San ERO objects, the consultant NAHC, if necessary.
Francisco and, in the event of the Coroner’s . shall notify the Coroner
determination that the human remains are Native of the City and County
American remains, notification of the California State of San Francisco, and
Native American Heritage Commission who shall in the event of the
appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Coroner's
Code Sec. 5097.98). The archaeological consultant, _determination that the
project sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable human remains are
efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, Native American
with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated remains, notification of
or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines -the California State
Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into Native American
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, . Heritage Commission
recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final who shall appoint a
disposition of the human remains and associated or Most Likely
unassociated funerary objects. Descendant (MLD)

who, along with the
archaeological
consultant and the

- ’ SFMTA, shall make
reasonable efforts to
develop an agreement
for the treatment of
human remains and/or
associated or L
unassociated funerary
objects :
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

EXHIBIT 2:
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Responsibility Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
Final Archaeological Resources Report. The SFMTA and If applicable, upon If applicable, If applicable, the  considered
archaeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final project completion of consultant to prepare EROtoreviewand compiete on
Archaeological Resources Report (FARR) tothe ERO  archaeological cataloguing and  draft and final approve the Final  gpproval of final
that evaluates the historical significance of any consultant, in  analysis of Archeological Archeological
discovered archaeological resource and:describes the  consultation with recovered data and Resources Report Resources Report
archaeologlcal and historical research ‘methods ERO findings reports.
employed in the azc;xaeglor%:l:(al telst;nglm?mtotlgn?ldata If applicable,
recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may - consultant to
put at risk-any archaeological resource shall be provided g;,’f.ﬂ'\'f;ﬁﬁ:i‘,’f;?" transmit final,
lrré aoe::parate removable insert Within the draft final Archaeological approved
P Resources Report documentation to

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for by ERO NWIC and San
review and approval. Once approved by the ERO copies Francisco Planning
of the FARR shall be distributed'as follows: California Department
Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information
Center: (NWlC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO If applicable
shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the consultant shall

NWIC. The Environmental Plannmg division of the
Planning Department shall receive one bound, one
uribound, and one unlocked searchable PDF copy on
CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or
documentation for nomination to the NRHP/CRHR. In
instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the
ERO may require a different final report content; forrnat,
and distribution than that presented above.

prepare all plans
and
recommendations

for interpretation by -

the consultant shall
be submitted first
and directly to the
ERO for review and
comment, and shall

be considered draft

reports-subject to
revision until final
approval by the
ERO.

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE)
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility . Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Paleontological SFMTA and During construction Project _SFMTA and ERO During construction,
Resources Accidental Discovery project contractor/SFMTA to upon indication that
In order to avoid any potential adverse effect in the contractor's notify the ERO and . a paleontological
event of accidental discovery of a paleontological Head Foreman ane of its designated resource has been
resource during construction of the project, the project ) paleontologists and encountered
sponsor shall be responsible for ensuring that all project suspend soils- : :
contractors ‘and subcontractors involved in soil- disturbing activities.

disturbing activities: associated with the project comply
with the following procedures in the event of discovery of

. a paleontological resource. Paleontological remains; or
resource, can take the form of whole or portions of
marine shell, bones, tusk, horn and teeth from fish,
reptiles, mammals, and lower order animals. In the case
of Megafauna, the remains, although partial, may be:
large in scale. Also paleontological resources include
petrified wood and rock impressions of plant or animal
parts.

Should any indication of a paleontological resource be
encountered during any soil- disturbing activity of the
project, the project foreman and/or project sponsor shall
immediately notify-the City Planning Department's
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) and one of its
designated paleontologists {(currently, Dr. Jean De -
Mouthe/Dr. Peter Roopnarine in the Geology
Department of the California Academy-of Sciences) and
immediately suspend any soil-disturbing activities in the
vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined
what additional méasures are needed.
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM _

Responsibility Monitoring/
. o for Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures. Implementation Schedule Responsibility Schedule

If the ERO determines that a potentially-significant SFMTA and The project SFMTA to retain ERO to approve  Considered
paleontological resource may be present within the project paleontological appropriately qualified final PRMMP complete on
project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services paleontological consultant to -consultant to prepare approval of final
of a qualified- paleontological consultant. with-expertise in consultant in consult with-the PRMMP, carry out Proiect PRMMP.
California.paleontology, to design and implementa - - consultation with ERO as indicated; monitoring, and r?le‘:“ togical
Paleontological Resources Mitigation.Plan (PRMMP).  the ERO. completed when paiea h° ‘t’g'ﬁa“ Consid
The PRMMP shall include a-description of-discovery ERO accepts final consg a;n esf a °"s’l $red
procedures; sampling and data recovery procedures; report gg:;hﬁ{ ero isto :g:‘rg:aie;nﬁn ol
procedures for the-preparation,-identification, analysis, ERO during documentation by

and curation of fossil specimens and data recovered;
and procedures for the preparation and distribution of a-
final paleontological discovery report (PDR). - -
documenting the paleontological find. -
The PRMMP:shall be consistent with the: Society for
Vertebrate Paleontology Standard Guidelines-for the
mitigation of construction-related adverse-impacts to
paleontological resources and the requirements of the
designated repository for any fossils collected. In the
event of a'verified paleontological discovery, the
remaining construction and soil-disturbing activities
within those-geological units specified as
paleontologically sensitive in the PRMMP shall be
monitored by the project paleontological:consultant.

The consultant's work shall be conducted in‘accordance
with this mitigation measure and at the direction of the
City's ERO. Plans and reports prepared by the
consultant shall be:submitted for review and approval by
the ERO. '

-1 ~ L ap

e e
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monitoring or as
identified in the
PRMMP, and
notify the ERO
immediately if work
should stop for
data recovery
during monitoring.

The ERO to review
and approve the
final
documentation as
established in the
PRMMP

ERO.
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting
Action

Implementation Schedule

Responsibility

Monitoring
Schedule

\Hazards and.Hazardous Materjals
Mitigation Measure M-HZ2-1: Hazardous Materials

Adopted Mitigation Measures

Soil Testing

In-order fo protect both construction workers and the

I public from exposure {o hazardous materials in soils
encountered during construction of the proposed project,
the project sponsor agrees to adhere to the following
requirements.

1)

2)

Any soil excavated and then; encapsulated under
concrete and/or asphalt covering within the same
area-as its excavation shall not require testing for
the presence of hazardous materials in levels:
exceeding those acceptable fo government agencies
unless the TEP project or construction manager
determines any extenuating circumstances exist,
such as odors, unusual color or presence of foreign
material, The reuse, remediation, or disposal of any
soil tested and found to contain hazardous-materials
under these circumstances shall be in compliance
with the requirements of the San-Francisco
Department of Public Health (DPH) and other
agencies. The project sponsor shall be responsible
for reporting the test results of any soil with
hazardous material content to DPH within 21 days of
the completion of testing, accompanied with a map
showing the excavation location.

Any excavated soil not reused and encapsulated
under concrete and/or asphalt covering within the
same area as its excavation, shall be tested for the
presence of hazardous materials in levels exceeding
those acceptable to government agencies, before it
is moved from the area of excavation. The
transportation and disposal of the soil shall be in

SFMTA project Department of
construction contractor Public Health
shall be responsible for

the implementation of

Steps 1—-3.

Soil and
groundwater test
results containing
any hazardous
materials shall be
submitted to the
Department of
Public Health
{DPH) within 21
days of the
completion of
testing.

SFMTA

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE

Considered
complete on review
and approval by
DPH of the soil and
groundwater testing
results, along with
maps showing the
location of the
excavated soil and/
or groundwater
containing the
hazardous
materials.
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)
' MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Responsibility Monitoring/

R _— S - for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
- Adopted‘Mitigation Measures’ Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule

_ compliance with. DPH, state and federal

requirements. The project sponsor shall be , )
"responsible for reporting the test results of : any soil . -

with hazardous material content to DPH within 21 ”
-days of the completion of testing, accompanied with

" a'map-showing the excavation:location.

3) Ifthe proposed excavation aclivitiés-encounter

--groundwater, the groundwater shall be tested for
hazardous materials. Copies of the test results shall
be submitted to DPH within 21 days of the
completion of testing. Any dewatering shall adhere
to DPH, 'SFPUC, and state requirements.

Inthe event that a subsequent ordinance or regulatlons
are adopted by ‘DPH governing-the handlmg and testing
of hazardous materials encountered during construction
within the publlc right-of-way; DPH shall be given the
option to require the project : sponsor to adhere to the
implementation of the new, ardinance or regulations in
lieu of the above réquiremerits if they provide similar
safety protection for both construction workers and the
public.

- B 1:: :,T‘:"ﬁﬂ“. . P .
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule

MITIGATION MEASURES IN DEIR

Mltlgatlon Measure M-TR.8: Opf'mlza'ﬂon of - SFMTA  During Optimize intersection SFMTA, Planning  Prior to completion

Intersection Operations developmentof  geometries and traffic Department of detailed designs
The final design of program-level TTRPs that include detailed designs.  control measures for the program-
TPS Toolkit elements from the Lane Modifications and for the program- level TTRP
Pedestrian Improvements categories shall integrate level TTRP proposals.

design elements from the following intersection proposals.

geometries and traffic control measures to the greatest
extent feasible without compromising the purpose of the
project. Potential intersection geometry optimization
measures include left or right turn pockets, tumn
prohibitions, restriping to add additional mixed-flow
capacity, lane widening to provide for trans:t-only or
mixed-flow lanes, and parking prohibitions. Potential
traffic control measures include signalization, exclusive
signal phases, and changes to the signal cycle. The
final design shall ensure that transit, pedestrian, and
bicycle travel are accommodated, is within the confines
of feasible traffic engineering solutions, and does not
conflict with overall City policies related to transportation.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-10: Provision of SFMTA  During Where feasible, install SFMTA with Prior to or
Replacement Commercial Loading Spaces ’ development of new commercial review by Planning concurrent with the
Where feasible, the SFMTA shall install-new commercial detailed designs  loading spaces. Department, removal of on-street
loading spaces of similar length on the same block and for the program- commercial loading
side of the street, or within 250 feet 'on adjacent side level TTRP : spaces.

streets, of where commercial loading spaces would be proposals.
permanently removed, in order to provide-equally ‘ -
convenient loading space(s). These loading spaces

shall only be replaced on streets with commercial uses.
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Responsibility Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
SFMTA During project Reconfigure Planning Prior to completion

Mltngatlon Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping implementation westbound and Department, of detailed design
at 16™/Bryant streets eastbound approaches SFMTA for project-level

The SFMTA shall reconfigure the proposed changes at of 16th Street at Bryant improvements at
the intersection of 16™ /Bryant streets converting the Street 16th/Bryant streets.
westbound approach of 16™ Street at Bryant Street from

what is proposed to be a shared through-right turn lane

to a through lane and a dedicated right-turn pocket

adjacent to the through lane, and reconfigure the

eastbound approach from what is proposed to be a

separate through lane and a dedicated right-turn pocket

adjacent to the through lane to a shared through/right

lane

Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of _SFMTA Ongoing after Enforce parking 'SEMTA Ongoing
Parking Violations implementation of regulations and/or

On streets where implementation of project-level TTRPs TTRP install video cameras

would result in a net reduction of on-street commercial improvements, on transit vehicles.

loading spaces, the SFMTA shall enforce parking

regulations in transit-only [anes through the use of video

cameras on transit vehicles and/ or other parking
_enforcement activities.

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of SFMTA  Ongoing, after ~ SFMTAtomonitor ~ SFMTA Ongoing.
Muni Service implementation of transit service.goals

The SFMTA, shall, to the extent feasible and consistent TEP and proposed

with annual budget appropriations, continue to monitor improvements. improvements to Muni

Muni service citywide, reporting as required on service operations. -

goals, including the capacity utilization standard, and
where needed, and as approved by decision makers and
under budgetary appropriations, strive to improve upon
Muni operations, including peak hour transit capacity on
screenlines and corridors.
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) -

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR49: Explore the SFMTA Ongoing during  Identify and explore =~ SFMTA reportto  Ongoing during
Implementation of Parking Management Strategies. implementation of new parking SF Planning project
SFMTA shall explore whether implementation of parking TEP. management implementation.
management strategies would be appropriate and strategies, particularly
effective in this and other parts of the City to more . along the TTRP
efficiently manage the supply of on-street parking over corridors

time.
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EXHIBIT 22 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

Improvement Measure [-TR-1: Construction SFMTA and Throughoutthe =~ SFMTA and project  SFMTA Considered

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Measures . . project construction construction complete after
During the construction of all TEP projects, the SFMTA  construction duration forany  contractor(s) to completion of
shall require the following: . contractor(s) ~ TEP component  coordinate construction construction
1) Construction contractors shall be prohibited from requiring related activities with activities.
scheduling any truck trips, such as concrete mixers, ' construction. DPW, the Fire

heavy construction equipment and materials delivery, Department, the

etc., to the construction sites during thea.m. (710 9 Planning Department,

a.m.) and p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak commute periods. and any other City

2) All construction activities shall adhere to the agencies.

provisions in the City of San Francisco's Regulations for
Working in San Francisco Streets (Blue Book), including
those addressing sidewalk and lane closures. To
minimize construction impacts on nearby businesses
and residents, the SFMTA shall alert motorists,
bicyclists, and nearby property owners of upcoming
construction through its existing website and other
available means, such as distribution of flyers, emails,
and portable message or informational signs.
Infarmation provided shall include contact name(s) for
the SFMTA project manager, public information officer,
and/or the SFMTA General Enforcement Division
contact number (311).

3) Construction contractors shall encourage ,
construction workers to use carpooling and transit to the
construction site in order to minimize parking demand.
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- PrintForm

Introduction Form

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor

Time stamp
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or meeting date

X 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)
2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor | | inquires"

5. City Attorney request.

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

8. Substitute Legislation File No.

O O ooogoo Ooaa

10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on |

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[1 Small Business Commission [ Youth Commission [] Ethics Commission

[] Planning Commission [] Building Inspection Commission

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Supervisor Farrell

Subject:

Lombard Street (State Route 101) Project - Cooperative Agreement with Caltrans

The text is listed below or attached:

Resolution approving the Cooperative Agreement between San Francisco and the State of California Department of
Transporation (Caltrans) concerning the development, review and approval of the project initiation document for the

Lombard Street Vision Zero Project, including pedestrian safety, transit improvements, utility upgrades along ‘
Lombard Street (SR 101) between Francisco Street and Van Ness Avenue and making environmental findings.

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: : 4/—\
/4

For Clerk's Use Only:
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City Hall
President, District 5 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-7630
Fax No. 554-7634
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
London Breed
PRESIDENTIAL ACTION

Date: April 11, 2016

To: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supetvisots

Madam Clerk,

Pursuant to Board Rules, I am hereby:

0 Watving 30-Day Rule (Board Rule No. 3.23)

File No. =
(Primary Sponsor) I’P;

Title. -
=S
e
Transferring (Board Rule No 3.3) o
File No. 160324 Farrell {é},

(Primary Sponsor)

Tide. Cooperative Agteement - California Department of Transportation -

Lombatd Street Vision Zeto Project

From: Land Use & Transpottation

Committee
To:  Budget & Finance Sub Committee
O Assigning Temporary Committee Appointment Board Rale No. 3.1)
Supervisor
Replacing Supetvisor
For: ' Meeting

(Date) (Committee)

Board of Supetvisors







