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FILE NO. 160324 RESOLUTION 1'10. 

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

2 

3 Resolution approving a cooperative agreement between the City and County of San 

4 Francisco and the State of California Department of Transportation concerning the 

5 development, review, and approval of the project initiation document for the Lombard 

6 Street Vision Zero Project, including pedestrian safety, transit improvements, and 

7 utility upgrades along Lombard Street between Francisco Street and Van Ness Avenue, 

8 and making environmental findings. 

9 

1 o WHEREAS, The purpose of the Lombard Street Vision Zero Project (Project) is to 

11 improve safety for pedestrians and transit riders; to improve transit speed and reliability; and 

12 to reduce travel time by optimizing transit stop locations. In addition, the Project would 

13 increase the reliability of water transmission services and wastewater services; and 

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

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

16 the corridor and its many users; and 

17 WHEREAS, This Project was analyzed in the Transit Effectiveness Project Final 

18 Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), which the San Francisco Planning Commission certified 

19 in Motion No. 19105 on March 27, 2014; and 

20 WHEREAS, On March 28, 2014, as part of Resolution No. 14-041, the San Francisco 

21 Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Board of Directors adopted findings (Findings) 

22 under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), California Public Resources Code, 

23 Sections 21000 et seq., the CEQA Guidelines, and Administrative Code, Chapter 31, and a 

24 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP); and 

25 
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1 WHEREAS, The Resolution, Findings, and MMRP are on file with the Clerk of the 

2 Board of Supervisors in File No. 160324 and are incorporated herein by reference; and 

3 WHEREAS, On March 15, 2016, in Resolution No. 16-031, the SFMTA Board of 

4 Directors approved the project elements along the Lombard Street corridor included in the 

5 Muni Forward Service-Related Capital Improvements and Travel Time Reduction Proposals; 

6 and 

7 WHEREAS, As part of that Resolution, the SFMTA Board of Directors reviewed the 

8 FEIR and found that since certification of the FEIR, no changes have occurred in the 

9 proposed project or in the circumstances under which the project would be implemented that 

1 O would cause new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of impacts 

11 identified and analyzed in the FEIR, and that no new information has emerged that would 

12 materially.change the·analyses or conclusions set forth in the FEIR; and 

13 WHEREAS, The SFMTA Board determined that its actions would not necessitate 

14 implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those 

15 identified in the FEIR; and 

16 WHEREAS, A copy of Resolution No. 16-031 is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

17 Supervisors in File No. 160324 and is incorporated herein by reference; and 

18 WHEREAS, San Francisco (the City) and Caltrans desire to effectuate an agreement 

19 (the Cooperative Agreement) that defines the terms and conditions under which the project 

20 initiation document (PIO) for the Project will be developed; and 

21 WHEREAS, Said Cooperative Agreement provides that the City will develop the PIO 

22 and fund 100% of the Pl D's costs and fees, including costs to reimburse Caltrans to review 

23 and approve the PIO; and 

24 
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1 WHEREAS, This Cooperative Agreement specifies the terms and conditions for the 

2 City's funding contribution of $200,000 to Caltrans to review and approve the PIO; and 

3 WHEREAS, Execution of the Cooperative Agreement is a prerequisite for Caltrans 

4 issuing an encroachment permit for the Project; and 

5 WHEREAS, Public Works has reviewed the Cooperative Agreement and recommends 

6 that the Board approve it; and 

7 WHEREAS, A copy of the Cooperative Agreement is on file with the Clerk of the Board 

8 of Supervisors in File No. 160324 and is incorporated by reference herein; and 

9 WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors finds that entering into a Cooperative 

10 Agreement with Caltrans for this portion of the Project is within the scope of the FEIR, and no 

11 · additional environmental review is required under Public Resources Code, Section 2116, and 

12 hereby ad_opts as its own the Findings of the SFMTA Board Resolution No. 16-031; and 

13 WHEREAS, In Public Works Order No. 184563, dated February 2, 2016, the Director of 

14 Public Works recommends that the Board approve the Cooperative Agreement; and 

15 WHEREAS, A copy of said Order is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in 

16 File No. 160324 and is incorporated by reference herein; now, therefore, be it 

17 RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors has reviewed the Public Works Order 

18 No. 184563 and accepts the Director of Public Works' recommendation to approve the 

19 Cooperative Agreement with Caltrans apportioning responsibilities for the Project in 

20 substantially the same form as the Agreement attached hereto, including payment of 

21 $200,000 to Caltrans for its participation in the Project; and, be it. 

22 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors authorizes and directs the 

23 Director of Public Works to execute the Cooperative Agreement and approve any additions, 

24 amendments or other modifications to the Cooperative Agreement that the Director of Public 
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1 Works, in consultation with the City Attorney, determines is in the best interest of the City, do 

2 not materially increase the obligations or liabilities of the City, or materially decrease the 

3 public benefits accruing to the City, and are necessary or advisable to complete the 

4 transactions contemplated and effectuate the purpose and intent of this Resolution, such 

5 determination to be conclusively evidenced by the execution and delivery by the Director of 

6 Public Works of any such documents; and, be it 

7 FURTHER RESOLVED, That within 10 days of executing the Cooperative Agreement, 

8 Public Works forward a copy of the Agreement to the Clerk of the Board for its record keeping 

9 purposes. 
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Edwin M. Lee 
Mayor 

Mohammed Nuru 
Director 

San Francisco Public Works 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl. 
Room 348 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
tel 415-554-6920 

sfpublicworks.org 
facebook.com/sfpublicworks 
twitter.com/sfpublicworks 
twitter.com/mrcleansf 

DPW Order No: 184563 

TRANSMITIING 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 project 

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 

Sooss, Fuad 
Gty Enqineer and D9puty Drector for Enqi n. .. 
Siqned by. Sooss, Fuad 

X Mohammed Nuru 

Nuru, Mohammed 

Director 

Signed by: Nuru, Mohammed 

2/8/2016 



(PSR-PR) PID ONLY 
COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 

04-SF-101-6. 72-8.44 
EA: 4J790 

District Agreement 04-2601 

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 Pills for projects 
sponsored by Local Agencies, or (ii) review and approve Pills developed by others, as 
reimbursed work. 

3. CITY desires to develop a project initiation document (Pill) for US 101/Lombard Street 
Vision Zero Surface Improvements and Underground Utility Upgrade Project between Van 
Ness A venue 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) Pill. CITY is willing to develop the Pill and is willing to fund one 
hundred percent (100%) of the Pill's costs and fees, including costs to reimburse 
CALTRANS to review and approve the Pill 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 Director of Public Works to sign it on behalf 
of the City. 



District Agreement 04--2601 

DEFINITIONS 

CAL TRANS ST AND ARDS - CAL TRANS 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#Link:Target_705). 
This also includes the independent judgment analysis and determination under CEQA that the 
environmental documentation meets CEQA requirements. 

FHW A - Federal Highway Administration. 

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

FUNDING PARTNER- AP ARTNER who is fully funding WORK. 

HM-I-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. 

2of18 



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) CAL TRANS 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 SUMlVIARY - 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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All WORK will be performed in accordance with FHW A STANDARDS and CALTRANS 
STANDARDS. 

14. 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. 

15. As a part 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. 

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

17. 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. 

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

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

20. 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. 

21. CAL TRANS 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. · 

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

23. 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 lirill,ted to, the guidance provided in the Standard Environmental Reference 
available at www.dot.ca.gov/ser and, if applicable, the guidance provided in the FHW A 
Environmental Guidebook available at www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/index.htm. 
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24. 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. 

25. CAL TRANS will be the NEPA Lead Agency, if NEPA applies. CAL TRANS 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 CAL TRANS all investigative studies and technical environmental reports for 
CAL TRANS' 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. 

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

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

28. 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. 

29. 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 
Governnient 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 bylaw. 

30. 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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31. IfHM-1 or HM-2 is found during WORK, IMPLEMENTING AGENCY forthe project 
component during which it is found will immediately notify PARTNERS. 

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

33. 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. 

34. 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. 

35. 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. 

36. 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. 

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

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

39. 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. 

40. 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. 

41. PARTNERS have the right to audit each other in accordance with generally accepted 
governmental audit standards. 
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CAL TRANS, the state auditor, FHW A (if PROJECT utilizes federal funds), and CITY will 
have access to all WORK-related records of each PARTNER, and any party hired by a 
P AR1NER 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 P AR1NER 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 ofreceipt. 

Upon completion of the final audit, PAR1NERS 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. 

42. If WORK stops for any reason, P AR1NERS 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 PAR1NER's responsibilities in this Agreement, in order to keep 
PROJECT in environmental compliance until WORK resumes. 

43. CITY will complete the activities assigned to it on the SCOPE SUMMARY (PSR-PR), 
attached to and made a part of this Agreement. CAL TRANS 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. 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. 

45. 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. 

46. 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 CAL TRANS 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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47. 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. 

48. CALTRANS will complete a review of the draft PID and provide its comments to the CITY 
within 60 calendar days from the date CAL TRANS 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 CAL TRANS received the draft PID from CITY. 

49. After CITY revises the PID to address all.of CAL TRANS' comments and submits the 
revised PID and all related attachments and appendices, CAL TRANS 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 CAL TRANS review period will be stalled during that time and will continue to run after 
CITY provides the required data. 

50. PID preparation, except as set forth in this Agreement, is to be performed by CITY. Should 
CITY request CAL TRANS 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. 

51. 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 P ARTNER(S) hereto. 

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

54. The cost to comply with and implement the commitments set forth in the environmental 
documentation is at CITY' s cost. 

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

56. CALTRANS will provide encroachment permits to CITY, its contractors, consultants and 
agents, at no cost. 
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57. Fines, interest, or penalties levied against a PARTNER will be paid by the PARTNER whose 
actions, or lack of action, caused the levy . 

. 58. 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. 

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

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

Cost: Project Initiation Document (PSR-PR) 

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

62. 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 CAL TRANS. 

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

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

65. Upon completion of WORK, CALTRANS will submit a final accounting of costs. Based on 
the final accounting, CAL TRANS will refund or invoice as necessary, in order to satisfy the 
financial commitments of this Agreement. 

SCHEDULE 

66. PARTNERS will manage the schedule for WORK through the work plan included in the 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

67. 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 

9of18 



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. 

68. 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 
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. 

70. 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 CAL TRANS 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 
ofliability occurring by reason of anything done or omitted to be done by CITY and/or its 
agents under this Agreement. · 

71. 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. 

72. 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. 

73. PARTNERS will not interpret any ambiguity contained in this Agreement against each other. 
PARTNERS waive the provisions of California Civil Code section 1654. 

7 4. 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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75. 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. 

76. 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. 

77. 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. 

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

79. 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. 

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

81. 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. 

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

83. This Agreement will terminate 180 days after PID is signed by PARTNERS or as mutually 
agreed by PARTNERS in writing. However, all indeinnification articles will remain in effect 
until tenninated 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 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

By: ___________ _ 
Helena (Lenka) Culik-Caro 
Deputy District Director, Design 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

By: ------------
Attorney, Department of Transportation 

CERTIFIED AS TO FUNDS: 

By: ------------
District Budget Manager 

CERTIFIED AS TO FINANCIAL TERMS 
AND POLICIES: 

By: ___________ _ 
Accounting Administrator 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

By: ___________ _ 
Mohammed Nuru 
Director of Public Works 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

By: __________ _ 
John Malamut 
Deputy City Attorney 
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SCOPE SUMMARY (PSR-PR) 

WBS Level UJ z 
Description ~ ~ :$ 

4 5 6 7 8 ... u z .;.J 
<( 
0 

1 150 DEVELOP PROJECT INITIATION DOCUMENT x 
2 160 

Perform Preliminary Engineering Studies and Draft Project Study x x 
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 
99 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 Multi-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 x 
Engineering 

90 High Occupancy Vehicle Report x 
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 Exceptions to Design Standards & Exception to x 
Encroachment Policy Request 
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15 
Approved Fact sheet for Exception 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 

2 165 Perform Environmental Studies x x 

05 
Environmental Scoping of Alternatives Identified for Studies in x 
Project Initiation Document 

10 General Environmental ?tudies 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 Hazardqus Waste Preliminary Site Investigations x 
99 Other Environmental Studies x 

15 Biological Studies x 
05 Biological Assessment x 
10 Wetlands Study x 
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15 Resource Agency Permit Related Coordination x 
20 Natural Environment Study Report x 
99 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 

2 170 
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 

2 175 
Circulate Draft Environmental Document and Select Preferred x 
Project Alternative Identification 

05 DED Circulation x 
05 Master Distribution and Invitation Lists x 
10 

Notices Regarding Public Hearing and Availability of Draft x 
Environmental Document 

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 Plan 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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2 180 
Prepare and Approve Project Study Report-Project Report and x x x 
Final Environmental Document 

05 Final Project Study Report-Project Report x x 
05 Updated Draft Project Study Report-Project Report x 
10 Approved Project Study Report-Project Report x 
15 Updated Storm Water Data Report x 
99 Other Project Study Report-Project Report Products x 

10 Final Environmental Addendum x 
05 Concur with Approved Final Environmental Addendum x 

05 Draft Final Environmental Addendum Review x 
10 Revised Draft Final Environmental Addendum x 
15 Section 4(F) Evaluation x 
20 Findings x 
25 Statement of Overriding Considerations x 
30 CEQA Certification x 
40 Section 106 Consultation and MOA x 
45 Section 7 Consultation x 
50 Final Section 4(F) Statement x 
55 Floodplain Only Practicable Alternative Finding x 
60 Wetlands Only Practicable Alternative Finding x 
65 Section 404 Compliance x 
70 Mitigation Measures x 

10 
Public Distribution of Final Environmental Addendum and Respond x 
To Comments 

15 Final Right of Way Relocation Impact Document x 
99 Other Final Environmental Addendum Products x 

15 Completed Environmental Addendum x 
05 Record of Decision (NEPA) x 
10 Notice of Det~rmination (CEQA) x 
20 Environmental Commitments Record x 
99 Other Completed Environmental Addendum Products x 

20 NEPA Assignment x 
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Source·. 

LOCAL 

Funding 
PARTNER 

CITY 
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FUNDING SUMMARY 

·Fund Type· .. ··• 

Local Measure Funds 

Subtotals by Component 

. CALTRANS .. 
.·· Reimbursement 

$200,000 

$200,000 

Subtotal 
Funds Type 

$200,000 

$200,000 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion 19105 

Hearing Date: 
Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 
Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE: March 27, 2014 

March 27, 2014 

March 13, 2014 

2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), Citywide 
Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Sean Kennedy, TEP Manager 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (the SFMTA) 
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

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. On July 10, 2013, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter 

"DEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availabilit.Y, 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: 
41.5.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 
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Hearing Date: March 27, 2014 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

web site by Department staff on July 10, 2013. In addition, copies of the NOA were provided to all 
public libraries within San Francisco. · 

D. Ori 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. 

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse 
on July 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 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Program Level Components 

Service Policy Framework: Objectives A and C 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

• 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 TIRPs: 

• 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 Tum 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 TTRP.1, at the intersections of: California/ Arguello and California/Park Presidio, 

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

o TTRP.22_2, at the intersection of: Fillmore/Lombard 

o TTRP.K, at the intersections of: Ocean/Junipero Serra, Ocean/Geneva/Phelan, Ocean/Lee, 

Ocean/Miramar, Ocean/Brighton 

• Impact TR-16: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Changes, Lane Modificatfons, Parking and Tum 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 i1 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 
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CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

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 ITRP.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 ITRP.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 tratfic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact TR-26: Implementation of the project-level ITRP.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 
ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

• Impact TR-27: Implementation of the project-level ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of16th Street/Potrero Avenue that 
would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements 
and the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

• Impact TR-28: Implementation of the project~level ITRP.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 
ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• ImpactTR-30: Implementation of the projecHevel ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would res.ult in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditfons under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions; 

• Impact TR-31: Implementation of th~ project-level ITRP.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 ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions; 

• Impact TR-32: Implementation ofthe project-level ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 

SAN FRANCISCO 

· Variant 1 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 ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 
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TrRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

• 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 ITRP.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 imp·act 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 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 16th/Seventh 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions; 

TIRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact TR-51: Implementation of project-level TIRP.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; 

TIRP.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 TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

• Impact TR-52: Implementation of project-level TIRP.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; 

TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

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

• Impact TR-53: Implementation of project-level TIRP.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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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5 



Motion No.19105 
Hearing Date: March 27, 2014 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

TfRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact TR-42: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.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 TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 
conditions; 

• Impact TR-54: Implementation of project-level TIRP.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: 

• 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 ITRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TTRP E.xpanded 
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 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 TIRP corridors, in combination 
with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result 
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i.n 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 Improvements as applied in program-level TIRP 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 Tum Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in 
program-level TIRP corridors, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development in San Francisco, may result in significant cumulative parking 
impacts; 

TIRP.J Expaf\ded Alternative 

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

TIRP.5 Expanded Alternative 

• 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; 

TIRP.8X Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-15: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.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 Imprc:>vements 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; 

TrRP.14Variant1 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Moderate Alternative including 
the TIRP.14 Variant 1, TIRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30_1 in combination with past, present 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

and other reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in 
cumulative loading impacts; 

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

TIRP.14 Variant 2 Moderate Alternative 

• Iinpact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Moderate Alternative including 
the ITRP.14 Variant 1, TIRP.14 Variant 2, and TIRP.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 1TRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TIRP.14Variant1 or the ITRP.14 Variant 2, in combination with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

TIRP.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 ITRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Mission/Fifth streets during the a.m. peak hour; 

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

• Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative 
including the ITRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1Variant1, and ITRP.30_1Variant2, in 
combin.ation with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts; 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-20: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

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

SAN FRA~CISCO 
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CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

• 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 161h/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 l61h/Fourth streets during the a.m. 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 16th/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours; 

• Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level TIRP 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 parking impacts; 

TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• 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 16th/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 16thfPotrero 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 16th/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 16th/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 161h/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 
TIRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1. Variant 1, or TIRP.22_1 Variant 2, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

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

• Impact C-TR-28: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Exparided Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 161h/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

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

• Impact C-TR-54:. Implementation of the project-level ITRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TIRP.22_1, TI'RP.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 parking impacts; 

TIRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level ITRP Moderate Alternative including 
the ITRP.14Variant1, TTRP.14 Variant 2, and ITRP.30_1 in combination with past, present 
and other reasonably foreseeable development in San.Francisco, would result in 
cumulative loading impacts; 

ITRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-35: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the ITRP.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 ITRP Expanded Alternative 
including the ITRP.14, TTRP.30_1, ITRP.30_1Variant1, and TTRP.30_1Variant2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts; 

TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• Impact C-TR-36: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the ITRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 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 ITRP Expanded Alternative 
including the ITRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1Variant1, and ITRP.30_1Variant2, 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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-------------···--------------------------------------
TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact C-TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the ITRP.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 TIRP Expanded Alternative 
including the TIRP.14, TIRP.30_1, TTRP.:30_1Variant1, and ITRP.30_1Variant2, 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. 

A YES: Wu, Fong, Hillis, Borden, Sugaya, and Moore 

NOES: Antonini 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: March 27, 2014 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

f', ~ . \ 

~h,-~ 
Jonas,ionin ., 

Commission Secretary 
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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 A venue 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 
westerly 

B. 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) · 

C. 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) 

D. ESTABLISH- GREEN METERED ZONE, 30-MINUTE LIMIT-Lombard Street, south 
side, from 160 feet to 182 feet east ofDivisadero Street (removes 1 metered parking space) 

E. 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 

F. 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) 

G. 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) 

H. ESTABLISH - TOW A WAY 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) 

I. 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 

J. 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) 

K. 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) 

0. EST AB LISH - 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 A WAY 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 7 5 feet to 13 7 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 AW A Y 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. EST AB LISH - SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH- BUS ZONE-Lombard Street, 
north side, from dough 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 AMTO 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 AW A Y 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 3 2 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 A venue, west 
side, from Lombard Street to 30 feet northerly; Richardson A venue, west side, from 
Chestnut Street to 3 0 feet northerly; Richardson A venue, 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 A venue, east side, from Francisco Street to 18 feet northerly 

WHEREAS, The Transportation Effectiveness Project (TEP) Final Environmental hnpact 
Report (FEIR), Case No. 201 l.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 hnprovements and Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRP) to improve transit 
performance along various Municipal Railway routes. As part of Resolution No. 14-041, the 
SFMT A 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 hnpact 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 A venue and Lombard Street between Francisco and 
Franklin Streets is on file with the Secretary of the SFMTA 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 modifications through the public hearing process; now, therefore, 
~il I 

RESOLVED, The SFMTA 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. 

IZ. /~7_)7__};--y-..,Q_.-l ·---­

secretary to the Board of Directors 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 





SAN FRANCISCO 
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

RESOLUTIONNo. 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 transportation modes the 
preferred means of travel; and 

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

WHEREAS, The goals of the TEP are to irilptove 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 TransitRirst policy; and 

WHEREAS, The SFMTA applied to the Planning Department for environmental review 
of the TEP under the California Environmen,tal Quality Act, Public Resources Code Sections 
21000 et seq., (CEQA), on June 25, 2011, and the:PlanningDepartment'determined that an 
Environmental Impact Rel>ort (EIR) was required anc,l provided public notice of that 
determination by publication in a newspaper of general circulation on November 912011; and 

. WHEREAS, On July 10, 2013, the Planning Department published the Transit . 
Effectiveness Project Draft Environmental Ilnpact Report (DEIR) and provided public notice in a 
newspaper of general circulation of the availability of the DEIR for public review arid· comment 
and of the date and time of the Planning Comn;rission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice· 
was mailed to the Department's list of persons requesting such notic.e; 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 vehicles, 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, 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; 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 co:inments 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. 201 l .0558E.)These files are 
available for public review atthe Planning Deparlment at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are 
part of the record before the SFMr A 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 ofCEQA, 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, accu:rate and 
objective, and that the Responses to Cominents 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'~ 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 SFMT A B9ard 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 further 
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RESOLVED, That, in taking this approval action, the SFMT A 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 
incoiporated herein by this reference; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the SFMT A Board of Directors adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
~ 

Reporting Program (MMRP) attached to this Resolution 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. 

Secretacy, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Board and Parking Authority Commission 





ENCLOSURE A 

Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, 
INCLUDING THE SERVICE POLICY FRAMEWORK, , 

FIN'D1~i~~~RF~~~roo:~~r11~~iF~i~~1~it~~~I~~:~ AND . 
ALTERNATIVES; AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AG.ENCY . 
~OARD QF Dl~ECTORS 

In determining to appra'{e the Transit.Effectiveness Project·(the "Project; de~c~ibed ih Section I, 
Project Description··below, the San Francisco'Mi.miciparrransportation Agency Bo~rd' of 
Directors (the "SFMTA Boardn) :makes a~d adopts the following findings of facra~~ decl~ions 
regarding significant impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives, and adopts the statement 
of ove.r~i9ing conslderatiom~. Qal?,~c;I on subs~~mtial eyidence in the whole re~ord <;>f this .. 

, I ·. ' · 1 ' • •• , -· , ',' • • 

proceeding. and. und~r the qalifornia Environmental Quc;ility Act ("CEQA"), ,California Puplic 
Resource~ q?de ,secti?ns ~10991 ~t ~~~; ("CEdf.1 •. particularly Section~ 21081: and.i1pa1 :5, 
the Guid~lin~ fo.r lrnplementatio.n of CEQA rGt;QA <?uideliri~s"), 14 Californ!?i Co.d~ of 
Re,gU,!a~\oils ~ecti~ns 19oqo:et s~~·, pa~jculariy S~ctions 15091throu.gh15093, ~~d Chai;>ter. 31 
of the ~an Francisco Ad~i~istr~ttve. Code. These findings comprise E~CLOSURE Ate>, the 
associated Board of Directcirs Resolution. 

This document is organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the ~nylronmerital review 
process for the Project, the approval actions to be taken and the location of records; 

Section II iden~'ifi~s the. imp~cq; .fo~11d not to ~e 'significant that do not req~i.re mitlgati~n; 

Section Ill identifies potentially significant impacts thafoan be' avoided or reduced to ·less-than~ 
significant lev~ls ttl~ough mitig~tion a~d describes the disposition Of th~ .mitigation me~~ures; . . . 

Se«;tion IV. Identifies slgnlflc·ant impacts that cannot oe avoided ot reduced to less-than- · 
significant levels and describes any appli~ble mitigation measures as well as the disposition of 
the mitigation measures; 

Section V evaluates the different Project alternatives and sets forth the eeonomic, 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 alternatives, or 
elements thereof, analyzed as infeasible; and· 

Section VI presents· a sta!ement of overriding cqnsideratlons 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") contalni_ng the mitigation measures 
from the Final Environmental l;npact Report ('1FEIR") that have been proposed for adoption is 
attached with these ·findings as .Attac~01ent B .to tl;le as~ociated Board of Directors Resolution. 
The MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelin~s Section 15091. The 
MMRP provides a table setting forth eacli mitigation measure listed in the FEIR for the Project 
that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact and that is made a .conditjon of 
approval. The MMRP-also specifies the agency responsible for lmpl~m~ntation of each measure 
and establish~s monitoring actions 'and a monitoring schedule. The f411 text of the mitigation 

I ' • · · t 

measures is set forth' in th.e MMRP. 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the SFMT A 
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 C?mment~ 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 ("TIRPs"), including the Transit Prefe:rential Streets Toolkit. The TEP , 
includes locations throughout the 49-square-mile Glty, 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 tr~nsportation corridors to more 
conceptual policy recommendations. Accordingly, and pursua,nt 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 cor:nponents 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 
Fram~work·, 5 bf the 12 Servic9'.'related Capital Improvements, and 6 of the 17 Travel Time · 
Reduction Proposals (TTRP,s) were analyzed ~t a program level. 

The description proviqed here s1,nnmarizes 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 descriptiQ!'l of the TEP 
project. 1: 

1. The Service Policy Framework 
·' 

The Service Policy Framework sets forth transit service delivery objectives tha.t support the 
SFMTA Strategic Plan goals, and identifies a variety of aptions to implement. these objectives. 
The service Policy Framework WiUguide ho~ investin~n!{a~e niade't~'the .Muni.sys~erri ,and 1~ 
intended to. Improve system reliabiiity anc:t redube"trahslt ti-ave.I time as well as Improve, customer 

•• ' • • : ". (" ~ - ' - • j • l . '. -. , . ' ~· : -· \-i I- I ~--) ' • ·, . - . - : : - ' . ' _- , - -, 

service. These objectives include the effective allocation of fransit resources, the efficient . 
deliver}, of service, tKe: in,prove~eht ~f s~rvic~ r~!i~~ulty ~nd reduction in trari.~it frav~I tlm~. and 

.,.· • ,\ , r 1 \ · -', ... · _ .. _, • - ' · ,._ , l I ' 

an improvement in customer serviqe. Most importantly, tn~ Policy Fra1T1ework woµld organi~. 
Muni trans.itservlce Into four distiricttrar\sit categorl~s: · : · · · · · 

. ;-I . • , - '; 

• Rapid Network: These heavily used bus and rail lines form the bac~bone of the Muni 
system. With vehicles arriving frequently and transit priorltY enhancements along the 
ro~es, the R~pid ne~~rk de!i~e~ sp~eg ~rtd relia,~j!ity~ wh~th~r customers, are fleading. 
across town,'or simply traveling a few blocks. . · 
•·. : I , • ·- · ,, - lJ , ' .,I', 11 

• . ,Lo~I ~e1'.Nork: Als9, known a~ ~Grid" roLJtes, the~elong ~oµtes C:QmbiriE! with th~ Rapid! 
ne~ork to form an e>,<P,~~~ive core sy~e.m th~t 1.9.t~ cu~tOIJ'lers get to their destinations . 
¥,'ith n~ mor~,~~an a sh9rt waJk, o~ ca, seamless, frar,i~ter. , ; I , " . 

• <;:or:nm\Jnity Conrt~ct()~: Also ~.nown as "G.irculato~"; these lightly used bus routes 
predoryiinantly cirC?ulate frlroi.Jgh S~n Fr~nciscq's hlll~ide r~sidenti~l.neighl;>orhoods, filling 

. in gap~ in co~erage «and conn.~c~l.ng customers to th~ core n~tWork. ' 
• ~pecialized ~ervices: 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 service, owl service, and special event trips to serve sporting events, large 
festivals and other San Francisco activities. 

2. Service Improvements and Service Variants 

The Servipe Improvements and. Servi~ Variants include creation of new transit routes, changes 
in the alignmentQf some existing routef?, 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 seve·ral routes~ The Service 
lmprqvements were developed based on a compreh~nsive 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; · · 
• Changing existing route alignments; 
• Eliminating underutilized routes or route segments; 
• Introducing larger buses on crowded ro~es; 
• Changing the mix of local/limited/express service; 
• Exp.anding limited services. 

' • ' ,, . ., I , I 

In addition, the SFMTA included a nl!niber of possiple variants to these s~rviee changes 
(inciuding rece.nt service variants developed as part of the public outreach process and 
summarized in the Supplemental Service Vari~nts Memorandum of Mar.ch 13, 2014) that are 
proposed as part of the project' to allow for flexibiilty in the pha~ing and implementation of the 
Service Improvements. Propos·ed Service Variants mostly include modification~ to portions of 
some route~ or change the type of vehicle used on some routes. In adc;fition, many of the 
service variants work in concert to improve s~rvice along a particular corridor or neighborhood. 

3. Service-Related Capital Improvements . 

Some of the Servipe 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; expa'nsion 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; c) 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 Tim~ 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 ("TPSToolkitj. The TPS Toolkit elements will be applied to 17 Rapid Network 
transit corridors to improve operation of the Muni system. These elements include: 

• . 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 lanes through 
lane' reductions; 

• Parking ·and Tum Restrictions: implement turning restrictions; widening travel lanes 
through p'arking 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 lmprovementS: installing pedestrian refuge islands; installing pedestrian 
bulbs; an~ Widening side\Yalks. 

' 

The TEP propos~s to apply the TPS.Toolkit to 17 Rapid Network corridors throughout the City; 1 

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 th~ .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 andTTRP.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 designs were thus 
analyzed at a programmatic level in the FEIR. 

For each of the project-level TTRPs, the SFMTA developed two specific corridor designs 
comprised of TPS Too!k!t elements: a moderate option, ref~rred to as the "TTRP Mo~erate 
Alter~ati~e;" and an ~xpand![!d op~ion, 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 o~her. 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 impacts that would result 
from implementitig 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 TIRP Expanded Alternative, these elements would be 
1.mplemented 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 detail, the TTRP.L, 
TTRP.9, and TTRP. 71_ 1 Moderate and Expan<;led Alternatives were analyzed at a project level 
of detail in the RTC document. ·These three TTRPs would have the same significant and less­
than-signiflcant 1.mpacts 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 6, Alternatives. Thus, 11 ~f the 17 TTRPs are analyzed at the project­
level In the FEIR. In addition, the descriptions and analyses ofTTRP.N and TTRP.'5 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: 

• To improve, 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 eli~lnation 
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of circuitous route s~gments; reducing .crowding through shifting resources to Improve 
customer comfort and decreasing pass-ups; and redesigning routes to maximize 
ridership. · 

• . To improve the cost-e(fect!veness and productivity of tra~sit operations by improving 
network efflci~ncy and re!Jucing system redunqancy by impiementing service ' 
m~dfflcations that include route restructuring, tfequel')~Y improvements, vehicle-type 
changes, and hours of ser\tice adjustment,s. 

• To implement more fully the City's Transit First Policy by providing clear direction for 
managing transportation iri San Francisco with the goals of provicli'ng service to all 
residents within a quarter mile of 95 percent of the Muni serVlce area and prioritizing 
transit operations in high-ridership corridors over automobile delay and on-street 
parking. 

C. ~nvironmental Review 

The San fi:ancisco Planning Department, ~s lead agency, prepared ~ N9tice of Preparation 
("NOP") and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings on Nove!llber 9, 2011, and held two Public 
Scoping Meetings on December 6 and 7, 2011. 

The ·NOP was distributed to the. State. Clearinghouse and malled to local, state, and fed~ral 
'·I• ; • '1 ' • . I • ' · ' 

agencies and fo other interested parties on November 9, 2011, initiating a 30'."day. puplic 
comme~t peri~d extenqi~g through December 9, 2011. ,A copy of tre NOP i~ available in 
Appe11dix 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. The· purpose of the meetings was to 
present information about the proposed Project to the public and receive·public input regarding 
the scope of the El R analyses. Attendees were provided an opportunity to voice comments 011 
concerns regarding the project; translators were available for Chinese- and Spanish-speaking . 
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 
increas~ in use of private passenger vehicles; the effects on traffic flow and potential for 
diversipns 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 proces$; 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 Francisco Planning Department published an initial Study on January 23, 2013. The 
Initial Study was distributed to the State Clearinghouse and mailed to local, state, ·~nd federal 
agencies and to other interested 'parties on January 23, 2013, initiating a 30-day public 
comment period extending from January 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 ~t 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 tum, 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 organlz1:1tlons 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 (9/9L 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 SFMT~s 'pi.Jbl_ic outreach pr~cess! The Plannin~ £?~partment conclu~~ t~at th~se additional 
service variants would have the same environmental impacts and require the same mitigation 
measures as the service variants already described and.a.nalyzed in the DEi~, anc!th~s. no 

. . ' I 

additional environmental review was required nor was recirculation of the DEIR required. 
• ! l; ~ •, ; : ·• . ~ ·, : ' , ' ~ 1 ' . 

The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR, which is eom~rised Of the DEIR, 
the RTC document and the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandum, Errata dated March 
27, 2014, and all of the supporting information. In certifying the FEIR, the Planning Commission 
determined that it does not add· significant new information to the DEIR that would' require 
recirculation 'under CEQA because the FEIR contains no information revealing (1i any new 
significant environmental impact that would r~sult from the proj~ct or frorn a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented, (2) any substantial in~rease in th~ seve~ty o( a 
previously Identified environmental impact, (3) any feasible project altema~ve or niltlgation 
measure considera~ly different from others previously analyzed that would clearly iessen the 
environm~ntal 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 
meaningft.11 p,ublic review and comment Were. precluded. This SFMTA Board concurs in this . 
determination. 

D. Approval Actions 

1. Planning Commission Action 

On March 27, 2014the Planning Commission certified the F;EIR .. 

2. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors Actions 

• Approval of the Transit Effectiveness 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 

9 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

certification or to grant the appeal and remand the FEIR to the Planning Department for further 
review. 

Additional actioi:1s that may be taken by the Board of Supervisors are: 

• Review and .. approval of system changes rel.ated to any route abandonments. 
• Approval of sidewalk changes, upon referral fro~ the Department of Public Works. 

4. Other San Francisco Agency Actfons 
• Approval by the Department of Public Works of sidewalk legislation and construction 

period encroachment permits. 
' ' ' 

• Approval by the San .Fr~ncisco Recreation and Park Commission of P,roperty 
ercroachments, if required. 

• Approval by the San Francisco Planning Department of any required General Plan 
Referrals 

5. other-Local, State1 and Federal Agencies 

Implementation 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 ("TAS_C"): Co9rdination of all roadway and 
transit changes. 

• City of Daly City: Approval of Installation of a traffic signal and transit bulb in Daly City. 
• 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 qepartment, 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 Department and the 
Planning Commission. 
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All information, Including written materials and testimony, concerning approval· of the Project 
and adoption of these findings, presented to the SFMT A Board or: incorporated into reports 
presented to the SFMTA Board, are located at the SFMTA offices at One South Van Ness 
Avenue, Th floor, San Francisco. : · 

All files have been available to tile SFMTA Board a!ld the PlJblic for rev,iew In considering these 
findings and whether to ap~rove ~he Project. 

E. Findings about ~ignificant Environmental Impacts and J')nltig!ltic:m Measures 
t • 

0 
./ I , , • j • , i 

The following Sections II, Ill, and IV set out the SFMTA Board of Dire'ctors' fl~dings aboUt tlie 
FEIR's determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures 
proposed to address t~em. These findings provide th~ wr!tf:en ,al')~l~ls and q~mclusions of the 

I · l · ' ' ·· ,, . - . , - · ., , I , 

SFMTA Board regarding the environmental impacts of the Project and ~he mitigation meas4res 
included as part of the FEIR and adopted by the SFMTA Board as part of the Project. To avoid 
duplication and red,undancy, and because ~e SFMTA B9ard agrees,· with, .~nd hereby a~opb?, , 

·, ' •• ·,.· • • - ' .' ' ' ',' 1 • • 

the ooncluslons In the FEIR, th~se findings will not repeat the an~ly~is and, conqtusion~ in th~ 
FEIR, but instead incorporate th~m by ref~rence and reiy upon them as substantial evidence 
supporting frl_ese findings. 

In making these findings, the' SFM'f A.Board has 09nsidered the opinjons of SFMTA staff and 
• • _ • , f • • , r ~ ._ _. , , • , 

other qty staff and experts, other agencies, a!lcf mem~ers of the public., Th~ SFMTA.~oard 
find.~ that 'th~ deterrriin~tio,n of slgn~canee thresh~ld~. '~ '~ judg'ti~nt pecjsion w~hin the 0 ' • 

discrelion of th.e SFMTA and the City and Col!nty of San Fr~nc\sco; t~e signif!can~e thres~olds 
used in the EIR are supported by subst~ntial evidenc.e in the ~E!cord, lncl.uding the expert opinion 
of the SFMTA and -'city ~taff; and the significance thresli.olds J~:ed in 'ih.e ,EIR provide reasonable 

• - : • l ' ' " . • l ~I . . . •, . ' ' ·' ',.' ' , , I ._ • • . ' ' 

and appropriate means of assessing t~e significance of the ~dvers~ environmental effects of the 
Projecl,: ' . . · , · 

These findings do' not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact 
contained in the FEIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and 

- . , , : • , ~ . -~ . ,_, . . . I . ' " ~ ' - ' 

conclusions can be found In the FEIR, which Includes its Initial Study present~d In EIR Appendix 
2, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the FEIR 
supporting the determinations regarding the p'roject impacts and mitigation measures designed 
to address those impacts. In making these findings, the SFM1 A Board of Directors ratifies, 
adopts, and incorporates in these findings the determinations and conclusions of the FEIR · 
relating to environmental impacts and mitigation measures, exceptto the extent any such 
determinations are specifically and expressly modified by these findings. 
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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 fhe 
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 reference. In addition, in the event the language 
describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accu.rately 
reflect the mitigation measures in the FEIR due to a clerical error, the langu.age of the policies 
and implementation measures as set forth in the FEIR shall control. The Impact numbers and 
mitigatjon measure numbers used in these findings reflect .the information contained in the . 
FEIR. 

In the Sections II, Ill and IV below, the sa~e 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 significant effect arid 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.orthe 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 Policy 
Framework, the Service lmprove~ents, 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. 

II. 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 t~e 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 
re~.ul!=ltions of an agency with juri~dictic;m ov~r the_ project adopted for the purpose of 
avQic;ling Qr mitigating an environmental effect, or have a substantial cidverse Impact 011 
the existing character of the vicinity. ' 

• Impact ~LU-1: The proposed Proj~ct, in _combincition \¥ith. other past, present,. or 
reasonably foreseeable future projects In the proj~ct vicinity, would .npt have a 
cumulatively considerable co_ntributi9n to a significant cumulative land use or land use 
plannl.ng Impact. 

Aesthetics 

• lmp~cts AE-1 and AE":"2: The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on a.scEmic vistci or on scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

. outcroppings, and o~her features of the ~qilt or natural environment which contriQute to a 
scenic public setting. · · · · . · · · · 

• !~~ad AE~a; Th~ proposed Proj,ect would n~t degrade:existin~ visual character or 
qu~lity of the prpject sites ar:id surroundings. 

' . - ' .. ' 

• Im.pact AE-4:~ . Th~ proposed Project would hot create a new source :of substantial light or 
glan~ that would have a substantial adverse effect on day·or'nighttlme views. 

• ln:.ipa.ct C-AE-1: The proppsed Project, In combination with other.past, present, or 
reasonably. foreseeable Mure projects would not have a· cumulatively considerable 

.. coritr:ibt,Jtion to a significant.cumulative aes~hetics impact 

Population and Housing 
: ' .. - . 

• · Impact PH-1: The proposed Project woulµ not irid~ee sub'stantial p()puia~ie>n growth 
either directly or indirectly. 

I . ! • ' ' • t _ ' i :- ~ • '. - ' 

• Impact PH-2: The proposed Project would nqt dlspl~ce ary ~xlstlrig h9Uslng unit~ or 
create any demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people, 
.necessitating the construction of replacement housing. · 

·, •• - 1 , ' ' ' ' l ·. ( \ . 

• Impact C-PH-1: The propo~c:id Project In comblm~tlol') with ottie~ past, pr~sent, or 
reasonably foreseeable ft.it'ure projects would tiot result In a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative lmpactS on population or housing. ' 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

• Impact CP-1 r The proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an historic architectural resource. 

• Impact C-CP-1: The proposed Project, in combination with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable Mute projects in the vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts on cultural resources or 
archaeological resources. · 
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• 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 transportation hazards due to a 
design feature or incompatible uses. · 

- ' 

• Impact TR-1: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework and the TEP project 
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, Acth;ms 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 8.4, Objectiye 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., o~ 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, TTPl.3, TIPl.4, OWE.6, and SCl.1) would not result in significant 
impacts to local or regional transit, traffic operations, pedestrians and bicyclists, loading, 
emergency vehicle access, or ·parking. 

• Impact TR-13: Implementation of any of the TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, Traffic Signal and Stop 
Sign Changes1 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 TIRP corridors would not result in 
significant impacts on ·traffic operations. 
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• Impact TR-1'7: .Implementation of.any of.the TPSToolkit elements within the category 
Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes along the pto~ram level TIRP corridor$ would not 
result, in signific~nt loading impacts. 
' l • ' 

• Impact TR-.1;8: lmplem_entation of the Service Improvements or Sen/ice Variants would 
not result In significant impacts 'to loc~ll.or regional transit, 'traffic operations, pedestrians 
and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehicle access, or patklng. · · 

• Impact TR-19: ·Implementation of.the project-level Service-related Ca'pital Improvement 
projects (TIPl.2, OWE.1, OWE: 1 va:nant, OWE.2; OWE..3, OWE.4, OVVE.5; and SCl.2) 
would not result.in significant impactS to local or regionaltransit, traffic operations, 
pedestrians and bicyclists, loadirig, emergencyvehiC:le aceess, or pai'king. . ' 

• Impact TR-20: Implementation ofttie pr9ject-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TT:RP.J, TTRP.L,TTRP.N, TIRP;Si'TTRP;BX, TTRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1, TTRP;14 
Variant 2, TTRP.22 1, TTRP.28 1, TIRP.30 1, orTTRP.71 1 would not result in 
significant impacts to 1.ocal or regional'tra'nsif ·. r • • • - • ' ' · 

• ... Impact TR'-21:: lmplern~ntation of th'e project-level TTRP Expandei;i Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, lTRP.L, 1TTRP.N; TTRP.5; TTRP.8Xi TT~P.9, TTRP.14, TtRP;2~_ 1, ·TTRP.22_ 1 
Variant 1, TTRP.22.L:, 1 Variant 2, TIRP.28 .. J' TTRP.30 .. J; TTRP:30:_ 1 Variant 1, 
tTRP.30~ 1Variant2, orTTRP,71.J 1·wolild not result iii significant impacts to local or 
regional transit. 

• lmpact.TR-22: Implementation ofthe·,p~oject:..level TTRP Moderate Alternative tor-the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L,.TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.BX, TTRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1, TTRP.14 
Variant 2, TTRP.22_ 1, TIRP;28.:J/ITRP.30 .. J I or TTRP. 71_ 1 would have less-than-

' s.i~ niflq~n~ t~ffjc i.111pa~s a~ 7,8. st4qy int~rs~~i.on~. . , . 

• ·.Impact TR ... 23: Implementation· of the project:-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J; TT~P.L, TTRP.N, TIRP.5; TTRP.8X; TTRP.9, TTRP.28.:J, orTTRP.71 .. J would 
have less-than-significant 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 under Existing plus 
Service Improvement~, ahd the TTRP. f4 EXpanded Alternative conditions.' . I 

• Impact TR-29: lmp!ementation of the p~oject-i~vel TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at six study intersections that would 
operate ~t level of se.l'vice f'LOS~) D or better under Existing 'pius Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.22,;,_1 ~and.ad AltematiVe'conditions. · - · · 

• Impact TR-33: lmpl~mentation of th~' project~level TTR.P.22...;; 1 Exp.anded Alternative 
Variant 1 would have less-than-signiflcal')t traffic impacts at six study intersections that 
would operate.atLOSD or better under:Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 condition!?. · · · 

• Impact TR-37: Implementation of the project~l~v~l TTRP.22_1 Exp~nded 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 Improvements and the 
TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 cc>nditions~ 

• Impact TR-39: lffi.plementati.oli of !he project.,.level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
would have less-than-significant traffic impacls at nine study intersections that would 
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OP.erate.at LOS Dor. better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

• Impact TR-41: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study intersections that 

- would operate at LOS O 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 
wol,Jld operate at LOS D or better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.30 .. J Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions. 

• Impact TR-44: lmpl~mentation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1, TTRP.14 
Vari_ant 2, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, TTRP.30.-..1, or TTRP. 71_ 1 would not result in 
significant impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists. 

• 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 Variant 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 2, or TTRP.71_ 1 ·would not result in significant 
impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists. ' 

• 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, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1Variant1, 
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, TTR-P.30_ 1, or TTRP. 71_ 1 would not result in 
significant impacts on emergency vehicle access. 

• Impact TR-56: lmplemeritation of the project-level TJRP E;xpanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TIRP.N, TTRP.5, TIRP.BX, 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_1Variant2, orTTRP.71_1 would not result in significant impacts on 
emerQency vehicle access. · 

• Impact TR-57: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1, TTRP.14 
Variant 2, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, TIRP.30_ 1, or TIRP. 71_ 1 would not result in a 
significant parking impact. · 

• Impact TR-58: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TIRP.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 wo~ld not result in a significant parking impac,t. 
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• Impact C-TR4: 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 Tran~it, Caltrain, Golden GateTransit, SamTrans, and other regional 
ferry service under 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements only conditions. 

• lmpa~ C-TR~5: .The TPS Toolkit elements' as applied in the program-l~vel TTRP 
corridors, and Service Improvements with the TTRP Moderate Alternative.would not 
contribute considerably to ridership at the regional transit screenllnes on AC Transit, 
Calttain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, and other regionat.ferry'se..Vice under 2035 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative conditions. 

• l"lP''* C-T.R-6: The TPS T~o!kit ~!e,ment1i" as applied in. program-level TTRP corridors, 
. and S!ervice lmprov,ements with the T.TRP. Expah~ed Alternative, in c~m.bin.ation with 
past, present and reasor,iably foreseeable developr:nent.in San Francisco, woulc;I not 
contribute considerably to ridership at the regional transit screeniines_ on AC Transit, 
Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, and other regional ferry serVice under 2035 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions. 

• Impact C.-TR~B: lrnp!ern~~ation of the s~r:vice P91icy Framework 9bJectiveA, Actions 
A_1, .A.2 and_A.4, Objective B, Action~ B.1 througrh 8.4, Objective c,_ Action~. q~ 1 ·and C.2, 
apd Objective D, Actions D.1 through D.4 anct any of the TPS Toolkit elements Within 
categories: Transit Stop Changes, Parking l;lnd Turn Restrictions, and Traffic Signal and 
Stop Sign Changes, in oombination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Fn:~ncisco, Would have .less-than-significant traffic impacts under 
2035 Cumulative plus Ser\tite Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative 
conditions, and therefore would not cohtribute to any significant cumulative traffic 
impacts. · ·· 

• Impact C-TR-1 O: Implementation of the SerVice Policy F'ramework Objective A, Actions 
A.1, A.2 and A.4, Objective B, Actions 8.1 through 8.4, Objei::tlve C, Actions C.1 and C.2, 
and Qbjective O. Actions llM through D.4 and any of the TPS Toolkit elements within 
categories: Transit Stop Changes, Parking and Tum Restrictions, and 1Traffic Sig-nal and 
Stop·Sign Changes, in co_mbi11€ltion with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Francisco,·would have·less:than-significant traffic impacts under 
20~5 Cumulative .plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative 
conditions, and therefore would not contribute to any significant cumulative traffic 
impflcts. 

• Impact C-TR-11: Implementation of the Service Improvements 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, 
TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1, TTRP:14 Variant2, 
TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30.;..1, orTTRP.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. 

17 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

• Impact C-TR-38: Implementation of the TTRP Exp~nded 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 t'.uiaer 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded 
Alternative conditions. · · · · 

• Impact C-TR.,39: 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 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 Improvements 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 Tum 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 TIRP Moderate Alternative for the TTRP.J, TIRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, 
TTRP.8X, TIRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1 and TTRP Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, 
TTRP.30_1, orTTRP.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-42: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants and 
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_1Variant1, TTRP.22_1Variant2, 
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 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 8.4, 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 Fran cf sco, 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.BX, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.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 
TTRP.j, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 1, 
TTRP.,22_ 1 Variant 2,.TTRP.28_1, or TI:"RP.71_ 1, in combination with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less-than-significant 
cumulative loading impacts. · ' · ' · 

• Impact C-TR-50: Implementation of th~ Service Policy'Franiewor'kObjectiveA, Actions 
A.1, A.2, and A.4, Objective B all actions, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and 
Objective D all actions, and any of the TPS Toolkit elements within categories: Transit 
Stop Changes and Traffic Signal and St9p, Sign Changes, and Pedestrian. Improvements 
as applied iri program-level TTRP corridors, S~rvice Improvements, arid Service:-related 
C~pital Improvements, in combination with past, present ahd reasonably foreseeable 
developmerit·ih ·san Francisco·, would have ·1ess~th~n~sign!ficant cumulative parking 
impacts. · ' · · . · · · · . · · 

• Impact C-TR-51: lmP,lemel)t~ti9n Qfth~ project-level URP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRf.L, TTRP.N; TTR.l;>.5; TTRR~X, TTRP,9, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, · 
TTRP.30_1, ~rTTRP.71_1, in combination with.past, pre~ent an~ reasonably . 
foreseeable development in San Francisco, Woulg have less-than"significant cumulative 
pancin9. i.mpa<:ts~ · :. · · · · ' · 

• . iln!l!!~t d-fR..:53:. 1.mplementation 9f the proje«*level TTRP E:wanded.Alternativefor the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.EPkTTRP.9,JTRP.14, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, 
TTRP.30_ 1 V~riant 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Varl~nt 2, or TTRP. 71_ 1, in combination with past, 
presebt ahd reas~Jlably for~seeable developni.ent iti Sari Francisco, would have less­
than.::significanf cumulative parking impactS.· · 

' . .· ' ,' ,, 

Noise and Vibration 

• The proposed Project is not located within an 'airport land use plari area, within two miles 
of a p1,1bllc ,o,r Pi:Jbllc 1,1se airport, or in the vicinity qf a priv~te airsti:ip, and there{9re would 

, no~ ~~po~~. peopl~ residing or working in fhe project area to. excessive .noi~e .!ev~lt:>. 

• · Impact N0-1: Construction activities, occurring indirectly as a result of the proposed 
Service Policy Framework, and as proposed· under the TEP for the Service ' 
lmprov~ments ~nd S~rvice Varian~, Servic~relate,d Capital. Improvements, ~nq TTRPs 
a11~ ~Pyari~lltS wpui~ ~ot r~sult h~ a substa!1t1al t~mporary,.o,rperioqiq· i.r.tc.rease in 
noise l~y~ls above existing ambi~nt conditions. i : , . , . " , 

• Impact N0-2: Construction activities, occurring indirectly as a resuit of the proposed 
Service Policy Framework, and as proposed under the TEP for the Service · 
lmpro~eme,nts and Sel'l{ice Varia.nts, S~rvice-~la.ted Capital lr11provei:n~nts,. and TTRPs 
and TIRP yariants would not expose p~r~ns. and s~ructures to excessive temporary 
ground-borne vi}Jration !>r ground-borne noJse levels., . 

• Impact N0-3: The proposed Service Policy Framework and operation of the Service 
Improvements and Service Variants would. not result in a substantial increase in 
permanent noise levels along affected transit routes above existing ambient conditions. 

• Impact N0-4: The proposed Service Policy Framework and the ·service Improvements 
and Service Variants proposed by theTEP woµrd not expose people to or generate 
excessive ground-borne vibration or noise levels along affected transit routes. 
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• Impact C-N0-1: The Sehlice Policy Framework and the construction and operation of 
the proposed TEP, including Service Improvements and Seniice Variants, Service­
related Capital Improvements, and TIRPs 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 c~nditions. 

AirQllaliW 

• The proposed Project would not result in significant odor impacts. 

• Impact Ao:..1: The Service Policy Framework and construction activities proposed under 
the Service Improvements and Service Variants; Service-related Capital Improvements, 
and TIRPs and TIRP Variants would not result in a violation of air quality standards or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation; nor would It result 
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria air pollutants, for which the project 
region is in' nonattairiment under an applicable ambient air quality ~tandard. 

• Impact AQ-2: The Service Policy Framework and construction activities proposed under 
the Service Improvements arid Service Variants, Service-related Capital Improvements, 
and TIRPs and TIRP Variants would not generate emissions of PM2.s and toxic air 
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would expose sensitive 
·receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. · 

• Impact AQ-3: The Servic~ Policy Framework and the proposed project-level Serv.lce 
Improvements and Service Variants in combination with the TIRPs and TIRP 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 a.n applicable amb.ient air quality standard. 

• Impact AQ-4: The Service Policy Fram·ework and proposed project-level Service 
Improvements and Service Variants would not generate emissions of PM2.s and toxic air 
9ontaminants, including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

• ·lmpactAQ-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 TIRPs and TIRP Variants, would not conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plari, 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 TIRPs and TIRP 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 
nonattalnment 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 TIRPs and TIRP Variants, in combination with past, 
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present and reasonably foreseeable ftiture projects, would not generate emissions of 
PMu and toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate .matter, at levels that would 
expose sensitive reeeptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• lmf·~ct C-GG".~: !he p~opq_sed Project w,oul~ gera~rate gree~h?use gas emissi~ns, ~ut 
no lf1 levels ~h~t WOl.ll~ r~ult in a significant impact pn the· environment, or 90nf11ct with 
art¥ pol!9y, P,1~'1·. Qr re~!Jlation ad9pted· for the purpose of re~u~ing greenhouse gas 
emissions. · · · · · · 

Wind ~nd. Shadow 
: " ',"· ··:. ' .. '. ' ,' • • • • · 1 • 

• Impact W,~~t: Th~ propo~ed Project woµld .not alter Winds i~ a rilann~r that would 
substantially affect public areas. 

• Impact WS-2: The proposed Project would not create new shadow that substantiallY' 
affects outdoor recreati,on facilities or other public areas. 

;;, ' 

Recreation . 
' ' , <.. ' " I ... 

• .· !mp~q R~:-1,· RE:-3; Tne p~oposed f'.'roject \Vould. 'lot r~µlt ·in the inor~ased.us~~of 
existi.ng _neig~~<;>~hood or regional parks 9r other recre~~pn f~oilitjes such that substantial 
physical deterioration would occur or be accelera~ed, nor result.in the ~egradation of 
recreational resources. · 
J~·· .! ' • . , t ', i:, , ! , .'. :.. • • ' I' .. 

• Impact RE-2: J~e propos~ project would not inchJde rec.r~ational facilities or ,require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment. 

• Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project In combination With other past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable fµture projects would not ·result in a· cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significant ·cumulative Impacts on recreation. · · · · · 

Utllltles and Services Systems 

• . Impact UT~1. UT~~: T~~ prop~sed Project ~oljl~ not ex~~ the wast~wate~ treatment 
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board; ·result in a determination that 
·the wastewater treatment provider tlas inadequate.capacity to serve the 'project; or 
·require or result in the 1construction of new or the expansion of existing water, 
wastewater'treatrnent or-stohliwater drainage facilities . · ' ·' 

• Impact UT-3: The proposed Project would have sufficient water supply available from 
. existing ehtitlements and would not require new 6r expanded water supply resources or 

entitlements. · 

• Impact UT-4: The proposed ProJect would increase the amo.unt 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 loqal statutes and r~gulations 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 

• lmpa~ PS-1: Th.e proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse phy~ical 
impacts associat~d wit.Ii.the provision of police. pro~ection, fire prote?tion, sqhoqls, and 
library services in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives. 

• Impact C-PS-1: The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contributh;>n to significant impacts on police services, fire prot~ctfon, emergency 
services, schools, or libraries suCh that new or altered facilities are required. 

Biological Resources 

• Impact Bl-1, B-2, Bl-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 locC1I poliCies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tr~e 
preservation policy or ordinance.. .. · · . 

• 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-shaking, 
liquefaction, lateral spreading, or landslides. 

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

• ,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, subsidence, 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 

• 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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provl~e additional sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality. · · · · 

,. 
• Impact HY-2, HY-3: The proposed Project would not substantially deplete groundwater 

supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, and would not sub~~~tially 
alter existing drainage patterns in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation. ' · · ' · · 

• Impact HY-4, HY-5: The implementation of the proposed Project ~ould, n?t e>gl~se, .. 
people or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding, or to a significant' risk of 
loss, injury or death involving ·inundation by seiche, tSUhami, or mudflow, or 'as a ·result of 
the ~i!ur~ of a reser:voir. i •. 

• lmpaet C-HY-1: The proposed Project woµld hot result in a cumulativeltc6nsiderable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on water quality and hydrology. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
I',' 

• lmpaet HZ-3: Implementation of the proposed Project ~ould not create a ~ignificant . 
hazard to the public or the eiwironment by location on a ha2:ardous materia.ls 1site. 

~ . . .. I '. . ' . . ' . . ~ \ . '- ' ' . ~ I l • ! . . ' . . , . ~ . . -- • ' 

• Impact HZ-4: Implementation of the proposed Project would not .exp()se people or. 
structures to a significanf risk of loss, injury, "C>r '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 cumulatively considerable 

~onttri?u1tion to, signi~~nt.c~roulativfi imp~cts wjth r~pect tp hazards and .h~zarqous 
ma~a~ · 

' - !, 

Mlneral and Energy Resources 
I.<. 

. . . ! ' ' 

• ' impact ME~1: The proposed Prpj~ct woul~ not re.SU~ in the, los~ ofavailab.ility of a kt"!O~n 
mineral resource or a locally-impoijant 'mineral resource recovery site, 

• lmp~cl ME-2: The prop9sed Proj~ct, woul~ ~~t ~suit i~ ~~ use of l~rge amounts of fuel, 
water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful ·manner. . · 

-, •.--. - . ' ,, . .· . . . . 

• lmpa¢ C-ME•1: The~proposed Project '(IOUJd o~t result .l.n a ~umulatively c:on~ideraple . 
contribution to signifi~nt cumulative impacts on mineral an~ E!nergy r~sou~s . 

. ~ • ' ' l • .• . 

Agriculture and Forest Resources 

• lmpactAF-1: The proposed Project wo.uld not have a substantial adverse effect on 
agriculture or forest resources. 

Growth•lnduclng Impacts 

• Impact GR-1: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework arid the TEP project 
components would not result in growth inducing impacts. 
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Ill. 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 agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen 
a project's identified significant impacts or potential significant Impacts if such mea~ures are 
feasible (unless mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). 
The findings in this Section Ill and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the 

~ . . ' . 
·EIR. These findings discuss mitigation 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 FJ=IR. 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 th~ record, and the significance 
thresholds in ~he EIR, the, SFMTA Board finds that the impacts identified ·in this Section .111 will be 
reduced to a less-than-significant 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 · 

' . 
• · 1mpactCP-2: ·The proposed Project could cause a substantial adverse chal'lge 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 exciavation depth and! or be located in an area where 
the potential for effect on archaeological resources is likely. However, to av~id potential adverse 
impacls 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 ah archaeological 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: TIRP.22_2; TTRP.9; and two Service-related Capital Improvements, 
OWE.1 New Overhead Wiring - Reroute 33 Stanyan onto Valencia Street, and SC 1.2 Sansome 
Street Contraflow Lane. TTRP.9 includes a segment of Bayshore Bc;>ulevard, and TIRP. 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 
arch~eologicat reso.urces. The installation of overhead wire support poles and duct banks along 
a twci-block portion ofValencia Street (OWE1) will be construcl:ed in the Mission Dolores area 
in which there is a potential for significant archaeological resources from the Hispanic Period. 
Th~. installation of traffic m.ast arms alorig a three-block- portion of Sansome Street (SCl.2) will 
occur in an area with the potential for impacts to archaeological resourees from the Verba 
Buena period; Constru~ion in these areas could.resuit in significant impacts on archaeological 
resoµrces if the Atchaeological Mo~itoring mitigation measure is not implemented. 
lmplem~otation of the ArchaeoloQical Monitoring mitigation measure requires review by the . · 
Planning: Department archeologist pnce engineering de5ign details are known. If determined­
ne~~sary _by the Planning Department, the SFMTA would be required to hire an archaeological 
consultant ta be present and monitor· construction activities associated with these four TEP 
compor:i~nis (111s necessary), redirect· construction activities if an intact archaeological deposit is 
encountered, evaluate the deposit, and either re-design the project or implement a ·data 
recovery program. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b: Archaeological Mr;>nftoring 
~ ' ' ' ' ' : ' .. I ,. ' ' ' ~ ,, I :_ , • • ' 

' ' 

• Impact CP-3: The proposed Project could directly or indirectly d~stroy ·a unique 
paleontologi~l,.r~our95 or site or unique:geplogic featµre. · 

-- 'i ' . 

Given the shaliovi excavation depths of TEP c'onstruction activities ~~d ptevious ground 
disturbarfoethat is corrimon within ~h'e pubiic nght-of-way, there is a low probability:of' 
encountering significant paleontbloglcal resour6es in th'e course of projeCt 'construetion. 
However, the presence of sh111llqw paleo~~~logical. resour_ces within are111~ ~f excavation under 
the proposed Project cannot be conclusively ruled out. : Disturbance of paleontological 
reso,urces. cotd,d imp~ir. th~. ability, of p~l~on~olpgi~I r~sources to. yield important scientific 
information. The Paleontological Resources Accidental Discovery:mitigation .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 may be important, a qualified 
paleontological consult~nt will be retained to design ahd. implement a sampling ahd data 
recovery program. 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Paleontologica/ Resources Accidental Discovery 
t' . ' • • . ' 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

' . 
• Impact HZ-.1: Implementation of the proposed Project would not create a significant 

hazard through. routine. Jransport, use, disposal, handling, or emission of hazardous 
materials or through reasonaqly foreseeable upset ~nd accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment · , · 

~ ' 
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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 s;afety 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 con.struction contractors will adhere to these regulations. However, to ensure that 
potential significant Impacts from release of hazc:irdous materials during construction are 
reduced to less-than-significant levels, the SFMTA and const.ruction 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 disposed 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 construcffon 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 above. 

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

JV. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS· 

THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

Based on substantial evid.ence 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 mitigation measures; the effects remain significant and 
unavoidable. ·· , , 

Baf\i~d ·on· substanti~I evi~!311ce i~ the: whole _r~cord, inc!udjng the ~xp~~ opiniqn ~f S,FMTA .and 
Planning Department staff and 'con~ultants to ~ose staff, ~he SFM;T ~ Board al~o fiflds tha~ 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 following 
impacts, and of the reasons why certain mitigation measures, although technologically feasible, 

., , . ' ' ,' . . · .•. - . ' .I ', ',-· 1'.i . I ' 

may be s.ubject to uncertainty, including funding-related uncertainty, please see the relevant 
discussions in the FEIR .. 

Th~. ~~f'0TA ~oard det~~ines that the f~llowl.!"~ ~l~n~ca,nt impacts on ttie er1vironmentf ~s . 
reflected in the FEIR, c;tr~.unavojqat:>le, ~~ und~r P1,1blic Resource~. po9e: §§ .210~1 (~)(3) an9 
(b), and CEQA Guidelines§§ 1·so91(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the SFMTA B.o~rd 
determines that the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding conside~tions described in 
Section VI below. This finding is supported by :substantjal evidence in the record· of this ·. 
proceeding. ·- ~·'; 

Transportation and ~lrculation 
' ' . 

• Impact TR-3: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3, and 
Obje~iye C, Action,s. C.3 throug~ p.5 "1111Y res!Jl,t ill significant traffic impacti;. · 

·...:. Mitigation Measure M-TR-Ei: Optiinization"of Intersection 6peratiqns. 
. ' ; . ,, • •_ . - ·- I 

\ ' ' ' 

Because thjs measure may n·ot be adequate to mitigate impacts to intersection lraffic op'erations 
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 level of service ("LOS") D or. better, the impact on traffic operations remains 
significant· and unavoidable; 

• Impact TR-5: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and 
Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 may r~~ult in significant loading i'!'pacts. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-10: Provision of Replacement Commf!roial Loading 
spaoos · 

' 
- Mitigation Measur~ M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Vioiatipns, 

These measures could reduce significant loading impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
. ' ' ' . 

However, in some locations on-street parking may not be available to convert to commercial 
loading spaces pn the same block and side of the street or within 250 feet on an adjacent side 

27 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

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 Janes is not 
known, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M.:.TR-48 is uncertain. Therefore, the impact of loss 
of on-street commercial loading spaces remains significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR"S: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Lane 
Modjfi~ations and Pedestrian Improvements may result in signlficant traffic impacts. 

- Midgatlon 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 capacitx 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'. 

• 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-1 O: 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.ta 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. 

• Impact TR-14: Implementation of TPS Toolkit elements within the following categories: 
Lane Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements, along the program-level TIRP 
corridors may result 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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• Impact TR-16~ Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Tum Restrictions, and Pedestrian 
Improvements, along the program-level TTRP corridors may result In.significant loading 
impacts. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 O: Provision of Replacement Commercial Loading 
Spaces 

While this measure could reduce significant loading lrT)pacts, in some locations on-street parking 
may riot be availaple to conv~rt to commercial loading spaces. on the same block and side of the 
street ~r-Withln 250 feet on an ~djacent side street, the feasibilaY of providing replacement 
commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 eannot be assured. 
Therefore, the impact of loss of on-street commercial loading spaces remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• . ~mpact TR-24: lrnplementatio11 of the project'."level TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a sfgnifieant traffic impact at the inter:section 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. 

i ' ~ ~ 

! ' • ' ' 

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

• Impact TR-26: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
woulg re~ult in a significant traffic impa9t at.the in~rsection of 16th/Bry'ant streets that 
would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements 
and the TT~P.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

- ·Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 1 f!lh!Bryant streets. 
I ' ' i , 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would reconfigure the intersection of 16th and 
Bryant Streets such that the westbound approach would be a through lane and dedicated right 
tum-pocket and the eastbour:id 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 16th 
and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-27: · Implementation of the projei::t-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 Alternative '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 ITRP.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 Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant 
streets that would operate at LOS E or l,.OS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 1 flh /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 16th 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 ITRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
conditions. 

No feasfble 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 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-34: lmplementatfon 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 ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 161h/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 16th and 

Bryant streets would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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• 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 
conditions. 

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

• Impact TR-36: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
.Variant 2 wou.ld result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16111/Seventh 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plu13 Service 
Improvements and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions. 

No feasible mitigation' measures are available and the ·impact remains significant an~ 
unavoidable. . . ' . -

• llnpact 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 Exp~nded AJternative conditions. 

No fea~ible rnitjg~tion m~asures are availa~le anp the impact remains significant and 
unavoidable. · 

• Impact TR-40: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 ~ould r~µlt in a significant traffic impact at the.inte1rsection of ColumlJ_us 
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 
. cqnditio~s. - ' 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the impact rernai11s significant and 
unavoidable. 

• . Impact TR-42: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_ 1 E>ePanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersecticm of Columbus 
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under 
E~sting plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.30_..1 l;xpanded Alternative Variant 2 
~~~M: . . . . 

No feasible mitigation meas4res are available and the impact r~mains significant 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 commerc!al 
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 significant and unavoidable. 

• 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 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 uncertain and impacts on 
this corridor remain significant and unavoi.dable. 

• 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 uncertain 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 regulations along 
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and· i•mp~cts on 
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-52: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative would 
re.suit in a reduction in on-:~treet comrnerci~l loadlng supply,on Stockton S~reet such that 
th~ e?Cisting loading demand during the. peak hour of loading Cjlctivitie~ oo.µtd not ~e . 
accorTlmoda~ed within ori-street loading s'upply and may cre~~e a poten~i~lly 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 transi~.,9,nly, la11~. is·ne~ known, th~ feasibility of this measur.e is uncertain and impacts on 
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. · · 

• Impact TR".53:' lmplem.ei:ttafiori 9f project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 
1 would result in a refdi.J¢tion In ·on~street eori)mercial loa~ing supply on Stockton Street 

·such that the.exi~ljrjgiloading deinaijd during the pe~kho~r of to'ading acti'{ities. cauld 
not be accoinmqdated withifi-on-street loa~ing sup'ply and'niay create a potentially 
hazardous con~il:ion or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycies, or 
pedestrians. · 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations 
' •' ~ • ; \• , L' • • . • ' ' ' ( ' • 

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video e!'lforcemerit of parking tegulatiohs along 
new transit-b.nly lanes is not known, the feasjbility of this measure is uncertain and impacts on 
this corridor remain significant and-unavoidable. 

, ,1' 

• Impact TR-54: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternati~e 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 actlvltl~s could 

. r1tit be ~cci>rnmodated within on-street foadlrig supply and may' create ~ pot~ntia"lly 
,h~~rdous ·con~itlbn ot significant det~y that may affect traffic, transjt; .bicycl~. or 
"j:fode~trians. · · · · · , 

- MNlgation M~asure M-TR-:48: Enforcement of Parking Viol~tions . 
~ f • • ' • • 

' ' . '. ' . ' . 

Becaus19 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 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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tri:1nsit, resulting in an exceedance of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Mission 
.corridor within the South~ast screenli.ne of the Do~ntown sc.reenlines under ?0~5 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements only conditions. 

- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monito,ring of.Muni Service 

Implementation of this Mitigation Measure would reduce the cumulative impact on the affected 
corridor to a le'ss-than-significant level. However, becau$e the SFMTA cannot commit to future 
funding appropriations 11or be certain of its ~bility to provide ·additional ~ervice citywide to 
maintain the capacity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility of this 
mitigation measure is uncertain, ahd 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 TIRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TIRP Moderate 
Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development 
in San Fra".lc)s90, would contribute c;~nsiderably to significant c4mulative impacts.on. 
transit, resuiting in exceedances of Muni's ·capacity utiU~ation standard on the . 
FultonfHayes corridor within the Northwest screenline ~'nd on the Mis.sion corridor within 
the ~outheast screenll ne of the Downtown screen lines under 2035 Cumulative plus 
s·er\tice Improvements and the TIRP Moderate Alternative condjtions. 

- 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~ less-than-significant level. However, because the SFMTAcannot 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-3: The Service Policy Framework, the TP$ Toolkit elen:ients as applied in 
the program-level TIRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TIRP · 
Expanded Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to signific.ant 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 TIRP 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, amo·ng other service goals, the feasibility of this 
mit!gation measure is uncertain, and the cumulative impact on transit remains significant ahd 
unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR· 7: lniplementation of the S~rvice' Poiicy Framework Objective A, Action 
A.3 and Objective c; Actions C.3 thfough C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories:· ·Lane · · 
Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements as applied In program-level TIRP corridors, 
In combination with past; present and reasonliibiy foreseeable developme'nt in San 
Francisco, would result in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors 
under 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TIRP Moderate Alternative 
cor;i,ditlons. . " . 

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

Becausethis me.asure may not pe 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 Dor better, the feasibility' of mitigation is riot assured. Therefore; the 
cumul~tive im~acton traffic operations rert1a!ns.~ignificant a~d unavoidabJe 

• Impact C-TR-9: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action 
A.~ arid Object.ive 9, Act!ons,C.3 thto~gh C,5 and TPS Toolkit categories:. Lane . 
Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in program-level DRP corrid.o~ 
would result in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors -under 2035 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TIRP ~panded Alternative conditions. 

- 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 capacify is 
unknown and it is not always possible to optimize an intersection such that level of service will 
improve to LOS D or better, t~e effectiveness. ()f this mitigation mea.sure is not .assured, and 
mitigation Is infeasible.· Th~refore, the cumulati'{e impact ()rl traffic operations rem~ins 
significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-13: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus· Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.J Expanded Alternative would contribute considerably to cum1:1lative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of Market/Church/14th streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumul~tive impact remains signifi~nt 
and unavoidable. 

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

• Impact C-TR-15: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.8X Expanded Alternative wou.ld 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 unavoidabl~. 

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

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

• Impact C-TR·17: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus .Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative would re~;ult 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 ar.e available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. . 

• Impact C-TR-18: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
int~rsection of Mission/Fifth streets during the a.m. peak hour. 

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

• Impact C-TR-19: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative impacts at the 
intersection of Missioni16th streets during the p.m. peak hour . 

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

• Impact C-TR-20: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and TTRP.22.:.1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic 
impacts at the Intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

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

36 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

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 impacts at the intersection of 

16111 and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable. 

• ·Impact c-TR•21: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative ph.~s Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would· result in project and traffic 
Cl!mulative impacts at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

, . I . . . '. .· . • . . 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restrlping at 1 flh!Bryant streets 

lmplement~tion of l\'l~lgation Me~;;ur:e M.-TR-26 would.nqt_improve intersection operatio,ns to LOS 
Dor.better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative trafficJmpa~ts at the intersection of 
16th and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable. 

• l~paet c-TR-22: lmpiementation of the 2035 'cumulative· plus Service lmproveriients 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and · 
cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak 
hour. "·· · 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restrlping at 16'1'/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 impacts at the intersection of 
16th and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable. 

·', I'• 

' I 

• Impact C"-TR-23: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative phJS ser\tice lrriprov~ments 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative would result iri project ·and cumulative traffic 
impacts at the in~ersection of 16th/Potrero streets du~ng the p.m. peak hour. 

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

• Impact C-TR-24:' Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Vanant 1 would resuit ih' project and ' 
cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Potrero streets during t~e p.m. peak 
h~~~ ' . . ' ' ' . 

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

• Impact C-TR-25: Implementation of the 20'35 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 woulq result in project and 
cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of 161h/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: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22 1 Expande9 Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of 16ili/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 Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of 16th/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: 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 16111/0wens streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

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

• Impact C-TR-29: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service. Improvements 
plus the TTRP.22_ 1 Expand~d Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16th/Fourt~ stre~ts during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

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

• Impact C-TR-30: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result Jn cumulative traffic 
impacts a.t ttie intersection of 16th/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. 

• 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 16th/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 c;>fthe 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.22.:.1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic 
impacts-at.the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

. . 
No feasible mitigation measures are available an9 the cumulative f mpact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• impaet C-TR-33: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and 
cµmula~ve traffip impacts at the intersection of 1 st111s~.venth ,streets during the a.m. and 

.l':m: peak hours. · · · ' · · 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains sigriificarit 
and unavoidable. L , : • • 

.. · 
• Impact C-TR-~4: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plu~ S~rvice lmprov~ments 

and the TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and 
cumul.~tive tr~.ffJc i~p~cts.,a,t the intersec~on of 1.at111seventh st~eets during th~ a.~. and 
p.m. peak hours. . ·. . ,. . 

' ' :.·· ''! 

No feasible mitigatldn measures are availablii! and the cami.Jlativ9, impact·~111alns si~niflcant 
and unavoidable. · 

.1 '!· . 

• Impact C-TR-35: Implementation of the· 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.30...i.1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic . 
impacts at the. ir1t~rseci;i9n c;>f C9lurn~us Aven!Je/Green Street/Stppkton Street. 

No feasible mitigation measures' are avaflable and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unayoidable. 

• lmpa~-C-TR"'.3~: .. i1Tl'P,l7~~n~~ipr of the ?.035 cu~l!l~~~e plu,s s~i:vi~ · 10,1prm.~e~ents 
and the TIRP.30 .1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and . 
cumulative traffic lmpaCtS at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton 
Street. 

No fe~sible mitigation meast,.1res are available ~nd the cumulatiye impact r~r:nalns ~igniflcant 
and unavoid~ble. 

• Impact C·TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative pius Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.30_ 1 Expandetj Alternative Variant 2 woulq_ result in project and 
cumtila~ve traffic' ir:npacts at tf:ie intersection of Colurnbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton 
&re~ . . 

No feasible mitigation mea~ures are available and ttie cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. , . · " - _. 
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• Impact C· TR·43:. Implementation ofthe 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 Measuff? M-TR-1 O: provision of Replacement Commercial L~ading 
· 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 unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project~level TTRP Mode~ateAlternative 
includ.ing 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_1Variant1, and TTRP.30_1Variant2, in 
combination with past, present and reasona.bly foreseeable developm~nt in. San 
Francisco, would result in project and 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 these corridors remain significant and unavoidable. 

• lmpa~ 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 Tum Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as applied 
in program-level TTRP corridors, ln 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 Implementation 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. · 

• Impact C.. TR-52: Implementation of the pr()ject-level TTRP Moderate Al~ernath1e for the 
TTRP.14 Variant 1 or the TTRP.14 Variant 2; in combination With past, present and 
reasonably foreseeabl~ development in San Francisco, would result in significant 

. cumulative parking impaCts. · . 
' . ' ' ' . ., 

- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementation of Parking 
, Managem~nt strategies 

' . 
It is uncertain whether parking management strategies would mitigate this significant cumulative 
parking impact to a less-than-significant level. ·therefore,· fet)sibility of this mitigation ~easure 
cannot be assured, and th.e cumulative.impact remains significant and unavoidable. . 

' ' ·,, ' I ' 

• Impact C-TR.,.54:· Implementation of the project-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 cufoulative parking impacts. . 

- MitigE!tion. Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementation of Parking 
Management strategies 

It is uncertain Whether' parking management strategies would mitigate 'this significant cumulative· 
parking impact fo a. less-than-significant level.' Therefore, feasibilify of this mitigation measure 
cannot be assured, and the cumulative impa~ remains significant and unavoidable. 

V. EVALUATION. OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

This Section describes the alternatives to the project analyzed in the FEIR and the reasons for 
finding the alternative$ infeasibl~ and rejecting them as required by Public Resou.rces 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 alternatives to the project that 
would "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.S(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 eomparative 
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analysis is used to consider reasonably, potentially feasible options for minimizing 
environmental consequences of the Proposed Project. 

The Alter.natives 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 d~sc;ribed in this Section, and for the reasons described in Section VI below, 
which is incorporated herein by reference. 

A. Reasons for Approyin~ Proposed Project 

As discusseq above in Section I and in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, th~ TEP consists of a Service 
Policy Framework, Service Improvements, 12 SeNlce-Related Capital Improvements, and 
Travel Time Reduction Proposals {TTRPs) (which apply variol,Js items from the Transit 
Preferential Streets "Toolkit") along 17 transit corridors. For the purposes of environmental 
review, the FEIR described and analyzed two possible TEP projects-referred to as the ITRP 
Moderate Alternative and the ITRP 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 resultin9 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 
ITRP corridors. The difference between the two alternative projects is that under the ITRP 
Moderate Alternative, these elements would be implemented in combination with a "moderate" 
number ofTPS Toolkit elements along certain Rapid Network corridors and, under the ITRP 
Expanded Alternative, these elements would be Implemented In combination with an 
"expanded" number ofTPS 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 ITRP 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 ITRP 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 ITRP 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 SFMTABoard is not now rejecting either the TIRP Moderate 
Alternative or the TIRP 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 TIRP corridor. Once any such projects are 
proposed for approval, the SFMTA Boar~ woulq adopt as necessary findings to reject 
alternatives to ~ose proposed TIRP projects. 

The SFMTA Board finds that the Project will provide 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. 

• Improve the cost-effectiveness and productivity of transit operations. 

• Improve the customer experience on th~ transit system. 

• Improve transit system reliability. 

• lrtiprove transit travel tirries. 

• Improve safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders. 

• Realign transit routes to eliminate underused routes and increase headways on heavily..: 
used routes. 

• Reduce crowding on heavily-used routes. 

• Improve accessibility to the transit system. 

• Attract more passengers to the transit system and increase the use of transit by existing 
riders. 

• Reduce the use of automobiles on City streets. 
< I • • ' ' 

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

The SFMTA Board of Directors rejects the No Project Alternative described and analyzed in the 
FEIR because the SFMTA Board finds that there is substantial evitjence, 'including evidence of 
economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations described in this Section in 
addition to those described in Se~on VI beiow under CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(3), 
that make this alternative infeasible. In making these determinations, the SFMTA Board is 
aware that CEQA defines "feasibility" to mean "capable of being accomplished in a successful 
manner Within a reasonable period of time, taking into',account ecbnomic, environmental,· social, 
legal, and technologieal factors." The SFMTA Board is also aware that under CEQA ~se law 
the concept of "feasibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular alternative 
promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project; and (ii) 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, sO'me 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 TE.P. 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 mea~ures 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 
systeryi 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 riot 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 Fr~ncisco tax payers. As costs continue to 
increase, l?nd 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 re~sons, the SFMTA Board finds th~t, on ba!ance, t.he Project is preferable to the No 
Proje~Alternative and the No Project Alternative is rejected as Infeasible. 

' ~ l • • ' . 

2. Alternatives Considered and Rejected in the EIR 

Alternative locations for the TEP would not be feasible becaus.e the Project is a systemwide 
program to improve the existing transit infrastructure and service in San Francisco; therefore, 
alternative locations outside of San Francisco are rejected. ·Alternative locations for transit 
improvements on streets other than those proposed are rejected as infeasible because of the 
need·to maintaih cofaiectivity and geogr~phic coverage within the existing transit arid overall 
transportation network. · 

The SFMTA considered several potential alternatives to ai;pects of the TEP's TTRP Moderate 
and Expanded Alternatives. These alternati\ies include the following: 

• ; Tran~it"'.only streets along high transit ridership corridors. . 
• , Transit-only lanes along the entirety of all existing four-lane (or moria) tra')S!it corridors. 
• Stop sign removal and replacement with traffic signals at all stop sign locations on transit 

corridors. 
• Stop .consolidation and optimization standards as recomroended In best practices 

. literature. 
• R,oute terminal relocation and optimization for some routes Wilh terminal locations at 

unproductive route segments or ~n low trans~ 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 v~rsa. 
• Additional extensions to. existing ro~es, 
• Modlflcation of route tails {swapping one route segment with a different route segment to · 

serve the same transit corridor). 
• 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 ~ Fulton, with higher capacity vehicles, but not on others). 
• Strea!Tllining all routes for improved direct.ness by, for example, reducing t,he number of 

turns {streamlining is included in the TEP for some routes). 
• Modifying frequency for all routes (frequency modifications, both increased and 

, . I 

decreased frequency, is included in the TEP for some routE!ls). 
• Reducing the span of service for some route$. · 
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• Farside boarding at all signalized intersections (farside boarding at signalized 
intersections is included in the TEP for many routes, but not all). 

These alternatives were removed 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. 

VII. STATEMENT OF. OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS· 

Pursuant to CEQA § 21081 and CEQA Guidelines§ 15093, the SFMTA Bc;>ard of Directors 
hereby finds, after c_onsideration 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 siQnificant 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. All 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 environmel'.lt 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 City. 
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• 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. 

• Implementation 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. 

• 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 c;ldverse.environmental effects, and that the adverse 
envb"onmental 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 
for Mitigation 

·· Adopted-Mitigation· Measures . - Implementation Schedule 
- . . . 

MITIGATION tMEASURESAGREED TO BY SFMTA 

1f!1!ffi~~!~~~-~1fitii11'rR-.'c-~~'> ' LU ·. •• ·~~-~~2~~~ 
Mitigation Measure M~P-2a: AccidentalDiscove~ SFMTA and Priorto soils 
of Archeologital Resources . project disturbance 
The. following mitigatioi:i measu(e is required to avoid contractors activities 
any potential adverse effect from the proposed project 
on accidentally discovered burled.or submerged· 
historica.lresources as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 151J64.5(a)(c), The project sponsor:sliall 
distribute the Planning Department archaeological and 
paleontological resource "ALERT" sheet to the project 
prime_ contractor; to any project subcontractor (including 
demorition,:excavation, grading; foundation,. pile drMng, 
etc. firms); and to any utilities firm involved in soils 
disturbing acthfities within the project site. Prior to.any 
soils disturbing ,activities being undertaken; each 
contractor is responsible-for-ensuring that the ~ALERT" 
sheet is ·circulated to all field pers<?.nnel, inclu~ing 
machine;operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory 
personnel, etc. The· project sponsor shall provide the 
Environmental Review-Officer (ERO)_with a sig!1ed 
affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, 
subcohtractor(s), and utilities firm) ~g the ERO 
confirming that all field personnel have r~ceiVc;id copies 
of the Alert Sheet. · 

- . ' . .,.:-_·,_ .. : ..... 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA to distribute 
Planning Department 
·ALERT" sheet' arid· · 
provide signed affidavit 
from project contractor, 
subccintractor(s) and 
utilities firm(s) stating· 
that all field personnel 
have received copies 
of the "ALERr sheet. 

.. 'J ' -

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2-SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJ'ECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhlblt2-1 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to receive 
signed affidavit 

.1: 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Prior to any soil 
disturbing activities. 

Following 
distnbution of 
"ALERT" sheet but 
prior to any soils 
disturbing activities. 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
August 16, 2013 



EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Should any indication of an archaeological resource be 
encountered during·any soils disturbing activity ofth·e 
project, ·the project Head Foreman and/or project 
sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall 
immediately suspend any soils :disturbing activities in the 
Vicinity of the·discovery until the ERO has determined 
what ·additional measures should be undertaken. 

If the ERO determin.es,that-an archaeological resource 
may be present within the project site, 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 . 
advise:the ERO. as to. whether the discovery is an 
archaeological resource, :retains sufficient integrity, and 
is of potential scientific/historicaVcultural·significance. If 
an archaeological· resource is present; the 
archaeological consultant· shall identify and evaluate the 
archaeological resource. The archaeological consultant 
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- mightinclude:·preservation, in situ of the 
archaeological resource, an archaeological monitoring 
program, oran.archaeologicaltesting program. ltan 
archaeological monitoring program or archaeologlcal 
testing program is required, it shaO: 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 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTAand 
. project 
contractor's 
Head Foreman 

SFMTAand 
project 
.archaeological 
consultant 

During soils 
disturbance 
activities 

When determined 
necessary by the 
ERO 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA and project 
contractor's Head 
Foreman to inform 
ERO and suspend 
soils disturbing 
activities. 

If required, SFMTA to 
retain an 
archaeological 
consultant from the 
pool of qualified 
archaeological 
consultants. 

Project archaeological 
consultant to advise 
ERO regarding the 
status of the · 
archeological resource. 

ERO to determine 
whether the need for 
an archaeological 
monitoring program, an 
archaeological testing 
program, or site 
security program is 
needed. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PRO.JECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhibit2-2 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

ERO to determine During soils 
if additional disturbance 
measures are activities 
necessary 

ERO to determine 
if additional 
measures are 
necessary to 
implement 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

I· 

Adoptt;td. MltigatlortMea~ui'es 

Responsibility 
for Mitigati.on 

Implementation Schedule 

The project archaeological consultant shall submit a· · SFMTA and 
Final Archeologlcal Resources Report (FARR) tot.he project 
ERO that evaluates the· historical signiflcance0of·any .. _ archaeological 
discovered archaeologieal resouroe'and desciibirig the consultant 
archaeological and.historical research methods · 
employed in 'the archaeological monitoring/data recovery 
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 sentto.the ERO for 
review-1:1nd.approva1:·once·approved by the ERO, 
copies Of the-FARR shall.be distnbuted-as foUows: 
California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest . 
Information Center (!'IWIC) shall receiv~ orie (1) copy 
and the ERO shall receive a i::opy of the transmittf1l.of 
the.FARR to the NWIC~· Jhe Environrriental'Plan'ning 
division of the f>lanning Department sha!l · r.eeeive Qne 
bound copy, one unbound qopy, and .one unlocked. · · 
searcha_ble Portable Doc_ument Format' (P_DF) ~PY on 
CD of the FARR along witll copies of any formal site .. 
recordatioh forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or. · 
documentation for nomination to the 'NRHP/CRHR. In 
instances Of high public interestor'interpretlVE! value, the 
ERO may reqyire ·a different final report content, format, 
and distribution' than that prE7sented above. 

When determined 
necessary by the, 
ERO 

:" ·. _;·~,~ .. _.. : :~~-.:~i::·-.~·- .. ~ 

· Mitigation · 
Action 

SFMTA and project 
archaeological 
consultant to prepare 
draft and final·FARR 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to review and 
approve final 
FARR . 

Monitoring 
Schedule 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

. Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b: Archaeological 
Monitoring 
Based on the reasonable potential that archaeological 
resources may be present within the project site, the 
following measures shall be undertaken to .avoid any 
potentially significant advel"Se effect from the proposed 
project on buried or submerged historical resources. 
Once engineering design details forthe identified projects 
{OWE.1, OWE.1 Variant,SCl.2, TTRP .9 and TTRP.22_2) 
and other projects in archaeologically sensitive areas, as 
identified by the Environmental Review Officer, are 
known, the project sponsor .shaH consult 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 quarlfied archaeological 
consultants maintain~d by tlie Planning Department 
archaeologist The archaeological consultant shall 
undertake an archaeological monitoring program. All 
plans ahd 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 to a maximum· of four weeks.· At the direction of the 
ERO, 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 
potential effects on a significant archaeological resource 
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTAand 
Planning 
Department 

Prior to soils 
disturbance 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA to consult with 
Planning Department 
archaeologist. 

If required, SFMTA to 
choose archaeological 
consultant from the 
pool of qualified 
archaeological 
consultants 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting · 
Responsibility 

Project 
archeological 
consultant, 
Planning 
Department 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Consultation with 
Planning 
Department 
Archeologist to 
occur once 
engineering design 
details for the 
identified projects 
are known; timeline 
for subsequent 
actions determined 
following meeting. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Archaeological monitoring program (AMP). The 
archaeological monitoring program shall minimally 
include the following provisions: 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMT A and If archaeological 
project monitoring is 
archaeological implemented, prior 
consultant, in to any soils-
consultation with disturbing 
ERO activities, and 

during soils 

Mitigation 
Action 

Project archaeological 
consultant to prepare 
Archaeological 
Monitoring Program 
(AMP) in consultation 
with the ERO 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

SFMTAand 
project 
archaeological 
consultant, in 
consultation with 
ERO 

• The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, and 
ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the AMP 
reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing 
activities commencing. The ERO, in consultation with 
the project archaeologist, shall detennine what project Archaeological 
activities shall be archaeologically monitored. In most monitor and 
cases, any soils disturbing activities, such as SFMTA and 
demofltion, foundation removal, excavation, grading, SFMTA's 

d~~~bin~ Archaeological Archaeological 
~cati~~ion at any consulta~t to advise a!I monitor t~ observe 

utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles construction 
(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall contractors 
require archaeological monitoring becau~ of the 
po~ential risk these activities pose to archaeological 
resources and to ,their depositional context. 

• The archaeological consultant shall advise all project 
contractors to'be on the alert fo(evidence of the 
presence of the expected resource(s}, ofhowto 
identify the evidence ofthe expected resource(s}, and 
of.the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent 
discovery of an archaeological resource. 

• The archaeological mo11itor(s)' shall be present on the 
project site according to a schedule agrf:!ed upon by 
the archaeological consultant and the ERO until the 
ERO has, in consultation with the archaeological 
consultant, determined that project construction 
activities could have no effects on significant 
archaeological deposits. 

• The archaeological monitor shall record and be 
authorized to collect soil samples and 
artifactuaVecofactual material as warranted for 
analysis. 

construction construction 
contractors according to the 

If monitoring is schedules 
implemented, as • . established in the 
construction Archaeologica! monitor AMP for each site. 
contractors are sh9;1l temporanly . 
retained, prior to redfr~~ construction 
any soils-disturbing activities as necessary 
activities and consult with ERO 

If monitoring is 
implemented, 
schedules for 
monitoring to be 
established in the 
AMP, in 
consultation with 
ERO 
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Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on finding 
by ERO that AMP is 
implemented. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

• If an 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 actMty (foundation, shoring, 
etc.), the archaeological monitor has cause to believe 
that the pile driving activity may affect an . 
archaeological resource; the pile drMng activity shaD 
be tenn_inated until an appropriate evaluation of the 
resource has been made in consultation with the 
ERO. The archaeological consultant shall 
immediately notify the ERO Qf 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. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 
Mitigation 
Action 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring 
Schedule 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule' 

Consultation with Descendant Communities: . On . Archaeological For the duration of 
discovery of an archaeological site 1 associated with.. . monitor and soil-disturbing 
descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese, SFMTA and activities, the 
an appropriate representative2 of.the descendant group SFMTA's representative of 
and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of construction the descendant 
the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to contractors group shall be 
monitor archaeological field investigations of the site and given the 
to consult with ERO regarding appropriate opportunity to 
archaeological treatment of the .site, of recovered data monitor 
from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative. archaeological field 
treatment of the associated· archaeological site. ·A copy investigations on 
of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be the site and consult 
provided to the representative of the descendant group~ with the ERO 
If the ERO; in consultation with the archaeological regardi~g 
consultant, detennines that a significant archaeological appropnate. 
resource is present and that the resource could be·· archaeolog1cal 
adversely affeeted by the proposed project, af tlie t~eatment of the 
discretion cif the project sponsor, either: site, of recover7d 

A) Th d. •ect · h II b ·e-d· · • d t data from the site, 
~propose. proJ s a e r . e~1gl')e so as o and, if applicable, 

avoid any ~dverse effect on the significant any interpretative 
archaeological res.ource; or treatment of the 

B). An archaeological data recovery Pr<JQram shall be associated 
implemented, unless the ERO detennines·that the· archaeological site. 
archaeological resource is of greater interpretive 
than research significance and that interpretive use 
of the resource is feasible. 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA shall contact 
ERO and descendant 
group representative 
upon discovery of an 
archaeological site. 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Project 
archaeological 
consultant shall 
prepare a FARR in 
consultation with 
the ERO. 

Acopyofthe 
FARR shall be 
provided to the 
representative of 
the descendant 
group 

The term "archaeological site" is intended here to minimally include any archaeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence ofburial. 2 . . . . . 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Consic(ered 
complete on 
notification of the 
appropriate 
descendant group, 
provision of an 
opportunity to 
monitor construction 
site work, and 
completion and 
approval of the 
FARR by ERO, if 
necessary. 

An "appropriate representative" of the descendant group is here defined 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 California Native.American Heritage Commission, 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 
for Mitigation 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule 

If an archaeological data recovery program is required SFMTA and Considered 
by the ERO, the archaeological data recovery program project complete once 
shall be conducted in accord with an archaeological data archaeological verification of 
recovery plan (ADRP). The project archaeological consultant, in curation occurs. 
consultant, project sponsor, 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 limitedto·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 shali include the following 
elements: 

• Field' Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of 
proposed field strategies, procedures, and 
operations. 

• Cataloguing andLaboratory 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. 

Mitigation 
Action 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Consultant to prepare Final ADRP to be 
Archaeological Data submitted to ERO 
Recovery Program in 
consultation with ERO. 
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Monitoring 
·schedule 

Considered 
complete on finding 
by ERO that ADRP 
is implemented. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

• Interpretive 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. 

• c_uration. Description of the procedures and 
recom_mendations for the curation of any .recovered 
data haVing potential research value, identification of 
appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the 
accession policies of .the curation facilities. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

. . -

Mitigation 
A~ion 

~ 7'< ~l4 .: . 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring 
Schedule 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING.PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary. 
Objects. The treatment of human remains and of 
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered 
during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with 
applicable State and federal Laws, including immediate 
notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San 
Francisco and, in the event of the Coroner's 
determination that the human remains are Native 
American remains, notification of the California State 
Native American Heritage Commission who shall 
appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. 
Code Sec. 5097.98). The archaeological consultant, 
project sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable 
efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, 
with appropriate dignity, hur:nan remains and associated 
or unassociated funerary objects ( CEQA Guidelines 
Sec. 15064.S(d)). The agreemenfshould take into 
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 
recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final 
disposition of the human remains and associated or 
unassociated funerary objects. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTAand 
project 
archaeological 
consultant, in 
consultation with 
ERO 

Ongoing 
throughout soils­
disturbing activities 

Mitigation 
Action 

If applicable, upon 
discovery of human 
remains and/or 
associated or 
unassociated funerary 
objects, the consultant 
shall notify the Coroner 
of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and 
in the event of the 
Coroner's 
. determination that the 
human remains are 
Native American 
remains, notification of 

·the California State 
Native American 
Heritage Commission 
who shall appoint a 
Most Likely 
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 
unassociated funerary 
objects 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Project 
archaeological 
consultant and/or 
archaeological 
monitor 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on 
notification of the 
San Francisco 
County Coroner and 
NAHC, if necessary. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Final Archaeological Resources Report. The 
archaeological consultant shall'sUbmit a Draft Final 
Archaeological Resources· Report (FARR) to the ERO 
that evaluates the historical significance of any 
discovered archaeological resource and ·describes the 
archaeological and historical research -methods 
employed in the arehaeol0gicaf testing/monitoring/data 
recovery program(s) undertaken. lnfor'matioh that may 
put ahisk any arehaeological resource shall be ·provided 
in a separate removable insert Within the draft 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 
Archaeologia!I Site Survey Northwest'lnformatiori 
Center(NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO 
shall receive a· copy of the-transmittal of the FARR to the 
NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the 
Planning Department shat! receive one bound, one 
unbound, arid one unlocked searchable PDF copy on 
CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site 
recoi"dation 'forms {CA DPR 523 series) and/or 
documentation for nomination to the NRHP/CRHR. In 
instances Of high public interest or interpretive yalue, the 
ERO may require a different final ~port con_terit; format, 
and distribution than that presented above. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 
Mitigation 
Action 

SFMT A and If applicable, upon If applicable, 
project completion of consultant to prepare 
archaeological cataloguing and draft and final 
consultant, in analysis of Archeological 
consultation with recovered data and Resources Report 
ERO findings reports. 

If applicable, upon 
approval of Final 
Archaeological 
Resources Report 
by ERO 

,.- ~- • - •'. '· ··;. ' t 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

If applicable, the 
ERO to review and 
approve the Final 
Archeological 
Resources Report 

If applicable, 
consultant to · 
transmit final, 
approved 
documentation to 
NWICand San 
Francisco Planning 
Department 

If applicable, 
consultant shall 
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 subje,et to 
revision untllfinal 
approval by the 
ERO. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on 
approval of final 
FARR. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Paleontological 
Resources Accidental Discovery 
In order to avoid any potential adverse effect in the 
event of accidental discovery of a paleontological 
resource during construction of the project, the project 
sponsor shall be responsible for ensuring that all.project 
contractors ·and subcontractors involved in soil­
disttirbing activities associated with the project comply 
with the following procedures in the event of discovery of 

. a paleontological resource. Paleonti:>logical remains; or 
resource, can take the fomi of whole or portions of 
marine shell, bones, tusk, horn and teeth from fish, 
reptiles, mammals, and lower order animals. In the ease 
of Megafauna, the remains, although partial, may be 
large in scale. Also pcileontological 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 notifythe 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 measures are needed. · 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation Mitigation 

Action Implementation Schedule 

SFMTAand 
project 
contractor's 
Head Foreman 

During construction Project 
contractor/SFMTA to 
notify the ERO and 
one of its ~esignated 
paleontologists and 
suspend soils­
disturbing activities. 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

SFMTA and ERO 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

During construction, 
upon indication that 

a paleontological 
resource has been 

encountered 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

If the ERO detennines that· a potentially-signifiCant 
paleontol0gical· resource 'may be present Within· the 
project site, ,the project sponsor shall retain the services 
of a qualified· paleontological consultant.with,expertise in 
Califomia.paleontologYi to. design and. impJ~ment a 
Paleontological. Resources Mitigation-Plan (PRMMP). 
The PRMMP shall include a description of'discovery· 
procedures; sampling,and datarecovery·procedures; 
procedures for the· preparation~ -identification, analysis, 
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 ttie· Society fOf 
Vertebrate Paleontology Standard'Guidelines·forthe 
mitigation of cbnstruction-relatecladvel'Se·impacts to 
paleontologlcal resources and the requirements of the 
designated· repository' for any,fossils collected. In the 
event of a· verified palaontological discover}', the 
remaining· construction and soil-disturbing activities 
within those·geological units specified as 
paleontologiC:ally sensitive in the PRMMP shall be 
monitored by the project·paleontological'consultant. 
The,consuttant's work shall be conducted ifraccoidance 
with this mitigation measure and at the direction of the 
City's ERO. Plans and reports prepared by the 
consultant shall be:submittj:!Cf for ·review and approval by 
the ERO. . 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTA and The project 
project paleontological 
paleontologlcal consultant to 
consultant in consult with·the 
consultation with ERO as indicated; 
the ERO. completed when 

ERO accepts final 
report 

-~) . "•""' -.. ,·--. -:-. : '-·· .. 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA to retain 
appropriately qualified 
·consultant to prepare 
PRMMP, carry out 
monitoring, and 
reporting 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2-SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhibit 2-13 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to approve 
final PRMMP 

Project 
paleontological 
consultant shall 
provide brief 
monthly reports to 
ERO during 
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 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on 
approval of final 
PRMMP. 

Considered 
complete on 
approval of final 
documentation by 
ERO. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
·for Mitigation 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule 
Mitigation 
Act.ion · 

Mon.itoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

!li'}l!JLrd~a_r!Cf'--'"!_~~~'!:~1"!'~~!5!:1 
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Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1: Hazardous Materials 
Soil Testing 
In order to protect both construction workers and the 
public from exposure to hazardous materials in soils 
encountered during construction of the proposed project, 
the project sponsor agrees to adhere to the following 
requirements. 

1) · 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 to government agencies 
unless tlie 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. 

2) Any excavated soil not reused and encapsulated 
under concrete and/or asphalt covering within the 
same area as its e:l(cavation, 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 Soil and 
groundwater test 
results containing 
any hazardous 
materials shall be 
submitted to the 
Department of 
Public Health 
{DP.H) within 21 
days of the 
completion of 
testing. 

SFMT A project Department of 
construction contractor Public Health 
shall be responsible for 
the implementmion of 
Steps 1-3. 
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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 

, Adopted: Mitigation Measures · 

. compliance \vith DPH, ~ati\i~ arid ~ecteral , 
requirements. The project sp_onsor ~haJJ. be · . 
responsible for reporting the test .res1.,1lts 'cif any soil . 
with hazardous material colitenfto'DPA'within 21 
days of the completion of'testing; acicompanied with 
a map-showing the exeavatiorflocation. · 

3) If the proposed excavation activities· encounter 
·_ groundwater, the groundwater· shall be tested for 
hazardous matenals~ Copies of the test resultS shall 
be submitted to DPH within 21 days of the 
completion oftestlng. Any dewat~ring· shall adhere 
to'DPH, SFPUC, and·state requirements. . 

tn·the"event tJ:iaf a subsequent ordinanqe or regulations 
are adopted by 'DPH governing tile hatidling and testing 
of hazardous materials ericounterect during construction 
withln the public rlght-of-way;.DPH sh~ll be, given.the 
opti_on to require the project:~pensorto adher.e to the 
implementation of'the new, ordinance or regulations· in 
lieu 9f the' above recfuiremeri~~ .if they provide similar . 
safety protection for botll con~truction.workers !'lndthe 
public.· 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

••. -i,:;: . ~-~ 

Mitigation 
Action 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring 
Schedule 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation .Schedule 

MITIGATION MEASURES IN DEIR 

fr:ran~p~~tio~~anrt··~i~u~~Q,; ~ o._· 
-··· __ . ..::_: __ ·:._:_::._.-~ ~ .. .._ ____ . __ , 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-8: Optimization of 
Intersection Operations 
The final design of program-level TTRPs that include 
TPS Toolkit elements from the Lane Modifications and 
Pedestrian Improvements categories s.hall integrate 
design elements from the followii:ig intersection 
geometries and traffic control measures to the greatest 
extent feasible without compromising the purpose ofthe 
project Potential intersection geometry optimization 
measures include left or right turn pockets, tum 
prohibitions, restriping to add additional mixed-flow 
capacity, lane widening to provide for transit-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 
Replacement Commercial Loading Spaces 
Where feasible, the SFMTA ~half.install·n.ew commercial 
loading spaces of similar length on the same ·block and 
side of the street, or Within 250 'fe~t 'on aQjacent side 
streets, of where commerciarloading spaces would be 
permanently removed, in order to provide equally 
convenient loading space(s). These loading spaces 
shall only be replaced on streets with commercial uses. 

SFMTA 

SFMTA 

During 
development of 
detailed designs. 
for the program­
level TTRP 
proposals. 

During 
development of 
detailed designs 
for the program­
Jevel TTRP 
proposals. 

Mitigation 
Action 

Optimize intersection 
geometries and traffic 
control measures 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

SFMTA, Planning 
Department 

Where feasible, install SFMTA with 
new commercial review by Planning 
loading spaces. Department, 
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Monitoring 
Schedule 

Prior to completion 
of detailed designs 
for the program­
Jevel TTRP 
proposals. 

Prior to or 
concurrent with the 
removal of on-street 
commercial loading 
spaces. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping 
at 16th/Bryant streets 
The SFMTA shall reconfigure the proposed changes at 
the intersection of 16oYBryant streets converting the 
westbound approach of 16th Street at Bryant Street from 
what is proposed to be a shared through-right tum lane 
to a through Jane and a dedicated right-tum 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-tum pocket 
adjacent to the through lane to a shared through/right 
Jane 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of 
Parking Violations 
On streets where implementation of project-level TTRPs 
would result in a net reduction of on-street commercial 
loading spaces, the SFMTA shall enforce parking 
regulations in transit-only lanes through the use of video 
cameras on transit vehicles and/ or other parking 
enforcement activities. 
Mitigation Measure M..C-TR-1: SFM"J'.A Monitoring _of 
Muni Service · · 
The SFMTA, shall, to the extent feasible and consistent 
with annual budget appropriations, .continue.to monitor 
Muni service.citywide,. reporting as rE!qulred on _service 
goals, including the capacity utjlization 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. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTA During project 
implementation 

. SFMTA 

SFMTA 

.,e 

Ongoing after 
implementation of 
TTRP 
improvements. 

Ongoing, after 
implementation of 
TEP 
improvements. 

Mitigation 
Action 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Reconfigure Planning 
westbound and Department, 
eastbound approaches SFMTA 
of 16th Street at Bryant 
Street 

Enforce parking . SFMTA 
regulations and/or 
install video cameras 
on transit vehicles. 

SFMTAto monitor SFMTA 
transit service. goals 
and proposed 
Improvements to Muni 
operations. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 -SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhibit 2-17 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Prior to completion 
of detailed design 
for project-level 
improvements at 
16th/Bryant streets. 

Ongoing 

Ongoing. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) · 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the 
Implementation of Parking Management Strategies. 
SFMT A shall explore whether implementation of parking 
management strategies would be appropriate and 
effective in this and other parts of the City to more 
efficiently manage the supply of on-street parking over 
time. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTA Ongoing during 
implementation of 
TEP. 

Mitigation 
Action 

Identify and explore 
new parking 
management 
strategies, particularly 
along the TTRP 
corridors 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

SFMTA report to 
SF Planning 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Ongoing during 
project 
implementation. 

CASE NO. 2011.0SSSE 
March 2014 



EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

~~~~o~M~fJI~~·~g~~;~hJrfif~~~~~:: 
Improvement Measure 1-TR-1: ConStruction 
Measures 
During the construction of all TEP projects, the SFMTA 
shall require the following: 
1) Construction contractors shall be prohibited from 
scheduling any truck trips, such as concrete mixers, 
heavy construction equipment and materials delivery, 
etc., to the construction sites during the a.m. {7 to 9 
a.m.) and p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak commute periods. 
2) All construction activities shall adhere to the 
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. 
Information 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. 

SFMTAand 
project 
construction 
contractor{s) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Throughout the 
construction 
duration for any 
TEP component 
requiring 
construction. 

SFMTA and project SFMTA 
construction 
contractor{s) to 
coordinate construction 
related activities with 
DPW, the Fire 
Department, the 
Planning Department, 
and any other City 
agencies. 
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Considered 
complete after 
completion of 
construction 
activities. 
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Print Form· 

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 

IZI 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

0 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. ~1--------.~. \ from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. 

D 9. Reactivate File No. ~l~~~~~~I 

inquires" 

0 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: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D 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 an;L~aki~g environmental findings. 

/ J;I/;. I /I 
Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: L (,/ L----___ 

~~~~___,...,/~~~~~~~~=::::::::;~~~~~~ 

For Clerk's Use Only: 
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City Hall 0 
President, District 5 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

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 Supervisors 

Madam Clerk, 
Pursuant to Board Rules, I am hereby: 

D Waiving 30-Day Rule (Board Rule No. 3.23) 

File No. 

Title. 
(Primary Sponsor) 

"""'~· t'·..:1 

! = 
c;::r~ .. 

I :r.;;,, 

~~ ---------------------------+--_.....,,--C)f'l rP 
r:.h ~ (_,~ lg] Transferring (Board Rule No 3.3) 

File No. 160324 Farrell 
(Primary Sponsor) 

U1 
o:;, 

Title. 
Cooperative Agreement - California Department of Transportation -

Lombard Street Vision Zero Project 

From: Land Use & Transportation 

To: Budget & Finance Sub 
Committee 

Committee 
D Assigning Temporary Committee Appointment (Board Rule No. 3.1) 

} 

Supervisor --------­

Replacing Supervisor --------­

For: 
(Date) -----------------(Committee) 

London Breed, President 
Board of Supervisors 

Meeting 

~ .. .._. 




