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llLE NO. 170129 RESOLUTION NO. 

f Cooperative Agreement- State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) -
pesign and Construction of the Lombard Street Vision Zero Project (State Route 101 )] 

!Resolution approving the Cooperative Agreement between San Francisco and the State 

I of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) concerning the design and 
i 
\construction of the Lombard Street Vision Zero Project, including pedestrian safety, 
I 
jtransit improvements, and utility upgrades along Lombard Street (State Route 101} 

1
Jbetween Francisco Street and Van Ness Avenue; and making environmental findings. 
I . . 

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

1

improve safety for pedestrians and transit riders; to improve transit speed and reliability; and 
! 
Ito reduce travel time by optimizing transit stop locations; and 

I WHEREAS, The Project would increase the reliability of water transmission seNices 

jand wastewater services; and 
I 
I WHEREAS, The Project also would construct the utility upgrades in conjunction with 

the surface improvements to minimize the overall construction disruption to the corridor and 

lits many users; and 

I WHEREAS, The Planning Department analyzed this Project in the Transit 

Effectiveness Project Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), which the San Francisco 

jPlanning Commission certified in Motion No. 19105 on March 27, 2014; and 

I WHEREAS, On March 28, 2014, as part of Resolution No. 14-041, the San Francisco 
i 
!Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Board of Directors adopted findings (Findings) 
I 
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), California Public Resources Code, 

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

la Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP); and 
I 

I 
l 
j 

!supervisor Farrell . 
!BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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WHEREAS, The Planning Commission Motion and SFMTA Resolution, Findings, and 

l~MRP are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170129 and are 

/ncorporated herein by reference; and 

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

1 birectors approved the project elements along the Lombard Street corridor included in the 

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

and 
I 

I 

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

1FEIR and found that since certification of the FEIR, no changes have occurred in the 

llproposed proj6ct or in the circumstances under which the project would be implemented that 

I Jwould cause new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of impacts 
11 

1

1 
l'identified and analyzed in the FEIR, and that no new information has emerged that would 

Jjmaterially change the analyses or conclusions. set forth .in the.FEIR; and . 

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

IJimplementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those 
II 
Jjidentified in the FEIR; and 

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

I Board of Supervisors in File No. 170129 and is incorporated herein by reference; and 

11 WHEREAS, San Francisco (City) and the State of California Department of 

I !Transportation (Caltrans) desire to effectuate an agreement (Cooperative Agreement or 

\!Agreement) that defines the terms and conditions under which the Project will be designed 
I 
and constructed; and 

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

!of Supervisors in File No. 170129 and is incorporated by reference herein; and 

I 
I 

! 
!Supervisor Farrell . 
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I 
I 

I WHEREAS, Said Cooperative Agreement provides that the City is the implementing 

rgency for environmental, design, and construction of the Project and the City is responsible 

~or 100% of the costs incurred as the implementing agency and Caltrans is responsible for the 

\costs Caltrans incurs· performing independent quality assurance, and review and approval of 

~esign and construction documents; and 

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

1
substantially the same form as set forth in the Agreement; and, be it 
l 

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

1

Director of Public Works to execute the Cooperative Agreement and approve any additions, 
I . 
!amendments or other modifications to the Cooperative Agreement that the Director of Public 
I 
!Works, in consultation with the City Attorney, determines is in the best interest of the City, do 
I 
I 
! 
t 
I 
!Supervisor Farrell 
!BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 not materially increase the obligations or liabilities of the City or materially decrease the public 

2 benefits accruing to the City1 and are necessary or advisable to complete the transactions 

3 contemplated and effectuate the purpose and intent of this Resolution; and, be it 
I 

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

5 Public Works shall forward a copy of the Agreement to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

6 for its record keeping purposes. 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITIEE MEETING MARCH 2, 2017 

Item 4 Department: 

File 17-0129 General Services Agency -:- Department of Public Works 
(DPW) 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Legislative Objectives 

• The proposed resolution would approve the second cooperative agreement between 
Public Works and Caltrans concerning the design and construction of the Lombard Street 
Vision Zero Project, including pedestrian safety, transit improvements, and utility 
upgrades along Lombard Street between Francisco Street and Van Ness Avenue. The 
proposed resolution would also make environmental findings. 

Key Points 

• Vision Zero SF is a policy adopted by the City and County of San Francisco in 2014 in order 
to decrease roadway injuries and deaths. The City of San Francisco has ongoing Vision 
Zero projects on 19th Avenue, Van Ness Avenue and Lombard Street. 

• Lombard Street is also State Route 101 from Van Ness Avenue to the intersection of 
Richardson and Francisco Streets, and therefore is under jurisdiction of Caltrans. Due to 
Caltrans' right of way, Public Works must sign a cooperative agreement for all design and 
implementation phases of the project in order to get an encroachment permit. 

• The proposed cooperative agreement specifies the responsibilities of the City and Caltrans 
in executing the project. The City is the implementing agency for all phases of the project. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing independent quality assurance and for issuing an 
encroachment permit after accepting the final plans, specifications, and estimate package. 
Caltrans is also responsible for providing a right-of certification, funding verification, and 
the quality management for the construction. 

Fiscal Impact 

• Under the proposed cooperative agreement, the City is responsible for the 
environmental, design and construction costs of the project, estimated to be $11,095,215, 
previously appropriated by the Board of Supervisors in the Public Works budget. 

Recommendation 

• Approve the proposed resolution 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING MARCH 2, 2017 

MANDATE STATEMENT 

According to City Charter Section 2.105, the Board of Supervisors shall act only by written 
ordinance or resolution. According to Mr. John Malamut, Deputy City Attorney, the proposed 
cooperative agreement between the California Department of Transportation (C~ltrans) and 
the Department of Public Works (Public Works) requires Board of Supervisors approval by 
resolution because the cooperative agreement commits the City to use funds for the 
improvement of Lombard Street between Francisco Street and Van Ness Avenue, which is State 
Route 101, and therefore, under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. 

BACKGROUND 

Vision Zero SF is a policy adopted by the City and County of San Francisco in 2014 in order to 
decrease roadway injuries and deaths. As part of a two-year plan, Public Works, the 
Department of Public Health, San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (SFMTA), San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and the San 
Francisco Police Department (SFPD) are working on improving pedestrian safety along the 125 

.miles of identified high-injury roadways. The City of San Francisco has ongoing Vision Zero 
projects on 19th Avenue, Van Ness Avenue and Lombard Street. 

According to Ms. Shannon Cairns, Project Manager for Public Works, Public Works is 
responsible for the design and construction of the Lombard Street Vision Zero Project. On 
March 15, 2016, after the required environmental planning documents were submitted, the 
SFMTA Board of Directors adopted a resolution approving the project elements along the 
Lombard Street corridor, between Van Ness Avenue and Doyle Drive. The project has both 
near-term and longer-term improvements, including: 

· • Signal timing adjustments, such as installing leading pedestrian interval signs 

• Intersection daylighting, or removing parking spots adjacent to curbs at intersections 

• High visibility crosswalks 

• Advanced limit (or stop) lines for cars 

• Bulbs (sidewalk extensions for both pedestrians and public transit stops) 

Partner with Calt.rans 

Lombard Street is also State Route 101 from Van Ness Avenue to the intersection of Richardson 
and Francisco Streets, and therefore is under jurisdiction of Caltrans. Due to Caltrans' right of 
way, Public Works has to execute a cooperative agreement with Caltrans for all phases of the 
Project as a prerequisite for Caltrans issuing an encroachment permit for the Project. 

The Board of Supervisors approved a resolution on May 5, 2016 (File 16-0324), approving the 
cooperative agreement for Public Works pay $200,000 to Caltrans to review and approve the 
Project Initiation Document, which is a Caltrans-required document prior to receiving a Caltrans 
encroachment permit. This is the "K" phase of the Project per Caltrans process, and comes 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
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before Phases 0-3. According to State law, Caltrans is able to require reimbursement from local 
agencies for the, cost of reviewing and approving a Project Initiation Document. 

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

The proposed resolution would approve the second cooperative agreement between Public 
Works and Caltrans concerning the design and construction (these are the 0-3 Phases of the 
Project per Caltrans process) of the Lombard Street Vision Zero Project, including pedestrian 
safety, transit improvements, and utility upgrades along Lombard Street between Francisco 
Street and Van Ness Avenue. The proposed resolution would also make environmental findings. 

The proposed cooperative agreement specifies the responsibilities of the City and Caltrans in 
executing the project. The City is the implementing agency for all phases of the project. Caltrans 
is responsible for providing independent quality assurance and for issuing an encroachment 
permit after accepting the final plans, specifications, and estimate package. Caltrans is also 
responsible for providing a right-of-way certification, funding verification, and the quality 
management for the construction. 

According to Ms. Cairns, the execution of this cooperative agreement is a prerequisite for 
Caltrans issuing an encroachment permit for the Project. Caltrans specifies the terms as a 
matter of policy. Public Works has entered into cooperative agreements with Caltrans 
previously on Vision Zero projects, such as for the 19th Avenue Project, whose second 
cooperative agreement regarding encroachment permits was executed on July 18, 2016. 

Environmental Findings 

In March 2014, the Planning Commission certified the Transit Effectiveness Project Final 
Environmental Impact Report, and the SFMTA Board of Directors adopted findings under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

FISCAL IMPACT 

Under the proposed cooperative agreement, the City is responsible for the environmental, 
design and construction costs of the project, estimated to be $11,095,215, previously 
appropriated by the Board .of Supervisors in the Public Works budget. 

\ 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve the proposed resolution. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
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COOPERATIVE A~REEMENT 
State Independent Quality Assurance 

AGREEMENT 04-2618 
Project:N°o.0416000004 

EA41790 
04-SF-101-6. 71/8.00 

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 hereinafter as CITY. 

RECITALS 

1. PARTNERS are authorized to enter into a cooperative agreement for improvements to the state 
highway system (SHS) per the California Streets and Highways Code sections 114and130. 

2. For the purpose of this AGREEMENT, US 101/Lombard Street Vision Zero Surface 
· Improvements (bus transit and pedestrian bulbs and daylighting measures) and Underground 

Utility Upgrade Project between Van Ness Avenue and Richardson Avenue will be_ referred to 
hereinafter as PROJECT. The project scope of work is defined in the PROJECT initiation and 
approval documents (e.g. Project Study Report, Permit Engineering Evaluation Report, or 
Project Report). 

3. All responsibilities assigned in this AGREEMENT to complete the following PROJECT 
COMPONENTS will be referred to hereinafter as OBLlGATIONS: 

• Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED) 

• Plans, Specifications, and Estimate (PS&E) 

• Right of Way Support (RIW SUPPOR1) 

• Right of Way Capital (R!W CAPITAL) 

• CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT 

• CONSTRUCTION CAPITAL 

4. This AGREEMENT is separate from and does not modify or replace any other cooperative 
agreement. or memorandum of understanding between PARTNERS regarding the PROJECT. 

PACT Project Development Agreement 2015-03-12 (Created 09/09/16) 1 of21 



AGREEMENT 04-2618 
Project No. 0416000004 

5. The following work associated with this PROJECT has been completed or is in progress:· 

• CITY is developing the Project Initiation Document (Cooperative Agreement No. 04-
2601). 

• The San Francisco Planning Commission certified the Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) 
BIR in March, 2014. The project's proposed bus stop consolidations and relocations, and 
the transit and pedestrian bulb-outs along SR 101 are included in the TEP EIR. 

• The San Francisco Planning Department (SF Planning) issued an Abbreviated CEQA 
Checklist for TEP Improvements subsequent to Certification of the TEP EIR for the 
additional pedestrian bulb-outs and other surface improvements on January 12, 2016. 

• San Francisco Planning issued a Categorical Exemption Determination (Cat Ex) for the 
water distribution system replacement and reconstruction on March 17, 2016. 

• San Francisco Planning issued a Cat Ex for the wastewater system repair and replacement 
on March 17, 2016. 

6. In this AGREEMENT capitalized words represent defined terms, initialisms, or acronyms. 

7. PARTNERS hereby set forth the terms, covenants, and conditions of this AGREEMENT, 
under which they will accomplish OBLIGATIONS. 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

Sponsorship 

8. CITY is the SPONSOR for the PROJECT COMPONENTS in this AGREEMENT. 

Funding 

9. Funding sources, funding amounts, and invoicing/payment details are documented in the 
FUNDING SUMMARY. The FUNDING SUMMARY is incorporated and made an express 
part of this AGREEMENT. 

PARTNERS will execute a new FUNDING SUMMARY each time.the funding details change. 
The FUNDING SUMMARY will be executed by a legally authorized representative of the 
respective PARTNERS. The most current fully executed FUNDING SUMMARY supersedes 
any previous FUNDING SUMMARY created for this AGREEMENT. 

Replacement of the FUNDING SUMMARY will not require an amendment to the body of this 
AGREEMENT unless the funding changes require it. 

PACT Project Development Agreement 2015-03-12 (Created 09/09/16) 2of21 



AGREEMENT 04-2618 
Project No. 0416000004 

10. Each PARTNER is responsible for the costs they incur in performing the OBLIGATIONS of 

this AGREEMENT unless otherwise stated in this AGREEMENT. 

Implementing Agency 

il. CITY is the IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for PA&ED. 

12. CITY is the IMPIBMENTING AGENCY for PS&E. 

13. CITY is the IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for RIGHf OF WAY. 

14. CITY is the IMPIBMENTING AGENCY for CONSTRUCTION. 

15. The IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for a PROJECT COMPONENT will provide a Quality 

Management Plan (QMP) for that component as part of the PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

PLAN. The Quality Management Plan describes the IMPLEMENTING AGENCY's quality 

policy and how it will be used. The Quality Management Plan is subject to CALTRANS 

review and approval. 

16. Any PARTNER responsible for completing WORK shall make its personnel and consultants 

·that prepare WORK available to help resolve WORK-related problems and changes for the 

entire duration of the PROJECT including PROJECT COMPONENT work that ni.ay occur 

under separate agreements. 

Independent Quality Assurance 

17. CALTRANS will provide Independent Quality Assurance for the portions of WORK within 

the existing and proposed SHS right-of-way. 

CALTRANS' Independent Quality Assurance efforts are to ensure that City's quality assurance 

activities r~sult in WORK being developed in accordance with the applicable standards and 

within an established Quality Management Plan.. Independent Quality Assurance does not 

include any efforts necessary to develop or deliver WORK or any validation by verifying or 

rechecking work performed by another party. 

When CALTRANS performs Independent Quality Assurance it does so for its own benefit. No 

one can assign liability to CALTRANS due to its Independent Quality Assurance. 

PACT Project Development Agreement 2015-03-12 (Created 09/09/16) 3 of21 



Environmental Document Quality Control (EDQC) Program 

AGREEMENT 04-2618 
Project No. 0416000004 

18. Per CEQA statutes, CALTRANS quality assurance procedures for all-environmental 

documents are 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. 

CEOA Lead Agency 

19. CITY is the CEQA Lead Agency for the PROJECT. 

20. CALTRANS is a CEQA Responsible Agency for the PROJECT. 

Environmental Permits, Am1rovals a11d Ag1·eements 
... -- ..... ··-· ··- - ti'=" .. __ :;o._ . 

21. · PARTNERS will comply with 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. 

22. Unless otherwise assigned in this AGREEMENT, the IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for a 

PROJECT COMPONENT is responsible for all PROJECT COMPONENT WORK associated 

with coordinating, obtaining, implementing, renewing, and amending the PROJECT permits, 

agreements, and approvals whether they are identified in the planned project scope of work or 

become necessary in the course of completing the PROJECT . 

. Project Approval and Environmeptal 0Qct1mcnt CPA&ED) 

23. As IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for PA&ED, CITY is responsible for all PA&ED WORK 

except those PA&ED activities and responsibilities that are assigned to another PARTNER in 

this AGREEMENT and those activities that may be specifically excluded. 

24. CALTRANS will be responsible for completing the following P A&ED activities: 

Independent Quality Assurance 

PACT Project Development Agreement 2015-03-12 (Created 09/09/16) 4 of21 



AGREEMENT 04-2618 
Project:N"o.-0416000004 

25. Any PAR1NER preparing environmental documentation, including studies and reports, will 

ensure that qualified peflionnel remain available to help resolve environmental issues and 

perform any necessary work to ensure that the PROJECT remains in environmental 

compliance. · 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

26. CITY determined the type of CEQA documentation and caused that documentation to be 

prepared in accordance with CEQA requirements. 

27. CEQA environmental documentation was prepared to meet CEQA requirements and followed 

CITY's standards that apply to the CEQA process (San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 

31 (California Environmental Quality Act Procedures and Fees)). 

28. CALTRANS is a CEQA Responsible Agency for the PROJECT and will review, comment, 

and concur on all environmental documentation (including, but not limited to, studies, reports, 

public notices, and public meeting materials, determinations, administrative drafts, and final 

environmental documents) at appropriate stages of development prior to approval and public 

availability. 

29. Any PARTNER preparing any portion of the CEQA environmental documentation, including 

any studies and reports, will submit that portion of the documentation to the CEQA Lead 

Agency. for review, comment, and approval at appropriate stages of development prior to 

public availability, if applicable. 

30. If CITY makes any changes to the CEQA documentation, CITY will allow CALTRANS to 

review, comiilent, and concur on those changes prior to the CITY's approval at appropriate 

stages of development prior to public availability. 

31. If the CEQA lead agency, CITY, makes any changes to CEQA-related public notices, then 

CITY will allow CALTRANS to review, comment, and concur on those changes prior to 

publication and circulation, if applicable. 

32. CITY will attend all CEQA-related public meetings, if public meetings are required. 

PACT Project Development Agreement 2015-03-12 (Created 09/09/16) 5 of21 



AGREEMENT 04-2618 
Project:N'o.0416000004 

33. If a PARTNER who is not the CEQA lead agency holds a public meeting about the PROJECT, 
that PARTNER must clearly state its role in the PROJECT and the identity of the CEQA foad 
agency on all meeting publications. All meeting publications must also inform the attendees 
that public comments collected at the meetings are not part of the CEQA public review . 
process. 

That PARTNER will submit all meeting advertisements, agendas, exhibits, handouts, and 
materials to the CEQA lead agency for review, comment, and approval at least ten (10) 
working days prior to publication or use. If that PARTNER makes any changes to the 
materials, it will allow the CEQA lead agency to review, comment on, and approve those 
changes ·at least three (3) working days prior to the public meeting date. 

The CEQA lead agency maintains final editorial control with respect to text or graphics that 
could lead to public confusion over CEQA-related roles and responsibilities. 

Plans, Specifications, and Estimate (PS&E) 

34. As IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for PS&E, CITY is responsible for all PS&E WORK except 
those PS&E activities and responsibilities that are assigned to another PARTNER in this 
AGREEMENT and those activities that may be specifically excluded. 

35. CALTRANS will be responsible for completing the following PS&E activities: 

CALtRANS Work l3reakdownStructutelde11t:ifier(lf Applicable) 

Independent Quality Assurance 

36. CITY will prepare Utility Conflict Maps identifying the accommodation, protection, 
relocation, or removal of any existing utility facilities that conflict with construction of the 
PROJECT or that violate CALTRANS' encroachment policy. 

CITY will provide CALTRANS a copy of Utility Conflict Maps for CALTRANS' concurrence 
prior to issuing the Notices to Owner and executing the Utility Agreement. All utility conflicts 
will be addressed in the PROJECT plans, specifications, and estimate. 

Right of Way fB/W) 

37. As IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for R/W, CITY is responsible for all RJW SUPPORT 
WORK except those R/W SUPPORT activities and responsibilities that are assigned to another 
PARTNER in this AGREEMENT and those activities that may be specifically excluded. 

PACT Project Development Agreement 2015-03-12 (Created 09/09/16) 6of21 
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Project No. 0416000004 

38. CALTRANS will be responsible for completing the following R/W SUPPORT activities: 

CALTRANS•WorkBre.a'kdown·StruttµreldelltitJer (IfApplicable) 

Independent Quality Assurance 

39. The sel~ction ofR/W personnel and WORK within the completed PROJECT's SHS right-of~ 

way will be performed in accordance with federal and California laws and regulations, and 
CALTRANS' policies, procedures, standards, practiCes, and applicable agreements. 

40. CITY will make all necessary arrangements with utility owners for th~ timely accommodation, 
protection, relocation, or removal of any existing utility facilities that conflict with construction 
of the PROJECT or that violate CAL TRANS' encroachment policy. 

41. CITY will provide CALTRANS a copy of conflict maps, Relocation Plans, proposed Notices 
to Owner, Reports of Investigation, and Utility Agreements (if applicable) for CALTRANS' 
concurrence prior to issuing the Notices to Owner and executing the Utility Agreement. All 
utility conflicts will be fully addressed prior to Right of Way Certification and all arrangements 
for the protection, relocation, orremoval of all conflicting facilities will be completed prior to 
construction contract award and included in the PROJECT plans, specifications, and estimate. 

42. CITY will determine the cost to positively identify and locate, protect, relocate, or remove any 
utility facilities whether inside or outside SHS right-of-way in accordance with federal and 
California laws and regulations, and CALTRANS' policies, procedures, standards, practices, 
and applicable agreements including but not linlited to Freeway Master Contracts. 

43. CITY will provide a land surveyor licensed in the State of California to be responsible for 
surveying and right-of-way engineering. All survey and right-of-way engineering documents 
will bear the professional seal, certificate number, registration classification, expiration date of 
certificate, and signature of the responsible surveyor. 

44. CITY will utilize a public agency currently qualified by CALTRANS or a properly licensed 
consultant for all right-of-way activities. A qualified right-of-way agent will administer all 
right-of-way consultant contracts. 

CITY will submit a draft Right of Way Certification document to CALTRANS six (6) weeks 
prior to the scheduled Right of Way Certification milestone date for review. 

CITY will submit afinal Right of Way certification document to CALTRANS for approval 
prior to the PROJECT advertisement. 

PACT Project Development Agreement 2015-03-12 (Created 09/09/16) 7of21 



AGREEMENT 04-2618 
Project:N"o.0416000004 

45. Physical and legal possession of right-of-way must be completed prior to construction. 
advertisement, unless PARTNERS mutually agree to other arrangements in writing. Right of 
way conveyances must be completed prior to OBLIGATION COMPLETION, unless 
P AR'INERS mutually agree to other arrangements in writing. 

46. CAL TRANS' acceptance of right-of-way title is subject to review of an Updated Preliminary 
Title Report provided by City verifying that the title is free of all encumbrances and liens. 
Upon acceptance, City will provide CALTRANS with a Policy of Title Insurance in 

CALTRANS' name. 

47. CITY will hear and adopt Resolutions of Necessity when authorized to do so by law or will 
work with local agencies having jurisdiction and authorized under the law to hear and adopt 
Resolution of Necessity. 

Construction 

48. As IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for CONSTRUCTION, CITY is responsible for all 
CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT WORK except those CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT activities 
and responsibilities that are assigned to another PARTNER in this AGREEMENT and those 
activities that may be specifically excluded. 

49. CALTRANS will be responsible for completing the following CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT 
activities: 

.. . -

CALTRANSWork JJreak<lown Structure f derttifitr· (If Applicable) 
. 

.. 

I 
Independent Quality Assurance I 

-

285.05.15.xx Change Order Acceptance as required in this Agreement 
'""-•===,_---'-_ ·-

270.20.45.xx SWPPP/WPCP Review & Approval 
·-

50. CALTRANS will not issue an Encroachment Permit to CITY for construction work until 
CALTRANS accepts: 

• The final Plans, Specifications, and Estimate 

• The Rightwof-Way Certification 

51. CITY will require the construction contractor to furnish payment and perfonilance bonds 
naming CITY as obligee, and CALTRANS as additional obligee, and to carry liability 
insurance in accordance with CALTRANS Standard Specifications. 

PACT Project Development Agreement 2015-03-12 (Created 09/09/16) · 8 of21 
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52. CITY will advertise, open bids, award, and approve the construction contract in accordance 
with the California Public Contract Code and the California Labor Code. By accepting 
responsibility to advertise and award the construction contract, CITY also aecepts 
responsibility to administer the construction contract. · 

53. CALTRANS will not issue an Encroachment Permit to CITY's construction contractor until 

CALTRANS aceepts: 

• The payment and performance bonds 

• The CONSTRUCTION Quality Management Plan 

. 54. CITY will provide a Resident Engineer and CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT staff that are 
independent of the construction contractor. The Resident Engineer will be a Civil Engineer, 
licensed in the State of California, who is responsible for construction contract administration 
activities. 

55. The CONSTRUCTION Quality Management Plan will describe how construction material 
verification and workmanship inspections will be performed at manufacturing sources and the . 
PROJECT job-site. The construction material and source inspection Quality Management Plan 
is subject to review and approval by the State Materials Engineer. 

56. The CONSTRUCTION Quality Management Plan will address the radiation safety 
requirements of the California Code of Regulations 17 CCR § 30346 when the work will 
require Gamma-Gamma Logging acceptance testing for CIDH pile or whenever else it is 
applicable. In accordance with these regulations CITY, as the "well operator", will have a 
written agreement with any consultant or external entity performing these tests. 

57. CALTRANS will review and concur with: 

• Change Orders affecting public safety, public convenience, protected environmental 
resources, the pre_servation of property, all design and specification changes; and all major 
changes as defined in the CALTRANS Construction Manual. These Change Orders must 
receive written concurrence by CAL TRANS prior to implementation. 

• The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or the Water Pollution Control Plan 
(WPCP). 

58. If CONSTRUCTION CAPITAL is funded with state then CITY will administer and process all 
construction contract Claims using a CALTRANS-approved process. CAL TRANS will 

· provide Independent Quality Assurance for the claims process. 
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59. CITY or its designee is designated as the Legally Responsible Person pursuant to the 
Construction General Permit, State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order Number 
2009-0009-DWQ, as defined in Appendix S, Glossary, and assumes all roles and 
responsibilities assigned to the Legally Responsible Person as mandated by the Construction 
General Permit. CITY is required to comply with the CALTRANS MS4 National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for all work within the State Highway System. 

60. As the CONSTRUCTION IMPLEMENTING AGENCY, CITY is responsible for maintenance 
of the State Highway System within the PROJECT limits as part of the construction contract 
until the following conditions are met: 

• Any required Maintenance Agreements are executed for the portions of SHS for which 
relief of maintenance is to be granted. 

• CALTRANS approves a request from CITY for relief from maintenance of the PROJECT 
or a portion thereof. 

61. After OBLIGATION COMPLETION SHS maintenance will be handled through an existing 
_ maintenance agreement. 

62. Within one hundred eighty (180) calendar days following the completion and acceptance of the. 
PROJECT construction contract, CITY shall furnish CAL TRANS with a complete set of "As­
Built" plans arid Change Orders,. including any changes authorized by CAL TRANS, on a CD 
ROM and in accordance. with CALTRANS' then current CADD User's Manual (Section 4.3), 
Plans Preparation Manual, and CALTRANS practice. The plans will have the Resident 
Engineer's name, contract number, and construction contract acceptance date printed on each 
plan sheet, and with the Resident Engineer's signature only on the title sheet. The As-Built 
plans will be in Microstation DGN format, version 7 .0 or later. In addition, CITY will provide 
one set of As-Built plans and addenda in TIFF format. 

The submittal must also include all CALTRANS requested contract records, and land survey 
documents. The land survey documents include monument preservation documents and 
Records of Su.rVeys prepared to satisfy the requirements of the California Land Surveyors Act 
(Business and Professions Code sections 8700 - 8805). Copies of survey documents and 
Records of Surveys filed in accordance with Business & Professions Code, including sections 
8762 and 8771, shall contain the filing information provided by the county in which filed. 

63. Upon OBLIGATION COMPLETION, ownership or title to all materials and equipment 
.constructed or installed for the operations and/or maintenance of the SHS within SHS right-of­
way as part of WORK become the property of CALTRANS. 

CALTRANS will not accept ownership or title to any materials or equipment constructed or 
installed outside the SHS right-of-way. 
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64. PARTNERS will manage the schedule for OBLIGATIONS through the work plan included in 
the PROJECT MANAGEMENT PIAN. 

Additional Provisions 

65. PARTNERS will perform all OBUGATIONS in accordance with federal and California laws, 
regulations, and standards; FIIWA STANDARDS; and CALTRANS STANDARDS. 

66. CALTRANS retains the right to reject noncompliant WORK, protect public safety, preserve 
property rights, and ensure that all WORK is in the best interest of the SHS. 

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

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

69. CALTRANS will issue, upon proper application, the encroachment permits required for 
WORK within SHS right-of-way. Contractors and/or agents, and utility owners will not work 
within the SHS right-of-way without an encroachment permit issued in their name. 
CALTRANS will provide encroachment permits to PARTNERS, their contractors, consultants 
and agents, and utility owners at no cost. If the encroachment permit and this AGREEMENT 
conflict, the requirements of this AGREEMENT shall ·prevail. 

70. The IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for a PROJECT COMPONENT will coordinate, prepare, 
obtain, implement, renew, and amend any encroachment permits needed to complete the 
PROJECT COMPONENT WORK. 

71. If any PARTNER discovers unanticipated cultural, archaeological, paleontological, or other 
protected resources duririg WORK, all WORK in that area will stop and that PARTNER will 
notify all PARTNERS within twenty-four (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. 

72. PARTNERS will hold all administrative drafts and administrative final reports, studies, 
materials, and documentation relied upon, produced, created, or utilized for the PROJECT in 
confidence to the extent permitted by law and where applicable, the provisions of California 
Government Code section 6254.S(e) shall protect the confidentiality of such documents in the 
event that said documents are shared between PARTNERS. 
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PARTNERS will not distribute, release, or share said documents with anyone other than 
employees, agents, and consultants who require access to complete the PROJECT without the 
written consent of the PARTNER authorized to release them, unless required or authorized to 
do so by law. 

73. If a PARTNER receives a public records request pertaining to OBLIGATIONS, 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 the PROJECT. 

74. If HM-1 or HM-2 is found during a PROJECT COMPONENT, the IMPLEMENTING 
AGENCY for that PROJECT COMPONENT will immediately notify PARTNERS. 

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

CALTRANS, independent of the PROJECT will pay, or cause to be paid, the cost of HM 
MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES related to HM-1 found within the existing SHS right-of-way. 

76. CITY, independent of the PROJECT, is responsible for any HM-1 found within the 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 the 
PROJECT schedule. 

CITY, independent of the PROJECT, will pay_, or cause to be paid, the cost of HM 
MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES related to HM-1 found within the PROJECT limits and 
outside of the existing SHS right-of-way. 

77. If HM-2 is found within the 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. 

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

79. CITY will accept, reject, compromise, settle, or litigate claims of any non-AGREEMENT 
parties hired to complete OBLIGATIONS. 
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80. PARTNERS will confer on any claim that may affect OBLIGATIONS 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. 

81. If the PROJECT expends state or federal funds, each PARTNER will comply with the federal 
Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal 
Awards of 2 CFR, Part 200. PARTNERS will ensure that any for-profit party hired to 
participate in the OBLIGATIONS will comply with the requirements in 48 CFR, Chapter 1, 
Part 31. When state or federal funds are expended on the PROJECT these principles and 
requirements apply to all funding types included in this AGREEMENT. 

82. If the PROJECT expends state or federal funds, each PARTNER will undergo an annual audit 
in accordance with the Single Audit Act and the federal Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circular A-133. 

83. If the PROJECT expends federal funds, any PARTNER that hires an A&E consultant to . 
perform WORK on any part of the PROJECT will ensure that the procurement of the 
consultant and the consultant overhead costs are in accordance with Chapter 10 of the Local 
Assistance Procedures Manual. 

84. If WORK stops for any reason, IMPLEMENTING AGENCY will place the PROJECT right­
of-way in a safe and operable condition acceptable to CALTRANS. 

85. If WORK stops for any reason, each PARTNER will continue to implement all of its 
applicable commitments and conditions included in the PROJECT environmental 
documentation, pennits, agreements, or approvals that are in effect at the time that WORK 
stops, as they apply to each PARTNER' s responsibilities in this AGREEMENT, in order to 
keep the PROJECT in environmental compliance until WORK resumes. 

86. Fines, interest, or penalties levied against a PARTNER wil1 be paid by the PARTNER whose 
action or lack of action caused the levy. 

87. If there are insufficient funds available in this AGREEMENT to place PROJECT right-of-way 
in a safe and operable condition, the appropriate IMPLEMENTING AGENCY will fund these 
activities until such time as PARTNERS amend this AGREEMENT. 

That IMPLEMENTING AGENCY may request reimbursement for these costs during the 
amendment process. 
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88. CITY will furnish CALTRANS with the Project History Files related to the PROJECT 
facilities on SHS within sixty (60) days following the completion of each PROJECT 
COMPONENT. CITY will prepare the Project History File in accordance with the Project 
Development Procedures Manual, Chapter?. All material will be submitted neatly in a three­
ring binder and on a CD ROM in PDF format. 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

89. 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 
State of California. Any PARTNER initiating legal action arising from this AGREEMENT 
will file and maintain that legal action in the Superior Court of the county in which the 
CALTRANS district office that is signatory to this AGREEMENT resides, or in the Superior 
Court of the county in which the PROJECT is physically located. 

90. All CALTRANS' OBLIGATIONS llllder this AGREEMENT are subject to the appropriation 
of resources by the Legislature, the State Budget Act authority, and the allocation of funds by 
the California Transportation Commission. 

91. 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, its 
contractors, sub-contractors, 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, but not limited to, tortious, contractual, 
inverse condemnation, or other theories and assertions of liability occurring by reason of 
anything done or omitted to be done by CALTRANS, its contractors, sub-contractors, and/or 
its agents under this AGREEMENT. 

92. 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, its 
contractors, sub-contractors, and/or its agents under or in connection with any work, authority, 
or jurisdiction conferred upon CITY under this AGREEMENT. It is understood and agreed 
that CITY, to the extent permitted by law, will defend, indemnify, and save harmless 
CALTRANS and all of its officers and employees from all claims, suits, or adions of every 
name, kind, and description brought forth under, but not limited to, tortious, contractual, 
inverse condemnation, or other theories and assertions of liability occurring by reason of 
anything done or omitted to be done by CITY, its contractors, sub-contractors, and/or its 
agents under this AGREEMENT. 
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93. 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 OBLIGATIONS different from the standards imposed by law. 

94. PARTNERS will not assign or attempt to assign OBLIGATIONS to parties not signatory to 

this AGREEMENT without an amendment to this AGREEMENT. 

95. CITY will not interpret any ambiguity contained in this AGREEMENT against CALTRANS. 

CITY waives the provisions of California Civil Q>de section 1654. 

A waiver of a PAR1NER's performance under this AGREEMENT will not constitute a 

continuous waiver of any other provision. 

96. 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. 

97. If any PARTNER defaults in its OBLIGATIONS, a non-defaulting PARTNER will request in 

writing that the default be remedied within thirty (30) calendar days. If the defaulting 

PARTNER fails to do so, the non-defaulting PARTNER may initiate dispute resolution. 

98. 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 

executive officer of CITY 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 pi:ocess relieves PARTNERS from full and timely 

performance of OBUGATIONS in accordance with the terms of this AGREEMENT. 

However, if a~y PARTNER stops fulfilling OBUGATIONS, any other PARTNER may seek 

equitable relief to ensure that OBUGATIONS continue. 

Except for equitable relief, no PARTNER may file a civil complaint until after mediation, or 

forty-five (45) calendar days after filing the written mediation request, whichever occurs first. 

PARTNERS will file any civil complaints in the Superior Court of the county in which the 

CAL TRANS district office signatory to this AGREEMENT resides or in the Superior Court of 

the county in which the PROJECT is physically located. 

99. PARTNERS maintain the ability to pursue alternative or additional dispute remedies if a 

previously selected remedy does not achieve resolution. 
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100. 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. 

101. If during performance of WORK additional activities or environmental documentation is 

necessary to keep the PROJECT in environmental compliance, PARTNERS will amend this 

AGREEMENT to include completion of those additional tasks. 

102. Except as otherwise provided in the AGREEMENT, PARTNERS will execute a formal written 

amendment if there are any changes to OBLIGATIONS. 

103. When WORK performed on the PROJECT is done under contract and falls within the Labor 

Code section 1720(a)(1) definition of "public works" in that it is construction, alteration, 

demolition, installation, or repair; or maintenance work under Labor Code section 1771, 

PARTNERS shall conform to the provisions of Labor Code sections 1720 through 1815, and 

all applicable provisions of California Code of Regulations found in Title 8, Division 1, 

Chapter 8, Subchapter 3, Articles 1-7. PARTNERS shall include prevailing wage 

requirements in contracts for public work and require contractors to include the same 

prevailing wage requirements in all subcontracts. Work performed by a P AR1NER' s own 

employees is exempt from the Labor Code's Prevailing Wage requirements. 

· 104. If WORK is paid for, in whole or part, with federal funds and is of the type of work subject to 

federal prevailing wage requirements, PARTNERS shall conform to the provisions of the 

Davis-Bacon and Related Acts, 40 U.S.C. § 276(a). 

When applicable, PARTNERS shall include federal prevailing wage requirements in contracts 

for public work. WORK performed by a P ARlNER' s employees is exempt from federal 

prevailing wage requirements. 

105. PARTNERS agree to sign a ClOSURE STATEMENT to terminate this AGREEMENT. 

However, all indemnification, document retention, audit, claims, environmental commitment, 

legal challenge, maintenance and ownership articles will remain in effect until terminated or 

modified in writing by mutual agreement or expire by the statute of limitations. 

106. PARTNERS intend this AGREEMENT to be their final expression that supersedes any oral 

understanding or writings pertaining to the OBLIGATIONS. The requirements of this 

AGREEMENT shall preside over any conflicting requirements in any documents that are made 

an express part of this AGREEMENT. 
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AGREEMENT - This agreement including any attachments; exhibits, and amendments. 

CALTRANS STANDARDS - CALTRANS policies and procedures, including, but not limited to, 
the guidance provided in the Project Development Procedures Manual (PDPM) and the 
CALTRANS Workplan Standards Guide for the Delivery of Capital Projects (WSG) [which 
contains the CALTRANS Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) and was previously known as the 
WBS Guide] and is available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/projmgmt/guidance.htm. 

CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) - The act (California Public Resources Code, 
sections 21000 et seq.) that requires state and local agencies to identify the significant 
environmental impacts of their actions and to avoid or mitigate those significant impacts, if 

feasible. 

CFR (Code of Federal Regulations)-The general and pennanent rules published in the Federal 
Register by the executive departments and agencies of the federal government. 

CONSTRUCTION - See PROJECT COMPONENT. 

CONSTRUCTION CAPITAL- See PROJECT COMPONENT. 

CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT- See PROJECT COMPONENT. 

CWSURE STATEMENT - A document signed by PARTNERS that verifies the completion of all 
OBLlGATIONS included in this AGREEMENT and in all amendments to this AGREEMENT. 

EDQC (Environmental Document Quality Control) - CALTRANS quality control and quality 
assurance procedures for all environme_ntal documents as described in the Jay Norvell Memos 
dated October 1, 2012 (available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/memos.htm#LinkTarget_705). 
This also includes the independent judgment analysis and determination under CEQA that the 
environmental documentation meets CEQA requirements. 

FlIW A - Federal Highway Administration. 

FIIW A STANDARDS - FlIW A regulations, policies and procedures, including, but not limited to, 
the guidance provided at WW-W.fhwa.dot.gov/topics.htm. 

FUNDING PARTNER-A PARTNER that commits funds in this AGREEMENT to fulfill 
OBLIGATIONS. A FUNDING PARTNER accepts the responsibility to provide the funds it 
commits in this Agreement. 

FUNDING SUMMARY -An executed document that includes a FUNDING TABLE and invoicing 
and payment methods. 
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FUNDING TABLE -The table that designates funding sources, types of funds, and the PROJECT 
COMPONENT in which the funds are to be spent. Funds listed on the FUNDING TABLE are 
"not-to-exceed'' amounts for each FUNDING PARTNER. 

GAAP (Generally Accepted Accounting Principles) - Uniform minimum standards and guidelines 
for financial accounting and reporting issued by the Federal Accounting Standards Advisory 
Board that serve to achieve some level of standardization. See 
http:/lwww .fasab.gov/accepted.htm. 

HM~ 1 - Hazardous material (including, but not limited to, hazardous waste) that may require 
removal and disposal pursuant to federal or state law whether it is disturbed by the 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 the 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) - CAL TRANS' efforts to ensure that another PARTNER' s 
quality assurance activities are in accordance with the applicable standards and the 
PROJECT's Quality Management Plan (QMP). When CALTRANS performs Independent 
Quality Assurance it does not develop, produce, validate, verify, re-check, or quality control 
another PARTNER' s work products. 

NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act of 1969) - This federal act establishes a national policy 
for the environment and a process to disclose the adverse impacts of projects with a federal 
nexus. 

OBLIGATIONS -All WORK responsibilities and their associated costs. 

OBLIGATION COMPLETION - PARTNERS have fulfilled all OBLIGATIONS included in this 
AGREEMENT and have signed a CLOSURE STATEMENT. 

P A&ED (Project Approval and Environmental Document) - See PROJECT COMPONENT 

PARTNER - Any individual signatory party to this AGREEMENT. 
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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 P AR1NER. 

PROJECT COMPONENT - A distinct portion of the planning and project development process of a 

capital project as outlined in California Government Code, section 14529(b). 

• PID (Project Initiation Document)- The work required to deliver the project initiation 

document for the PROJECT in accordance with CALTRANS STANDARDS. 

• P A&ED (Project Approval and Environmental Document) - The work required to deliver 

the project approvfil and environmental documentation for the PROJECT in accordance 
. with CALTRANS STANDARDS. 

• · PS&E (Plans, Specifications, and Estimate) - The work required to deliver the plans, 

specifications, and estimate for the PROJECT in accordance with CALTRANS 

STANDARDS. 

• RJW (Right ofWay)-The project components for the purpose of acquiring real property 

interests for the PROJECT in accordance with CALTRANS STANDARDS. 

• R/W (Right of Way) SUPPORT -The work required to obtain all property interests for 
the PROJECT. 

• R/W (Right of Way) CAPITAL-The funds for acquisition of property rights for the 
PROJECT. 

• CONSTRUCTION - The project components for the purpose of completing the 

construction of the PROJECT in accordance with CALTRANS STANDARDS. 

• CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT - The work required for the administration, acceptance, 
and fmal documentation of the construction contract for the PROJECT. 

• CONSTRUCTION CAPITAL-The funds for the construction contract. 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN - A group of documents used to guide the. PROJECT' s 
execution and control throughout that project's lifecycle. 

PS&E (Plans, Specifications, and Estimate)- See PROJECT COMPONENT. 

QMP (Quality Management Plan) - An integral part of the PROJECT MANAGEMENT PIAN that 

describes IMPLEMENTING AGENCY~s quality policy and how it will be used. 

R/W (Right of Way) CAPITAL- See PROJECT COMPONENT. 
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SHS (State Highway System)-All highways, right-of-way, and related facilities acquired, laid out, 
constructed, improved, or maintained as a state highway pursuant to constitutional or 
legislative authorization. 

SPONSOR - Any PARTNER that accepts the responsibility to establish scope of the PROJECT and 
the obligation to secure financial resources to fund the PROJECT COMPONENTS in this 
AGREEMENT. A SPONSOR is responsible for adjusting the PROJECT scope to match 
committed funds or securing additional funds to fully fund the PROJECT COMPONENTS in 
this AGREEMENT. If this AGREEMENT has more than one SPONSOR, funding 
adjustments will be made by percentage (as outlined in Responsibilities). Scope adjustments 
must be developed through the project development process and must be approved by 
CALTRANS as the owner/operator of the SHS. 

WORK -All efforts to complete the OBLIGATIONS included in this AGREEMENT as described 
by the activities in the CALTRANS Workplan Standards Guide for the Delivery of Capital 
Projects (WSG). 
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SIGNATURES 

PARTNERS are empowered by California Streets and Highways Code section 114 and 130 to 

enter into this AGREEMENT and have delegated to the undersigned the authority to execute 

this AGREEMENT on behalf of the respective agencies and covenants to have followed all the 

necessary legal requirements to validly execute this AGREEMENT. 

Signatories may execute this AGREEMENT through individual signature pages provided that 

each signature is an original. This AGREEMENT is not fully executed until all original 

signatures are attached. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Helena (Lenka) Culik-Caro 
Deputy pistrict Director, Design 

Certified as to funds: 

Jeffrey Armstrong 
District Budget Manager 

HQ Accounting 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO 

Mohammed Nuru 
Director of Public Works 

Attest: 

John Thomas 
Division Manager 

Approved as to form and procedure: 

John Malamut 
Deputy City Attorney 
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Invoicing and Payment 

Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED) 

1. No invoicing or reimbursement will occur for the PA&ED PROJECT COMPONENT. 

Plans, Specifications, andEstimate (PS&E) 

2. No invoicing or reimbursement will occur for the PS&E PROJECT COMPONENT. 

Right of Way Suwort (R/W SUPPORT) 

3. No invoicing or reimbursement will occur for the R/W SUPPORT PROJECT 

COMPONENT. 

filg1:1.t o[lVa)1 Capital (R!lV CAPITAL) 

4. No invoicing or reimbursement will occur for the R/W CAPITAL PROJECT 

COMPONENT. 

CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT 

5. No invoicing or reimbursement will occur for the CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT 

PROJECT COMPONENT. 

CONSTRUCTION CAPITAL 

6. As per the Master Funding Agreement, CITY will invoice CALTRANS (Local Programs) 

after the project specific Program Supplement Agreement (PSA) is executed, for Active 

Transportation Program (ATP) state only funds committed to the PROJECT. 
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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 

2011.0SSSE 
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 Deparbnent (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}'. 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 

Rec:eption: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558-.6377 



Motion No.19105 
Hearing Date: March 27, 2014 

CASE NO. 2011.055BE 
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. On July 10, 2013, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons 
requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, and to government agencies, the 

iatter 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 "FETR") 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, alfas 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. 2011.0558£ 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. wi!l have the following unavoidable significant project-specific effects on the environment: 

SAN fRANCJSCO 
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Motion No.19105 
Hear.ing Date: March 27, 2014 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

Program Level Components 

Service Policy Framework: Objectives A and C 

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

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

TPS Toolkit Categories and Program level TTRPs: 

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

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

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

Affected Intersections by program-level TIRP corridor 

o TTRP.1, at the intersections of: Califomia/Arguello and California/Park Presidio, 

California/Cherry, California/Locust, California/Presidio, and Califomia/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 Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian 
Improvements, along the program-level TffiP corridors may result in significant loading 
impacts; 

PrQjeg Level Components: 

TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 1 

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

TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 2 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 



Motion No. 19105 
Hearing Date: March 27, 2014 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could µot 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.14 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact TR-24: Implementation of the project-level TI'RP.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 TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

• Impact TR-50: Implementation of project-level TIRP.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 oi significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact TR-26: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets that would 
operate at LOSE or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TIRP.22_1Expanded Alternative conditions; 

• Impact TR-27: Implementation of the projed-level 'ITRP.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 Servke Improvements 
and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

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

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

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

• Impact TR-32: Implementation of 'the project-level TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh 
streets that would operate at LOSE or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Motion No.19105 
Hearing Date: March 27, 2014 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

· frRP.22~.1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact TR-34: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.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 TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions; 

• Impact TR-35: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.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; 

• Impact TR-36: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh 
streets that would operate at LOSE or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions; 

ITRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact TR-51: Implemt;ntation 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: hnplementation of the project-level TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative wo~ld 
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; 

ITRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• Impact 'IJ{-40: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.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 TI'RP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
conditions; 

• lmpact TR-53: Implementation of project-level ITRP.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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CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

_ accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potential1y hazardous 
condition or significant del;;iy that may affect traffic, 'transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

TTRP.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 TfRP.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 ~raffic, 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 ~m the Mission corridor 
within the Southeast screenline of t:h.e Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service Improvements 011ly conditions; 

• Impact C-TR-2: The Service Policy Framework, TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the 
program·Jevel TfRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the 'ITRP 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 Flllton/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 TIRP Moderate Aiternative conditions; 

• Impact C-TR-3: The Service Policy Framework, the TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the 
program-level JTRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the 1TRP Expanded 
Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in 
San ·Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts on transit, 
resulting in exceedances~of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Fulton/Hayes 
corridor within the Northwest screenline and on the Mission corridor within the Southeast 
screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative conditions plus Service 
Improvements 11-nd the TIRP 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 Improvement~ 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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-------j~ -~mulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035 Cumulative 

plus Service Improvements and the TI'RP 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 TIRP 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 Tum Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as 
applied to the program-level TIRP corridors in combination with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in cumulative loading 
impacts; 

• ll;llpact·C-TR-49: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 
and Objective C, Actions C.3, C.4 and C.S, and the TPS Toolkit categories: Lane 
Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in 
program-level 1TRP corridors, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development in San Francisco, may result in significant cumulative parking 
impacts; 

TIRP.J Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-13: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the 1TRP.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 Improvements and 
the TTRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Moscow Street during the p.m. peak hour; 

TTRP.14 Variant 1 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Moderate Alternative including 
the TIRP.14Variant1, TIRP.14 Variant 2, and TIRP.30_1 in combination with past, present 

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

• Impact C-TR-52: Implementation of the project-level 1TRP Moderate Alternative for the 
'TI'RP.14Variant1 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; 

'ITRP.14 Variant 2 Moderate Alternative 

• Iinpact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level 1TRP Moderate Alternative including 
tlw TrRP.14 Variant 1, 1TRP.14 Variant 2, and TIRP.30_1 in combination with past, present 
and other reasonably for~seeable dev~lopment in San Francisco, would result in 

. cumulative loading impacts; 

• Impact C-TR-52: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.14Variant1 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 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-17: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.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 lmprovements and 
the 'IJ'RP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Mission/Fifth streets during the a.m. peak hpur; · 

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

• Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative 
including the TIRP.14, TIRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1 Variant l, and TIRP.30_1Variant2, in 
combination 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 Servke Improvements and 
TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 161h/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-23; Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts 
at.the intersection of 161h/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

SAN FRAKCI SCO 
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• ·-·-Impact C-TR-26: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 

the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of 161h/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-29: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service fmprovements plus 
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of 161h/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 1TRP.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 TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TI'RP.22_1, TrRP.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.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• Impact C-TR-21: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.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 16th/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-47: 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 TIRP.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 TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection ~f 16th/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 
ITRP.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; · 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact C-TR-22: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the 'IJ'RP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of l61h/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 TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 161h/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• 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 (!.t 
the intersection of 16th/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-31: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 161h/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 TIRP.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 TIRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TIRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 1, or TIRP.22_1Variant2, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

ITRP.30_1 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 TrRP.30_1 in combination with past, present 
and other reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would resu.lt in 
cumulative loading impacts; 

TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-35: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements a·nd 
the TIRP.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: hnplementation of the project-level TI'RP Expanded Alternative 
including the TIRP.14, TIRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1 Variant 1, and TfRP.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 TIRP.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 0£ the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative 
including the TI'RP.14, TIRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1 Variant 1, and TIRP.30_1 Variant 2, in 
combination with past, present and reaso11ably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would result in project and Cl.illlulative loading impacts; and · 

SAN FllANCISGO 
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Motion No. 19105 
Hearing Date: March 27, 2014 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

----------·---- ·-------------------~-------------------
TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact C-TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Cumu1ative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.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, TIRP.30_1 Variant 1, and TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular 
meeting of March 27, 2014. 

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

NOES: Antonini 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: March 27, 2014 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING Dl!!PARTMll!!:NT 

r-.. ~ ·. \ 

"-}v-~ 
Jonas Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
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:dwin M. Lee 
~ayor 

vtohammed Nuru 
)irector 

>an Francisco Public Works 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl. 

ioom 348 
>an Francisco. CA 94102 
:el 415-554-6920 

;fpublicworks.org 

DPW Order No: 184920 

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 DESIGN AND 

CONSTRUCTION OF THE LOMBARD STREET VISION ZERO PROJECT AND APPROVING SAID 

AGREEMENT. 

This .Order contains a Cooperative Agreement for the City to design and construct the 

Lombard Street Vision Zero project; and for Caltrans to provide review and approval of 

the design documents and issue and encroachment permit. 

'acebook.com/sfpublicworl<s The following is hereby transmitted to the Board of Supervisors for your approval: 
:witter.com/sfpublicworks 
:witter.com/mrcleansf 

1. Board Resolution on the Cooperative Agreement 

2. Cooperative Agreement 

3. Motion No. 19105 Planning Commission certifying the Transit Effectiveness 

Project FEIR 

4. 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. 

5. MTA Board Resolution N. 16-031 approving the project elements only the Lombard 

Street corridor included in the Muni Forward Service-Related Capital Improvements and 

Travel Tim Reduction Proposals. 

It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors adopt t.his legislation and authorize the 

Director of Public Works to sign the Agreement on behalf of the City. 

5/24/2016 

x 
Sweiss, Fuad 

City Engineer and Deputy Director for Eng in ... 

Signed by: Sweiss, Fuad 

X Mohammed Nuru 

Nuru, Mohammed 

Director 

Signed by: Nuru, Mohammed 

5/25/2016 



SAN FRANCISCO 
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

RESOLUTIONNo. 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 of Divisadero Street (removes 1 metered parking space) 

E. ESTABLISH- TOW A WAY 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 1 7 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-A WAY 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. ESTABLISH-GENERAL METERED PARKING-Lombard Street, south side, from 20 
feet to 118 feet west of Pierce Street (establishes 5 metered parking spaces); Lombard 
Street, north side, from 20 feet to 111 feet east of Pierce Street (establishes 4 metered 
parking spaces) 

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

Q. ESTABLISH-SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH-TOW-AWAYNO 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 13 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 PAS SENGER 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. EST AB LISH - METERED WHITE PASSENGER LOADING ZONE, 11 :30 AM TO 2 
PM, 4 PM TO 10 PM DAI.LY-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, froll;l Fillmore Street to 148 feet 
westerly (6-foot wide bus bulb, removes 5 metered parking spaces) 

Y. ESTABLISH - SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH - TOW-A WAY 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 A WAY NO STOPPING, 4 PM TO 6 PM, DAILY-Lombard Street, 
north side, from 75 feet to 137 feet east of Fillmore Street 

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

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

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

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

IL 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 A WAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME, ESTABLISH - RED ZONE­
Lombard Street, north side, from Laguna Street to 20 feet easterly (extends existing red zone 
by 4 feet); Lombard Street, south side, from Laguna Street to 20 feet westerly (extends 
existing red zone by 5 feet) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



Lombard Street, north side, from Franklin Street to 30 feet easterly; Franklin Street, east 
side, from Lombard Street to 24 feet southerly; Franklin Street, west side, from Lombard 
Street to 22.S-feet southerly; Lombard Street, north side, from Octavia Street to 20 feet 
easterly (extends existing red zone by 5 feet); Lombard Street, south side, from Octavia 
Street to 20 feet westerly (extends existing red zone by 12 feet, relocate green zone); 
Octavia Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 20 feet northerly; Lombard Street, north 
side, from Buchanan Street to 20 feet easterly (relocates green zone 20 feet east); Lombard 
Street, south side, from Buchanan Street to 31 feet westerly; Buchanan Street, east side, 
from Lombard Street to 16 feet southerly (extends existing red zone to 16 feet); Buchanan 
Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet northerly; Lombard Street, north side, from 
Webster Street to 20 feet easterly (extends existing red zone by 8 feet); Lombard Street, 
south side, from Webster Street to 32 feet westerly (extends existing red zone by 22 feet, 
removes meter #2003); Lombard Street, north side, from Broderick Street to 25 feet 
easterly; Broderick Street, east side, from Lombard Street to 20 feet southerly; Lombard 
Street, south side, from Richardson A venue to 24 feet westerly; Richardson Avenue, west 
side, from Lombard Street to 30 feet northerly; Richardson A venue, west side, from 
Chestnut Street to 30 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 A venue, 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 Impact 
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 Improvements 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 Impact Report (FEIR) certified by the SF 
Planning Commission on March 27, 2014, analyzed TTRP.28_2 at a program level. Subsequently, 
a project-level proposal for these improvements was developed and a supplemental transportation 
analysis was undertaken to ensure any environmental impacts from the project level proposal fell 
within the environmental impact thresholds previously analyzed in the certified FEIR. The San 
Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division reviewed the.proposals for 
TTRP.28_2 described here and determined that the proposed project is within the scope of the TEP 
FEIR and no new significant environmental impacts were identified. A subset of TEP MMRP that 
pertains to the TTRP .28 _ 2 on Richardson 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, 
be it 

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. 

fZ, !~'J7Yt)'yr...e,...-t "--------­

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 SFMT A, 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 improve Muni travel speed; reliability and 
safety, make Muni a more attractive transportation mode, improve cost-effectiveness of Muni 
operations and assist in implementing' the City's Transit Rirst policy; and 

WHEREAS, The SFMTA applied to the Planning Department for environmental review 
of the TEP under the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code Sections 
21000 et·seq., (CEQA); on June 25, 2011, and the Planning· Department determined that an 
Environmental Impact Report. (EIR) was required and p~ovided public notice of that 
determination by publication in a newspaper of general circulation on November 91 2011; and 

. WHEREAS, On July 10, 2013, the Planning Department, published the Transit 
Effectiveness Project Draft Environmental Il:npact Report (DEIR) and provided public notice in a 
newspaper of general circulation of the availability of the DEIR for public review and comment 
and of.the date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice 
was mailed to the· Department's list of persons requesting such notiqe; 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·ofthe 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 onAugust 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 Pl~g 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 at the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are 
part of the record before the SFMTA Board; and 

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

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

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

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

RESOLVED, That the SFMT A Board of Directors approves the Transit Preferential 
Streets "Toolkit" as identified in the FEIR and incorpor~ted herein by this reference; and be it 
further 

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board of Directors approves at a programmatic and 
conceptual level the Service Improvements, Service-Related Capital Improvements and both the 
Moderate and Expanded Travel Time Reduction Proposals Alternatives identified in the FEIR 
and incorporated herein by this reference; and be it 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 
incmporated herein by this reference; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the SFMTABoard ofDir~ftors adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) attached to this Resolution as Enclosure B; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the SFMT A 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. 

Secretary, 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, 

. C~LIFORNIA ~NYIRONMEl"HAL QUALITY.J\,cf.FINDIN<;;S: 
FINDINGS.OF FACT, EVALUATION·OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND 

. ALTERNATIVES; AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS ·, ~ ·: . ,• ~' 

In determining to approve the Transit Effectiveness Project'(the "Project") de~cribed in Section I, 
Project Description below, the San Francisco' Municipal Transportation Agency Boa'rd of 

. Directors (the "SF Mt A Board") ·makes and adopts the following findings of fact' and decl~lons 
regarding significant impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives, and adopts the statement 
of ov~rriding considerations, b.a~E:}d on substantial evidence in the whole record of this 
proceeding' and u~der the Califor~ia Enviro~mental Quality Act ("CECA;'), ,California Public. 
Resour~es c.ode Sections 210QQet seq. ("CE;QA"), particularlyS~ction~ 21081,and.?1081.5, 
the Guidelines for Implementation ofbEOA (i'.CE;QA GuidelinE)s"), ·14 Californ!~ Cod~ of. . 
R~gu,Ia~ions ~actions 1 ~o~o· et s~q., partjcul.arly Sections 15091 throu.gh 15093, c;in,d Chapter 31 
of the' $an Francisco Adrriinlstra,Jve Code. These findings comprise ENCLOSURE A t9 the 
associated Boa.rd. of Directors Resolution. · · . 

This document is organized as follows: 

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

Section II ideniifies theJmpC!cts ,fourid riot to !)e sj~nificant that do not req~:i.~~ mitfgati~n;­

Section Ill identifies p~tentially significant impacts thatcan be avoided or reduced to iess-than~ 
significant levels through' mitig;:!tion and. describes the disposition of the mitigatlori measures; . 

Sec;ticm IV Identifies significant impacts that cannot.be avoided or reduced to Iess.:.than­
significaritlevels and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of 
the mitigation measures; 

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

Section VI pres~nts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in . 
support of the Board's actions to approve the Project despite its significant and unavoidable 

1 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

environmental impacts and its rejection of the alternatives not incorporated into the Project as 
infeasible. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") containing the mitigation measures 
from the Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") that have been proposed for adoption is 
attached with these findings as Attachment B to tt.ie associated Board of Directors Resolution. 
The MMRP is required by CEQA Section.21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. The 
MMRP provides a table setting forth each 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 condition of 
approval. The. MMRP also specifies the agency responsible for implementation of each measure 
and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. The full text of the mitigation 
measures is .set forth' in the MMRP. 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire.record before the SFMTA 
Board. The references set forth in' these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (°DEIR" or "DEIR11

) or the Responses to C?mments document 
("RTC") are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhausti.ve 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 Pref~rential Streets Toolkit. The TEP .· 
includes locations throughout the 49-square-mile Gity 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 publi~ right-of-way throughout the City, on property 
largely under!the jurisdiction oft~e San Francisco Public Works Department and the SFMTA. 

The proposals that comprise the TEP vary in the level of detail provided, from highly specific 
redesign~, including capital improvements, along certain transportation corridors to more 
conceptual policy recommendations. Accordingly, and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections . 
15161 and 15168, the FEIR analyzed portions of the TEP.at a "project-level" where the amount 
and type of information available for those 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 
Framc;i.work1 5 of the 12 Service'."related Capital Improvements, and 6 of the 17 Travel Tillie · 
Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) were analyzed ~ta program level. 

The description provicled here summarizes the project description provided in the FEIR, which, 
as noted above, is comprised of the DEIR, the RTC, and the Supplemental Service'Variant 
Memorandum. Please see Chapter 2 of the FEIR for a more detailed descriptiq11 of the TEP 
project. 

1. The Service Policy Framework 

The Service Policy Framework sets forth transit service delivery objectives that support the. 
SFMT A Strategic Plan goals, and identifies a variety of aptions to implement these objectives. 
The Service Poiicy Framework will guide how investm~nts ·are rriad~ tO' the Muni syste!TI and is 
intended to improve ·~ystem reliability and r~duce 'transit fray el, tirrie as ~ell ~s lmpro~e ·customer 
service. These objectives include the eff$.'Ctive allocatfon ~f transit resources, the efficient . . 
delivery of service, the improv~meht of service re{iaqlllty and reduction in trari,sit travel time, and. 
an improvement iri t~stomer service. Most importarilly, the Policy, Framework wouid o;ganize , 
Muni transit ser-Vice into fbur distirttt transit categori~s: · · ; ·· . ' ., .. · 

,. ' 

• Rapid Network: These heavily used bus and rail lines form the bac~bone of the Muni 
system. With vehicles arriving frequently and transit pri~ritY e~hancements along the 
~outes, the Rapid netw9rk delivers SP,eeq ~nd reliabj!ity· whether customers, are· heading 
ac'ross, town, 9r simply traveli~g ~ fe"Y blbc~s~. . , . , 

• ,Lo9al ~~twork: Alsq,~nown.as "Grid" routes, thei;;eJong ~oµtes q9mbi11e with the Rapid; 
nety{ork to form an expallsive core .system ~ha.t 1.~t:;; custo~ers get to their destinations 
VJ;ith no moret~an.a short waJk, or: a.seamless frar,isJer. 

• . yor:nmunity Connectors: Also ~nown as "GJrculatont1 these lightly used :bus routes 
predoryiinantly cir~ulate through ~an Franciscq's hlllside residential, neighborhoods, filling 
in gap~ in coverage and conn.acting c1,1stomers to the·core.network. 

• . 9pecialJ.zed Services: These routes augment.existing service during specific times of day 
to serve a specific need, or serve travel demand related to special events. They include . 
express service, owl service, and special event trips to ser\ie sporting events, large 
festivals and other San Francisco activities. 

2. Service Improvements and Service Variants 

The ServiPe lmpro.vements anctService Vari~ntsinclude creation of new transit routes, changes 
in the alignment qf some existing route~. ~liminatlon of underused routes or route. segments; 
changes to headways and hours of service, changes to the day of the week for service, and 
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changes to the mix.of local/limited/express service on several routes; The Service · 
Improvements were developed based on a comprehensive evaluation of the overall transit 
network and public input f ram 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 roi:Jtes; 
• Changing tlJe mix of local/limited/express service; . 
• Exp_anding limited services. 

In addition, the SFMTA in~ludeq a ii'urri-ber of poss.ible variants to these s.ervice changes 
(induding recerit service variants developed as part of the public outreach process and 
summarized in the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandum of March 13, 2014) that are 
proposed as part of the project to allow for flexibility in the phasing and implementation of the 
Service lmpr~vements. Proposed Service Variants mostly include modifications to portions of 
some routes or change the type of vehicle used on some routes. In addition, many of the 
service variants work in concert to improve service along a particular corridor or neighborhood. 

3. Service-Related Capital Improvements 

Some of the Service Improvements will be supported by Service-related Capital Improvements. 
The Service-related Capital Improvements include the following: a) Transfer and Terminal Point 
Improvements, which include installation of overhead wiring and poles; installation of new 
switches, bypass rails, and/or transit bulbs; expahsion 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 riew·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 heavlly used routes that make up the backbone of the Muni 
system, which is referred to as the Rapid Network. The SFMTA has identified a set of 18 
standard roadway and traffic engineering elements that can be used to reduce transit travel time 
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along a transit corridor. Collectively, these tools or elements are called the Transit Preferential 
Streets Toolkit ("TPS Toolkit"). The TPS Toolkit elements will be applied to 17 Rapid Network 
transit corridors to improve operation of the Muni system. These elements include: 

• . 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 Janes; establishing dedicated turn lanes; widening travel lanes through . 
lane reductions; 

• Parking and Turn Restrictions: implement turning restrictions; widening travel Jaries 
through parking restrictions; installing traffic signals at uncontrolled and tWo.:.way stop­
controlled intersections;· installing traffic signals at all-way· stop-controlled intersections; 
replacing all-way stop-controls with traffic calming measures at intersectiOns; 

• Pedestrian Improvements: installing pedestrian refuge islands; installing pedestrian 
bulbs; and widening sidewalks. 

I 

The TEP proposes to apply the TPS.Toolkit to 17 Rapid Network corridors throughout the City~' 
Using the TPS Toolkit, the SFMTA has developed specific.corridor designs for 11 of the 17 

· proposed TTRP corridors. These corridor designs were thus analyzed at a project- level in the 
FEIR. Project variants were also included as part of these project-level TTRPs. Three of the 
TTRPs (TTRP.14, TTRP.22 and TTRP.30_ 1) include variants with different designs on one or 
more segments of the route. TTRP routes with no design variants at the project level include 
TTRP.5, TTRP.8x, TTRP.28_J ,· TTRP.J, TTRP.N, TTRP.9; TTRP.71 and ·TTRP.L. The SFMTA 
developed conceptual planning for the remaining 6 TTRP corridors, for which specific corridor 
designs will be developed at a later stage of the project. These corridor 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!kit elements: a moderate option, ref~rred to as the "TTRP Moderate 
Alternatiye;" and an. expanded op~ion, referred to as the "TTRP Expanded Alternative." This 
was done be.cause, although the TEP prog~am 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 e(;\ch o~her. Thus, these al.ternatives 
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 implementing a combination of elements from both alternatives. These two alternatives are 
described and analyzed at an equal 'level of detail in the FEIR. · 
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Under either alternative, the Service Policy Framework, the Service Improvements, Service 
Variants, the Service-related Capital Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the 
program-level TIRP corridors would be implemented. The difference between the two 
alternative projects is that under the TTRP Moderate Alternative, these elements would be 
implemented in combination with a "moderate" number of TPS Toolkit elements along certain 
Rapid Network corridors, and, under the TTRP Expanded Alternative, these elements would be 
implemented in combination with. an ."expanded" number of TPS Toolkit elements along the 
same Rapid .Network corridors. 

Please note that when the DEIR was published, the SFMTA had developed project-level details 
for only 8 of the 17 TTRP corridors. ~ubsequently, SFMTA staff developed project-level details 
for three more of the TTRPs, w~ing the TPS Toolkit. With this additional detail, the TTRP.L, 
TTRP.9, and TIRP.71...:.1 Moderate and E>qlanded Alternatives were analyzed at a project level 
of detail in the HTC 'c;tocunient. ·These three TTRPs would have the same significant and tess­
than-significantimp;:icts 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 of the 17 TTRPs are ·analyzed at the project-
. level in the.FEIR. In addition, the descriptions and analyses ofTIRP.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 m~jor 
employment sites; providing direct and efficient service through reduction or elimination 
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of circuitous route segments; reducing crowding through shifting resourcesto Improve 
customer comfort and decreasing pass-ups; and redesigning routes to maximize 
ridership. 

• To i_mprove the_ cost-effectiveness and productivity of tran_sit operations by improving 
network efficiency and regucing system redunqe1ncy b.Y implementing service 
modifications that include route restructuring, frequency improvements, vehicle-type 
changes, and hours of service adjustments. 

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

C. ~nvironmental Review 

The San F~ancisco Planning Department, as lead agency, prepared ~ Notice of Preparation 
("NOP") and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings on November 9, 2011, and held two Public 
Scoping Meetings on December 6 and 7, 2011. 

The NOP was ,dls~ribut~d to the State Clearinghoust:J and malled to local, state, and federal 
agencies and to other interested parties on November 9, 2011, initiating a 3Q-day pupliq 
comment 'period extending through December 9, 2011. ,A copy of the NOP is available in 
Appe~dix 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 on 
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 
env.ironmental effects: aesthetics of various transit facilities, including overhead wires; the 
potential for impacts on archeological resources; air quality impacts related to potential 
increCis~ in use of private passenger vehicles; the effects on traffic flow and potential for 
diversi9ns due to new transit and pedestrian bulbs; locations of ahd .distance between transit 
stops; the potential for shifts in travel modes; concern about loss of parking and loading; 
pedestrian safety concerns; the environmental review process; suggested use of different 
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approaches to the transportation impact analysis such as providing estimates of time saved; 
and requested variations on some service improvements. 

The San 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, and'federal 
agencies and to other Interested 'parties on January 23; 2013, initiating a 30-day public 
comment period extending from Janua,.Y 24, 2013 through February 22, 2013. A copy of the 
Initial Study is available in Appendix 2 in Volume 2 of the EIR. 

The San Francisco Planning Department then prepared a DEIR, which describes both of the 
Project Alternatives; presents the environmental setting; identifies potential impacts at a 
program-level or a project-level of detail for both Alternatives; presents mitigation measures for 
impacts found to be significant or potentially significant; and summarizes the Project 
Alternatives and their Impacts, and compares their impacts and those of the No Project 
Alternative. In assessing construction and operational impacts of the Project, the DEIR also 
considers the contribution of the Project impacts to cumulative Impacts associated with the 
Project in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions with 
potential for impacts on the same resources. 

Each environmental issue presented in the DEIR is analyzed with respect to significance criteria 
that are based· on the San Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division 
("EP'')guidalice 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 organizations and individuals for review and comment 
beginning on July 11, 2013 for a 67-day public review period, which ended on September 17, 
2013. The San Francisco Plann.ing 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 deyeloped as part of 
the SFMTA's public outreach process. The Planning Department conclud.ed that these ~dditional 
service variants would have thetsame.environmental impacts and require the same mitigation 
measures as the service variants already described and analyzed in th(;) DEIR, and. thus, no · 
additional environmental. review was required nor was recirculation of the DEIR required. 

•' < • •• • .. - . . ' 

The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR, which is comprised of the DEIR, 
the RTC document and the 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 hot add· significant new information to the· DEIR that would· require 
recirculation under CEQA because the FEIR contains no information revealing (1 f any new 
significant environmental impact that would r~sult from the project or fror:ri a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented, (2) any substantial increase in the severity of a 
previousiy Identified environmental impact, (3) any feasible p~~ject aitemative or mltlga~ion 
measure considerabiy different from others previously analyzed that ~ould clearly lessen the 
environmental impacts of the· project, but that was rejected by the project's proponents, or (4) 
that the DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in· nature that 
meaningful p,ublic review and comment were .. precluded. This SFMTA Board concurs in.this. 
determini:!tion. 

D. Approval Actions 

1. Planning Commission Action 

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

2. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors Actions 

• Approval of the Transit.Effectiveness Project, including the Service Poiicy Framework 

• Approval of the implementation of certain parking and traffic measures in accordance 
with Section 201 ( c) of the Transportation Code 

3. San Francisco Board of Supervisors Actions 

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

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

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

. I • ' 

. . . 
4. Other San Francisco Agency Actions 

• Approval by the Department of Public Works of sidewalk legislation and construction 
period encroachment permits. 

~ . . , 

• Approval by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission of property 
• ., ' I 

ercroachments, if required. 
• Approval by the San Francisco Planning Department of any required General Plan 

Referrals 

5. Other-Local, State, 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 ("TASC"): Coprdination 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 SFMTA Board or.incorporated into reports 
presented to the SFMTA Board, are located at the SFMTA offices at One South Van Ness 
Avenue, 7th floor, San Francisco. 

All files h~ve been available to the Sfi'.'MTA Board a(ld the public for review In considering t~ese · 
findings and whether to approve the ProJe.ct. 

E. Findings about Sig~ificant Environmental Impacts and rJ!itlg~tion Measures 

The following Sections II, Ill, and IV set out the SFMTA Boa.rd of Dire'ctdrs' findings about the 
FEIR's determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures 
proposed to address them. These findings provide th~ written analy~is and conclusions of the 
SFMTA Boa~d regarding the environmental impacts of the Project and ~he mitigation measu.res 
included as part of the FEIR and adopted by the SFMTA Boarq as part of the Project. To avoid 
duplication and redundancy, and because the SFMTA Board agre~s 1;yith,.and hereby adop~,. 
the conclusions In the FEIR, these findings will not repeat the ani;tly~js and conqtusions in the 
FEIR, but instead incorporate thi:im by ref~rence and rely upon them as substantial evidenc~ 
supporting these findings. 

In making these findings, the SFMTABoard has considered the opinions of SFMTA staff and 
other City staff and experts, other ag~ncie~, anq members of the public .. The SFMTA.B.oard 
find~ th~flhe d!3termin~ti~.n of significance thresholc;ls i~_ciJudgrrent pecjsion wi\hin th~ ' 

. ' . ' ' <! . ' ' ; • 

discretion of the SFMTA and the City and County of Sa11 Franci.sco; t~e signifjcan~e threstJolds 
used in the EIR ar~ supported by substantial evlden_e,e i~ the reGord, l,r;icluding the expert opinion 
of the SFMTA arid: City staff; and the significa~ce thresholds us:~d in th~ ~IRprovicle re~sonable . 
and ~ppropriate means of assessing the significance of the advers~ environmental effects qf the 

' . . ~ ' ' 

Project. 

These findings do' not attempt to aescribe the full analysis of ea~h environmental impact 
containeq in the FEIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and 
conclusions can be found in the FEIR, whl~h includ~s 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 mitigati~n measures designed 
to address those impacts. In making these findings, the SFMT A Board of Directors ratifies, 
adopts, and Incorporates in these findings the'determlnatioris and ·conclusions of the FEIR 
relating to environmental impacts and mitigation measures, except to·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 the 
FEIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure identified In the FEIR has inadvertently 
been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby adopted and 
incorporated in the findings below by reference. In addition, in the event the language 
describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately 
reflect the mitigation measures in the FEIR due to a ~lerical error, the language of the policies 
a11d implementation me·asures as set forth in the FEIR shall control. The impact numbers and 
mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect .the information contained in the 

, , 

FEIR. 

In the Sections II, Ill and IV below, the sanie 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 Ft:IR or the mitigation· measures identified in the FEI R for the Project. 

The findings below include findings relevant to the TIRP Moderate Alternative and to the TIRP 
Expanded Alternative. Under either alternative, the FEIR assumed that 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. 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 TIRP corridor. It 
i~ likely that. over time, a mix of the ~roposals described in the TIRP Moderate Alternative and . 
the TIRP Expanded Alternative will be adopted and implemented along the various co.rridors. 
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 TIRP 
Moderate Alternative and the TIRP 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 tl]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 d<;> not require mitigation: 

Land Use and Land Use Planning 
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• Impacts LU-1, LU-2, and LU-3: The proposed Project would not physically divide an 
established community, would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or 
regulations of an agency with jurisdicti9n over the. project adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, or have a substantial adverse impact 011 
the existing character of the vicinity. 

• Impact C-LU-j: The proposed Project, in combination with other past, present,. or 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the projt;}ct vicinity, would .not have a 
cumulatively considerable co_ntribution to a significant cumulative land use or land use 
planning Impact. 

Aesthetics 

· • Impacts AE-t and AE-2: The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on a scenic vista or on scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

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

, ; '. • l ' ~ • 

• lrppact AE-;3; The proposed Project would not degrade: existing visual character or 
qu~lity of the project sites ar:id surroundings. , 

• Impact AE-4:· Th!3 proposed. Project would not create a new source ·of substantial light or 
glare that would have a substantial adverse effect on day·or'nighttime views . 

. • . Impact C-AE~1: The proposed .Project, in combination with other past, present, or 
reasonably.foreseeable future projects would not have a-cumulatively considerable 
contril:>1,1tion to a significant cumulative aesthetics impact. 
. , 

Population and Housing 

• Impact PH-1: The proposed Project would nofind~ce substa~tial popuiation growth 
either directly or indirectly. 

• . hnpact PH-2: The proposed Proje9t would nqt displace apy existing hpusing unit~ or 
create any demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people, 

• 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing. . 

Impact C-PH-l: Th~ proposed Project in combin.citior:i with ~tne~ past: pr~sent, or 
reasonably foreseeable fufure projects would riot result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on population or housing. · · 

Cultural. and Paleontological Resources 

• Impact CP-1: The proposed Project would not cause a substantial advers'e ctiange in 
the significance of an historic architecturalresource. · · 

• lmpactC-CP-1: The proposed Project, in·combination with past, present, and · 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vlcinify, would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts on cultural resources or 
archaeological resources. ' · 

13 



Transportation and Circulation 

Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

• 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. 

• lmpactTR-4: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Actions A.1, A.2 and 
A.4, Objective B, Actions 8.1 through B.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and 
Objective D, Actions D.1 through b.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 8.1 through 8.4, Objectlye C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and 
Objective D, Actions D.1 .through D.4 would not result in significant loading impacts. 

• Impact TR• 7: Implementation of all of the TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop Changes, 
Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, Traffic Signal and Stop Sign 
Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements, would not result in significant Impacts to local 
or regional transit, pedestrians and bicycles, emergency vehicle access, or parking. 

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

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

• Impact TR-12: Implementation of program-level Service-related Capital Improvements 
projects (TTPl.2,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 Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements along the nine program-level TIRP 
corridors would not result in significant impacts to local or regional transit, pedestrians 
and bicyclists, emergency vehicle access, or parking. · 

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

14 
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• Impact TR-1'7: Implementation of any of.the TPSToolkit elements with!n the category 
Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes along the program level TTRP corridors would not 
result. in significant loading impacts. 

• Impact TR-.18: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Ser\tice Variants would 
not result in significant impacts 'to local or regional transit, traffic operations, pedestrians 
and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehicle access, or parking. 

• lmpactTR..,19: ,Implementation of the project-level Service-related Ca'pital Improvement 
projects (TIPl.2, OWE.1, OWE.1 Vc\riant, OWE.2, OWE.3, OWE.4, OWE.5,- and SCl.2) 
would· not result·in significant impacts to local or regional transit, trafficoperations, 
pedestrians and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehicle access; or parking. 

• Impact TR-20: .Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L,TTRP.N, TTRP.51'TTRP;8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 
Variant2, TTRf.?.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, orTTRP.71_1 would not result in 
significant impacts to local or regionartransit. · · - ·. · 

• .. Impact TR-21:. Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expandec;j Alternative for the 
· TTRP.J, TTRP.L, ·TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X1 TT~P.9, TTRP.14, TTRPl22_ 1, TTRP.22_ 1 
Variant~. TTRP.22,:J Vaiiant2, TTRP.28...:,1, TTRP.30_1; TTRP.30~1Variant1, . 
ITRP.30~ 1 Variant 2, or TIRPi 71.J .. would not result iii significant impacts to local or 
regional transit. 

• Impact TR-22: Implementation of the· project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative foMhe 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L,.TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP~8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1, TTRP.14 
Variant 2, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28.:J, TTRP.30...:.1,. or TTRP. 71_ 1 would have less-than­
significi:mt traffic impacts at 78 st.~dy inters~ctions. 

• • • ' ' •• - > 

. • . I in pact TR.:.23: Implementation of the project~level TfRP. Expanded Alternative for the 
TIRP.J; TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP;9, TIRP.28.:_1, orTTRP.71_1 would 
have less-than-significant traffic impacts at40 study intersections. 

• Impact TR-25; ·,Implementation ofthe project-level TTRP:14 ·Expanded Alternative would 
have less-than-significant traffic· impacts aM 9 study· intersections under Existing plus 
Service Improvement$. and the TTRP.14 ExparidedAlternative conditions. 

• Impact TR-29: Implementation of the p~ojeCt-l~vel TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
would·have less-than-significant traffic impacts at six study intersections that would 

· operate cit level Of seMce f'LOSn) D or better under Existing pius Ser\fice Improvements 
and the ITRP.2.2::._ 1 Expanded Altemative'C:onditfons. · · · · 

' ' • ' ' > . ' • ' ~ :;- i I ' • •· ' ,. , ' -• ' 

• Impact TR-33: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22.,..;;1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would have less-than-significa11t traffic impacts at six study intersections that 
would operate.at'LOS Dor better under,Existing plus·setvice Improvements and the 
TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1-conditions. · · · 

,_ c ' 

• Impact TR-37: Implementation of the proj~ct-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at six study intersections that 
would operate at LOSO or better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.22_.:,1 Expanded Alternative Varianf2 condi~ions~ · ' 

• Impact TR.-3.9: lrllplementation of the project .. level TIRP.30_ 1 Expan'ded Alternative 
wo·uld have less-than-significant traffic impaets at nine study intersections that would 
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operate at LOS P or; 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 D or better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alt~rnative Variant 1 conditiOns. 

• Impact TR-43: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_ t Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study intersections that 
would operate at LOS Dor better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.30...:.1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions. 

• Impact TR-44: Implementation of the project..;level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TIRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14· Variant 1, TTRP.14 
Vari.ant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, orTTRP.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, nRP.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, TIRP.30_1Variant2; orTTRP.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 1o·ading impacts. 

• Impact TR-4 7: 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_1Variant2,.TTRP.28_1, orTIRP.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, TTR.P.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, orTTRP.71_1 would not result in 
significant impacts on emergency vehicle access. 

• Impact TR-56: Implementation of the project-level TIRP 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 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.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 
Variant 2, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1, or TTRP. 71_ 1 would not result in a 
significant parking impact: · 

• Impact TR-513: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TIRP.9, TIRP.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 a significant parking impact. 
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• Impact C-TR-4: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants, in 
combination with past; present and reasonably foreseeable development in San 
Francisco, would not contribute considerably· to ridership at the regional transit 
screenlines on AC Transit, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, and other regional 
ferry service under 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements only conditions. 

. . 

• lmpaet C-TR-5: The TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the program-level TTRP 
corridors, and Service Improvements with the TTRP Moderate Alternative would not 

. contribute considerably to ridership at the regional transit screenlines on AC Transit, 
Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, Sam Trans, and other regional ferry service under 2035 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative conditions. 

• l~p~ct C-TR-6: The TPS T~olkit ~le.ment~ as applied in. program-level TTRP corridors, 
and $ervice lmpro'{ements with the TTRP Expanqed Alternative, in combination with 
past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San F~ancisco, woulc;I not 
contribute considerably to ridership at the regional transit screenlines on AC Transit, 
. Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, and other regional ferry sel'Vice under 2035 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions. 

• Impact C-TR~B: lmpleineritation of the Service Policy Framework objective!;-., Actions 
A.1, A.2 and A.4, Objective 8, Actions 8.1 through 8.4, Objective C. Actions Q.1 and C.2, 
and ·objective D, Actions D.1 through D.4 and. ariy of the TPS Toolkit elements within 
categories: Transit Stop Changes, Parking i;ind Turn Restrictions, and Traffi_c Signal and 
Stop Sign Changes, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Francisco, would have less-than-significant traffic impacts under 
2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative 

. conditions, and.therefore would not contribute to any significant cumulative traffic 
impacts. · 

• ·Impact C-TR-10: Implementation of the Se~ice Policy Framework Objective A, Actions 
A.1, A.2 and A.4, Objective 8, Actions 8.1 through 8.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, 
and Objective P. Actions D~1 through D.4 arid any of the TPS Toolkit elements within 
categories: Transit Stop Changes, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and1Traffic Signal and 
Stop Sign Changes, in combin;:itiori with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Francisco, ·would have·less::.than-significant traffic impacts under 
2035 Cumulatiye· plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative 
conditions, and therefore would not contribute to any significant cumulative traffic 
imp?cts. 

• 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 Variant 2, 
TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, TTRP.30.:_1, or TTRP. 71_:.1 would have less-than-significant 
traffic impacts under 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements ·and the TTRP 
Moderate Alternative conditions, and therefore would not contribute. to any significant 
cumulative traffic impacts. 
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• Impact C-TR-38: Implementation of the TIRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J, 
TIRP.L, TIRP.N; TTRP.5, TIRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 
Variant 1, TTRP.22_1 Variant2, TTRP.28,;..1, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1Variant1, 
TIRP. 30_ 1 Variant 2, or TTRP. 71_1, in com bi nation 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 unaer 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded 
Alternative conditions. · 

• Impact C-TR-:39: Implementation of the TIRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J, 
TIRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TIRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 
1, TTRP.22_1 Variant2, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1Variant1, TIRP.30_1 
Variant 2, or TTRP. 71_ 1 would not result in sig'nificant 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 Turn Restrictions, and Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes, and Pedestrian 
Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvements or 
Service Variants, and Service-related Capital Improvements, In combination with past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less­
than-significant cumulative pedestrian and bicycle impacts. 

• Impact C-TR-41: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants and 
the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, 
TIRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1 and TTRP Variant 2, TTRP.22_ 1, TIRP.28_ 1, 
TIRP.30_ 1, 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-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, 
TIRP.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, TIRP.30_ 1 Variant 21 or TIRP. 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 AA, 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 Francisco; would have less-than­
significant cumulative loading impacts. 

• Impact c~TR-47: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TIRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, or 
TIRP. 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_J, or TTRP.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.Framework Objective A, 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 Stop, Sign Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements 

·as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, S~rvic~ 1.mprovements, ar;id 9ervice~related 
C~pital Improvements, in combination with past; .present a.nd· reas~nably foreseeable 
development·ih San FranCisco·, would have lessLthan-significant cumulative parking 
impacts. · · · · 

• Impact C,.TR-51: lmP.lemeritati9n qfthe project-level URP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, nRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRR8X, TTRP,9, 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 
parkin9. l~_pacts: . · · · · 

• . lmp?!qt. c,. TR-53:. 1.~plementation qf the project-l~vel TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, nRP.8X;.TTRP.9,,TJRP.14, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, 
TTRP.30_ 1 V~riant 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Vari~nt 2, or TTRt;=>. 71_ 1, in combinatipn with past, 
present .and reasq.nably foreseeable development ih San Francisco, would have less­
than-'significant cumulative parking impacts. 

(•, 

Noise and Vibration · 

• The proposed Project is not located within an airport land use plari area, within two miles 
of a, public .C>,r pybllc use airpC?rt, or in the ~icjnity of a private airstrip, and therefore would 
not e:i:cpo~e people residing or working in ~he project area to. excessive nol~e !evels. 

• · Impact N0-1: Construction activities; occurring indirectly as a result of the proposed 
Service Policy Framework, and as p'roposed'linder the TEP for the· Service 
lmproyements ~nd Service Variant~. Service-relat~d Capital. Improvements, l:!nd TTRPs 
and TTRP yaria,nts would not r~sult in a substant\al t~mporary,_oro periocUq· inc.rease in 
noise l~y~ls above existing ambient conditions. . .. 1 ... ' ·• 

• Impact N0-2: Construction activities, ·occurring indirectly as·a res:uit of the proposed 
Service Policy Framework, and as proposed under the TEP for the Service 

. lmpro~eme.nts and Service Varia.nts, S~r,vice.,.related Capital lrnprovern~nts,. and TTRPs 
and TTRP Variants would not expose p~rsons and. structures to excessive temporary 
ground-~orne vi~ration or ground-borne nojse levels... · 

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

• Impact N0-4: The propos~d Service Policy Framework and the Service) Improvements 
and Service Variants proposed by theTEP would 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 Service Policy Framework and the construction and operation of 
··the proposed TEP,· including Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-· 
related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs and TTRP Variants, in combination with other 
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not increase construction 
noise and vibration or operational noise and vibration levels along affected transit routes 
substantially above existing ambient conditions. 

Air Quality 

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

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

• Impact AQ-2: The Service Policy Framework and construction activities proposed under 
the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-related Capital Improvements, 
and TTRPs and TTRP 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 Service Policy Framework and the proposed project-level Service 
Improvements and Service Variants in combination with the TIRPs and TTRP Variants 
would not result in a violation of air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation nor result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the project region Is in nonattainment 
under an applicable ambient air quality standard. 

• Impact AQ-4: The Service Policy Framework and proposed project-level Service 
Improvements and Service 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~S: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and operation of the 
proposed TEP, including the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service­
related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs and TTRP Variants, would not conflict with or 

. obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plari, the Bay Area's applicabte air quality 
plan. 

• Impact C-AQ-1: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and operation of the 
proposed TEP, including the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service­
related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs and TTRP Variants, in combination with past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the project region is in 
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 TTRPs and TTRP Variants, in combination with past, 
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present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not generate emissions of 
PMz.5 and toxic air contaminants; including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Imp.act C-GG-1: The propq_sed Project would gen~rate greenhouse gas emissions, but 
not in levels that wo1.dp .resuJt in a significant impact on the environment, or conflict with 
any pol(cy, pl~ri, ¢r regulation adopted.for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas 
eniissioris. ' . ' . ' ' . 

Wind and Shadow 

• Impact vys-i The proposed Project woµld .not alter wi.nds ill a mann~r that would 
substantially affect public areas. 

• · Impact WS-2: The proposed Project would not create new shadow that substantially' 
affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. 

' 

Recreation 

• .· im.paq RE-1, RE;3:· The pr,oposed· Project would· not re~µ!t in the incre~sed .UsE!-.Of 
exisUng ,n~ight:>9rhood or regional parks or other recre~tipn f~cilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration would occur or be acceleratecl, nor.result.in the degradation of 
recreational resources. 
' ' ' . '' . . . . ). ' ~ ' 

• Impact RE-2: T_IJ~ propose~ project woul<;i not include recr1Eational 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. · 

Utilities and Services Systems 

•. ~: • .' : ·1 ' . ' . . 

•. Impact UT-1, UT;4: The proposed Project woyld not exceed. the wastewater treatment 
requirements of the Regfonal Water QuafitY Control Board; 'result in a determination that 
·the wastewater treatment provider h'as inadequate capacity to serve the project; or 
require or result in the 1consttuction of new or the expansion of existing water, · 
Wastewater· treatment or· stormwater drainage facilities · · :. · · ' 

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

• Impact UT-4: The proposed Project would increase the amo.unt of spljd waste generated 
on the project sites, but would be adequately served by the City's landfill and would 
comply with federal, state and local.statutes and r!3gulations related to solid waste. 
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" Impact C-UT-1: The proposed Project in combination with.oth~r 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 

• Impact PS-1: Th.e proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associatc;id with· the provision of pol\ce. protection, fire protection, sctiools, and 
library seniices 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 
contribution to significant impacts on police services, fire protection, emergency 
services, schools, or libraries such that new or altered faciUties are required . 

. Biological Resources 

• Impact 81"'.1, 8-2, 81-3: 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 loce\I policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

. preservation policy or ordinance. .. · · 

• · Impact C-81-4: 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 impacts to topographical 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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provide 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 ~echarge, and would npt sub~tantially 
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 Proje,ct ~ould. n!Jt expose 
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, tsunami, or mudflow, or·as a result of 
the ra.uure of a resei:voir. 

• Impact C-HY ... 1: The proposed Project wolild not result in a cumulatively·c6nsiderable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on water quality and hydrology. 

Hazards and Hazardous Mat~rials . 

• . Impact HZ-3: Implementation of the proposed Project woui(f not creat~ a ~igl'.lificant 
tiaiard to the public or the environment by location on a hazardous materials ~itt:. 

• Impact HZ-4: lmp.iementation of ~h~'proposed. Project would ·~ot expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving fires; and would not 
interfere with the implementation of an emergency response plan. 

i.. . • . . 

• Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to signifi~ant.cL:Jmulativ~ imp~cts with respect to hazards and .hazardous 
materials. · · · · · · · · 

Mineral and Energy Resources 

• · Impact ME~1: The pr,oposed Proi!3ct woulcf not result i11 the. loss ofavailapility ofa known 
. mineral resource or a locally-inipdijaht 'mineral resource recovery site, . - -

• . ' '';. i, - .• , ~ .. . -

• lmp~ct ME".2: The proposed Proj~ct w9uld ryot result in ~he L:J~e of l!lrge amounts of fuel, 
water,· or energy, Q,r use these in a wasteful manner. · 

" ' ~ - . . ' ; ' . . .. . ~ 

• lmpagt C-ME""1: The·prop9sed Project would not result i.n a _cumul.atively ~on~ideraple .­
contribution to signi~q~nt cumula~ive impacts ~n min~ral and ~r:ierQy ria~ources. 

Agriculture and Forest Resources 

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

Growth-Inducing Impacts 

• Impact GR-1: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework and-the TEP project 
components w~uld not result in growth inducing impacts. 
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111. 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 i:nitigation measures that ~ould avoid or substantially lessen 
a project's identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures 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 F~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 the record, and the significance 
thresholds in !he El.R, the, si=MTA Board finds that the impacts identified in this Section m will be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation measures 
contained in the FEIR, impqsed as conditions of approval,· and set forth in Attachment B. 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources · 

• 'lmpactCP-2: ·The proposed Project could cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological ·resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5 . 

. There is a reasonable presumption that construction of the proposed program-level and project­
level TEP components will not require an exciavation depth and/ or be located in an area where 
the potential for effect on archaeological resources is likely. However, to avoid potential adverse 
impacts on archaeological resources where the presence of the resource cannot be known, 
foreseen, or predicted, the Accidental Discovery Archaeological Mitigation Measure will be 
implemented for all TEP components. This mitigation measure requires that upon accidental 
discovery of an 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 Archeologica/ Resources. 

The construction of the following four TEP components has the potential. to adversely affect 
archaeological resources: TIRP.22_2; TIRP.9; and two Service-related Capital Improvements, 
OWE.1 New Overhead Wiring - Reroute 33 Stanyan onto Valencia Street, and sb 1.2 Sansome 
Street Contraflow Lane. TIRP.9 includes a segment of Bayshore Boulevard, 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~eological resources. The installation of overhead wire support poles and duct banks along 
a two-block portion of Valencia Street (OWE1) will be construcl:ed in the Mission Dolores area 
in which there is a potential for signi~cant archaeological resources from the Hispanic Period. 
The installation of traffic mast arms along a thre~block portion of Sansome Street (SCl.2) will 

. occur in an area with the potential for impacts to archaeological resources from the Yerba 
Buena period~ Construction in these areas could result in significant impacts on archaeological 
resources if the A(chae.ological Mo11itoring mitigation-measure is not implemented. 
Implementation of the Archaeological Monitoring mitigation measure requires review by the , 
Planning: Department archeologist once·engineering design details are known. If determined­
neces.sary _by the Planning Department, the SFMTA would b~ requlre'd to hire an archaeological 
consultant to be present and monitor-construction activities associated with these four TEP 
components (as necessary), redirect construction activities if an intact archaeological deposit is 
encountered, evaluate the deposit, and either r~design the project or implement a ·data 
recovery program. 

• 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b: Archaeo/ogicE!I ¥0.nitoring 
• ' • ' ' ' + , '~ ·, ~ • 

Impact CP-3: Tile proposed Project could directly ·or I~directly destroy ·a unique 
paleontological.resourc;:e or site or unique: geologic feat1,.1re. 

, . '' . ' . ' " 

Given the shallow excavation depths of TEP construction activiti9-s ~nd previ.oi.Js ground 
disturbance that is common within the public right-of-way, there is a low probability 'of 
encountering significant paleonfologfoal resources in tti~ course of pr~ject construction. 
However, the presence of shc;tllqw paleont9logical resources withih arec;1s ofexcavation under 
the proposed Project cannot be conClusiveiy ruled out.: Disturbance of paieontological 
res9urces.coul,d impair the. ability, of paleontologic:al resources tQ 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 
paleontologlcal consultant will be retained· to design ahd implement a sampling ahd data 
recovery program. 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Pa/eonto/ogical Resources Accidental Discovery 
~ ' . ' I ' . • 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

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

hazard thrpugh routine tr~nsport, use, disposal,. handling, or emission of hazardous 
materials or through reasonably foreseeable upset and ;;iccident con.ditions 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 Worl<s Code, which states that excavation contractors are subject to all applicable 
hazardous material guidelines for disposal, handling, release, and treatment of hazardous 
material; site remediation; and worker safety and training. Additionally, Article 20 of the Public 
Works Code and Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code require envirohmental 
investigation at construction sites where contaminated fill materials may be encountered. The 
SFMTA and construction contractors will adhere to these regulations. However, to ensure that 
potential significant impacts from release of hazardous materials during construction are 
reduced to less-than-significant levels, the Si=MTA and construction contractors are required to 
implement the Hazardous Materials Soil Testing mitigation measure, which requires that soil to 
be removed from an excavation area and not encapsulated within the same area be tested and, 
if found to contain hazardo_us materials, ~e 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 construction and operation of tlie program- and project-level TEP components 
will not result in significant hazardou.s materials emissions or the handling of acutely hazardous 
materials near sct:iools, 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 

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

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the SFMTA Board of 
Directors finds that, where feasible, changes or alterations have been required, or incorporated 
into, the Project to reduce the significant environmental impacts as identified In the FEIR. The 
SFMTA Board finds that the mitigation measures iri 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. 

Bas!3d on substantial evipel')ce i'1 the. whole r(3cord1 includjng the expert opinio,n 9f SFMT A and 
Planning Department staff and consu~an~s to .those staff, the SFMJ ~ Board also fi!lds that for 
some impacts identified in the FEIR, as noted below in this Section IV, no feasible mitigation 
measures were identified in the FEIR and those impacts remain significant and unavoidable. For 
a detailed explanation of the ·1ack of'feasible mitigation measures'for some of the following 
impacts, and of the reasons why certain mitigation measures, although technologically feasible, 
may be subject to uncertainty, including funding-related uncertainty, 'piease see the relevant 
discussions in the FEIR. 

The, S~MTA Board determines that the followir,tg slgnificapt impacts on th~ environment,, as , 
reflected in the FEIR1 ~r~: unavojc;Jable1 but under P.1,1blic Resourc~~. ~~~e §§. 210~1(~)(3) and 
(b), and CEQA Guidelines§§ 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the SFMTA Board 
determines that the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding considerations described in 
Section VI below. This finding is supported by·substantial evidence in the record of this · 
proceeding. : ·_ i 

Transportation and Gircufation 
' . 

• Impact TR-3: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3, and 
Obje~ti,ve C, Action,s. C.3 through C.5 nwy resµlt in significant traffic impact~. 

-'...:. Mitigation Me'ast.ire M-~R-8.; Optimization 'of Intersection Operatiqns. 

Because this measure may not be adequate· to mitigate impacts to intersectiornraffic 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 ser\/ice will 
improve to level of service ("LOS") D o~ better, the impact on traffic operations remains 
significant; and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-5: Implementation of the Poiicy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and 
Objective C, Actions C.3 thro1:1gh C.5 may res;ult in Siignificant loading impacts. . ' . ' '. . 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 O: Provision of Replacement Comm~rcial Loading 
Spaces · · ·· · · 

- · Mitigation Me~sure M-TR-48: Enforcementof Parking Violat~ons, 
These measur~s could reduce signific.an.t loading impacts to a less-th~n-signifjcant level. 
However, in some locations on-street parking may not be available to convert to commercial 
loading spaces 9n the same block and side of the street or within 250 feet on an adjacent side 
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street, the feasibility of providing replacement commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation· 
Measure M-TR-10 cannot be assured in every situation. And because the effectiveness of the 
use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along new· transit-only lanes is not 
known, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-48 is uncertain. Therefore, the impact of loss 
of on-street commercial loading spaces remains significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR~a: Implementation of the following·TPS Toolkit categories: Lane 
. Modjflcations and Pedestrian Improvements may result in significant traffic impacts. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-8: Optimiiati6n 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 amays possible to optimize an inte.rsection such that level of service will 
improve to LOS D or better, the impact on traffic operations remains significant and 
unavoidable: 

• Impact TR-1 O: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian 
lmprovements1 may result in significant loading impacts.· 

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

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

• Impact TR-14: Implementation ofTPS Toolkit elements within the following categories: 
Lane Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements, along the program-level TTRP 
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 Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian 
Improvements, along the program-level TTRP corridors may result in-significant loading 
impacts. 

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

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

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

• • 'j • • • 

· 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 
would re~µlt in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets that 
would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions . 

..., Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 1·fihmryant streets .. 
. . . 

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 
turn-pocket and the eastbour:id appro~ch 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 projecl-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 arid 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 significanl traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets that 
would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions untfer Existing plus Service -Improvements 
and the TIRP.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 LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 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 remain significant and unavoidable. 

• Im pact 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 TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
conditions. 

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

• Impact TR-32: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 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: 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 TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 1 eJh /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 TIRP.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 LOSE or LOS F conditions under Existing 
plus Service Improvements and the TIRP.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 TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
,Vari.ant 2 would 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 plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions. 

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

• Impact TR-38: lmplem!=!ntation of the project-level TIRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green 
Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under Existing plus 
Service Improvements and the TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

No fea5-ible mitjgation measures are availat?le an_d the impact remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-40: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 yi.io_uld result in a significant traffic impact at the -intersection of Columbus 
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOSE conditions under 
Existing plus Service Improvements and the TIRP.30_ 1 Ex'pand~d Alterriative_Variant 1 
cqnditions. 

No feasible mitigation measures. are available and the impact remair;ts significant and 
unavoidable. 

• . 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 LOSE conditions under 
E~isting plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.30_.1 i=>cpanded Alternative Variant 2 
~~~~: ' ' ' 

No feasible mitigation n:ieasures are available and the impact remains 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. 

- M11igation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations 

With implementation of this Mitigation Measure, the impacts related to loss of commerci.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 TIRP.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 
pede~rianL · 

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

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

• Impact TR-50: Implementation of project-level TTRP.14 Expa_nded Alternative would. 
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street sucn 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 un·avoidable. 

• 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 qemand 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· impacts on 
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-52: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a reduction in on-:~treet commerci~I loading supply, on Stockton Street such tnat 
the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities coµld not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentfally hazardpus 
condition' or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians. 

,•_,,' 

- Mitigation /Vfeasure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations 

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along 
new transi~.,.only_ lanes. is·npt known, th~ feasibility of this measure is uncertain and impacts on 
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. · · 

• . Impact TR;.53:' lmplerriehtation of project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 
1 would result in a r~aueti6n in ·011;.:sfreet commercial loaoing supply on Stockton Street 

· such that the ·e~isting ·loading· demand during the peak hour of loading activities could 
not'be a'.ccoinmqdated within on-street loaoing supply and'may create a potentially 
hazardous condition or significant delay that may affect traffi·c, 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 ofthis measure is uncertain· and impacts on 
this corridor remain significant and· unavoidable. · · 

• Impact TR-54: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 
2 would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Str~et 

. ~uch that the existing ,loading deman~ c.:turing th~ peak hour of loading acti\,!iti.es coulc.1 
il~t be aqccm:iry'lod~~eg withi11 on-st~eet loadi,rig supply ~nd may cr~ate. a. potentially 
.ll~~rdolis ~OriQition Of signific'ant del~y that may affect traffic, transjt, bicy"9l~ 1 or 
·pede~trians. . : · ·. ·. · · · · · 

· - . Mitig~tio/1 M~asure M-,TR-:48: Enfo[Cef11ent of Parking VioffJtions · 

Becaus~ the effectiveness of the. lJSe;of camera video enforcement Qf p~rki!lg 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 ot Service 
Variants, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in 
San Francisco; would,cont~ibute considerably to a significant cumulative impact on 
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tr~nsit, resulting in an exceedance of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Mission 
. corridor within the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screen lines under 2035 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements only conditions; · 

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

Implementation of this Mitigation Measure would reduce the cumulative impact on the affected 
corridor to a le.ss-than-significant level. However, because the SFMTA cannorcommit to future 
funding approp~iations nor be certain of its a.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 Frap~isco, would contri~ute c9nsiderably to significant cymulative impacts.on 
transit, re~ulting in exceedances of Muni's ·capacity utiJi;zation standard on the . 
Fulton~Hayes corridor within the Northwest $Creenline and on the Mis.sion corridor within 
the ~outheast screenllne of the Downtown screemlines under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service lmprovemehts and the TTRP Moderate Alternative conditions. 

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

Implementation .of this Mitigation Measure would reduce the cumul8tive impact on the affected 
corridor to a less-than-significant level. However, because the SFMTA cannot commit to future. 
funding appropriations nor be certain of its ability to provide additional service citywide to 
maintain the capacity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility of this 
mitigation measure is uncertain, and the cumulative impact on transit remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-3: The Service Policy Framewor.k, the TPS Toolkit' elements as applied in 
the prbgram-level TIRP corr.idors, 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 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 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 !o provide additional service citywide to 
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maintain the capacity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility of this 
mit!gation measure is uncertain, and the cumulative impact on transit remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-7: Implementation of the Service'Poiicy Framework Obje'ctive A, Action 
A.3 and Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories: -Lane 
Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, 
in combination with past; present ·and reasonahly 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 TTRP Moderate Alternative 
con,ditions. 

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

Because.this.maasure 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 Dor better, the feasibility of mitigation is riot assured. Therefore, the·. 
cumulative impact on traffic operations remajns significant and un'avoidable 

' . ~ . ~ ' ' . . ' 

• Impact C-TR-9: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action 
A.3 and Objective C, Actions C.3 thr9ugh C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories: Lane 
M'odificatlons and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors 
would result in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions. 

' '. . . 

- Mitigation Measure M'-TR-8: Optimization of Intersection Operation,s 

Because this measure niay 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 be~er, ttie effectiveness C)f th.is mitigation mea.sure is not assured, and 
mitigation is infeasj.bl.~.' The~,refore, the cumul~ti~e impact on tr~ffic operations rem~ins. 
significant and unavoidable. 

• 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. 

No feasible mitigation measures are av~jlable an<::l the cumulative impact remains signifi~ant 
and unavoidable. 

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

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

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

• Impact C-TR-16: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.BX 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 ll!itigation 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 result in project and cumulative traffic 
impacts atthe inte'rsection of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue during the a.m. peak 
hou~ · 

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

• Impact C-TR-19: ·Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative impacts at the 

·intersection of Mission/16th streets during the p.m. peak hour.· 

.No feasibl~ 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°1/Bryant streets 
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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 plus Servic~ 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. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 1fth/Bryant streets 

Implementation of lVlitigation Meai:;ur.e M-TR-26 would-not.improve intersection operatio.ns to LOS 
Dor.better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic impa9ts at the intersection of 
16th and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-22: lmpiementatibn of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and · 
cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak 
hour. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 1 fth!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. 

• Impact C.i.TR-23: lrnplementation'ofthe 2035 Cumulative plus $ervice Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result iri project ·and cumulative traffic 
impacts at the in~ersection of 16th/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak !lour. 

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

' . 

• · Impact C-TR-24: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 wo'uld result ih' projechmd , 
cumulative traffic Impacts at the intersection of 16th/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak 
hour. .. · · · · · · · ; · • · · · · · 

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

• Impact C-TR-25: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and 
cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Potrero streets.ch.iring the p.m. peak 
hou~ · 
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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 TIRP.22 1 Expanded Alternative woulq 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 TIRP.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 TIRP.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 TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 

· the intersection of 161h/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-30: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.22_ 1. Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic 
impacts a~ tlie 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 s·lgnificant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-31: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic 
i.mpacts 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 of the 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 anq the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact 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 
cumulative. traffi_c impacts at the intersect.ion of 16th/Se_venth.streets during the a.m. and 
p.m. peak hour5. · · · · 

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

• Impact C-TR-34: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus; Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.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 houri · '.. · · · · · · , · . · · 

; ' • '~ I 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative. impact 'r~,nains siQnificant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-35: Implementation of the·2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
. and the TIRP.30..:..1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic 
impacts at the.ir:itersectipn qf Columbus Avenµe/Green Street/S~o.ckton Street. 

No feasible mitigation measure~ are available and the cumulative Impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Im pact -C~ TR".36: .. im.plementatiori of the 203S Cumulative plus Ser:v:ice Improvements 
and' the TIRP:3o_J :~xpari~e~Altern~tive Varjant 1 ~<?Yid result'in project and ·. 
cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton 
Street. · 

No feasiple mitigation meas1,1res ~re available ~nd the cumulative impact r~!llains ~ignificant 
and u~avoid~.ble. 

• Impact C-TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
· ~nd the TIRP.30_ 1 Expande,q Alternative Variant 2 would. resulfin project and 

cumulat!ve traffic ir:npacts at toe intersection 'of Columbus Avenue/Green. Street/Stockton 
Street · · 

No feasibie tnitigation meai:;ures are availS:_ble and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. · · 
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• Impact C-TR-43: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and 
. Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5, and TPS Toolkit Categories: Transit Stop · · 

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

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 O: Provision of Replacement Commercial Lqading 
Spaces. · 

While this measure could reduce significant loading iinpacts, 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. 

• Im pact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project~level TIRP Moderate Alternative 
including the TIRP.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. · 

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

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of p~=trking 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 TIRP Expanded Alternative 
including the TIRP.14, TTRP.30_ 1, TIRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, and TIRP.30_ 1 Variant 2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development 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 aiong 
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. 

• lmpac;t C-TR·49: lmplemeQtation of t~e 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 develo'pment 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 project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.14 Variant 1 or the TTRP.14 Variant 2,' in combination with past, present and 
rea~onably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts. . . _ · 

- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementation of Parking 
. Manag(3ment Strategies 

It is uncertain whether parking management strategies would mitigate this significa-nt cumulative 
parking impact to a less-than-significant level. tl"i~refore, feasibility of this mitigation measure 
cannot be assured, and the cur:nulative impact remains significant apd unavoidable. 

• 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 cumulative parking impacts. . 

- 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 fo a less-than-significant level.' Therefore, feasibility of this mitigation measure 
cannot be assured, and the cumulative impact remains significant and unavoidable. 

V. EVALUATION. OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

This Section describes the alternatives to the project analyzed in the FEI R and th.e reasons for 
finding the alternatives infeasible and rejecting them as required by Public Resources Code 
section' 21081 ( a)(3) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 ( a)(S). Thi~ 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 <?f_ 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 comparative. 
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analysis is used to consider reasonably, potentially feasible options for minimizing 
environmental consequences of the Proposed Project. 

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

A. Re~scn~s for Appro~lng Proposed Project 

As discussed above in Section I and in Chapte~ 2 of the FEIR, the TEP consists of a Service 
Policy Framework, Service Improvements, 12 Service-Related Capital Improvements, and 
Travel Time Reduction Proposals {TTRPs) (which apply various items from the Transit 
Preferential Streets "Toolkit") along 17 transit corridors. For the purposes of environmental 
review, the FEIR described and analyzed two possible TEP projects-referred to as the TIRP 
Moderate Alternative and the TTRP Expanded Alternative-at an equal level of detail and 
analysis. This was done because, although the "TEP" was examined in one environmental 

_ document in order to understand the full scope of its potential environmental impacts, the TEP is 
actually a collection of projects and proposals, which, while related, may be implemented at 
various times and, in many cases, independently of each other. 

Thus, the FEIR defined and analyzed the proposed project as two alternatives in order to 
capture the reasonable range of TEP proposals the SFMTA may chose to implement over time 
and to evaluate the potential environmental impacts resulting from that range. Both alternatives 
would implement the Service Policy Framework, the Service improvements, Service Variants, 
the Service-related Capital Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the program-level 
TTRP corridors. The difference between the two alternative projeGts is that under the TTRP 
Moderate Alternative, these elements would be impl~mented in combi_nation with a "moderate" 
number of TPS Toolkit elements along certain Rapid Network corridors and, under the TTRP 
Expanded Alternative, these elements would be implemented in combination with an 
"expanded" number of TPS Toolkit elemen1s along the same Rapid Network corridors. The 
rationale behind this is that the TTRP Moderate Alternative would capture a project with fewer 
and less subs~antial physical environmental effects and the TTRP Expanded Alternative would · 
capture a project with more substantial physical environmental effects. 

It is not known at this time when or if the full scope of all the TTRP proposals included in the 
TEP wiil be implemented. implementation of various TTRP proposals will depend on community 
and stakeho_lqer 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 TrRP proposals that 
'fall somewhere in betWeen the TTRP Moderate and l;xpanded Alternatives analyzed in the 
FEIR. However, 'at this time, it is not known whether a given project alol"!g a TTRP corridor. will 
include components of the Moderat~ Alternative or the Expanded Alternative, or a mixture of the 

42 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

· CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

two. Because of this, the SFMTA Board 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 TTRP corridor. Once any such projects are 
proposed for approval, the SFMTA Board would adopt as necessary findings to reject 
alternatives to those proposed TTRP projects. 

The SFMTA Board finds that the Project will 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. 

• lmpr:ove the customer experience on th~ transit system. 

• Improve transit system reliability. 

• Improve transit travel times. 

• Improve safety for pedestrians, bicyclist!), 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. 

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 evicience, 'including evidence of 
economic, ·1egal, social, technological, and other considerations described in this Section in 
addition to those described· in Seqtion 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 economic, envfronmental,· social, 
legal, and technological factors." The SFMTA Board is also aware that under CEQA case iaw 
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 TIRP Moderate Alternative 
and the TIRP Expanded Alternative-included implementation of the Service Policy 
Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants, the Service-related Capital 
Improvements, and

0

the TPS Toolkit as applied to the program-level TTRP corridors, rejecting 
the No Project A_ltemative rejects every alternative that would fail to implement these TEP 
proposals as infeasible. 

1. Alternative A: No Project 

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

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

For these reasons, the SFMTA Board finds that, on balance, the Project is preferable to the No 
Projec;t Alternative and the No Project Alternative is rejected as infeasible. 

'j I 

2 •. Alternatives Considered and Rejected in the EIR 

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

The SFMTA considered several potential alternatives to aspects of the TEP's TTRP Moderate 
and Expanded Alternatives. These alternatives include the following: 

• . Transit-only streets alQng high transit ridership corridors. 
• . Transit-only l~nes along the entirety of all existing four-lane (or morE:t) traQ~it corridors. 
• Stop sign removal and replacement with traffic signals at all stop sign locations on transit 

corridors. 
• Stop. consolidation and optimization standards as recomfl'.lended in· best practices 

. literature. 
• ·Route terminal relocation and optimization for some routes With terminal locations at 

unproductive route segments or in low trans!t demand locations. 
• Fleet mode change by route, such as servicing some routes that currently operate with 

existing trolley vehicles with the diesel fleet or vice versa. 
• Additional extensions to. existing rol!1es1 .. 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

Modification 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 ca·pacity vehicles on certain routes (note that the TEP includes service on 
some routes, such as the 5 Fulton, with higher capacity vehicles, 'but not on others). 
Streamlining all routes for improved directness by, for example, reducing the number of 
turns (streamlini~g is included in the TEP for some routes). . · 

Modifying frequency for all routes (frequency modifications, both increased and 
decreased frequency, is included in the TEP for some routes). . 
Reducing the span of service. for some routes. . , . ., 
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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. TheSFMTA Board concurs with the 
findings in the EIR, ahd 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 Boar.d of Directors 
hereby finds, after consideration of the FEIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the 
specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological and ot~er benefits of the Project as set 
forth below independently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impaCts 
and is an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons 
for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, ev.en 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 Pro~ect are adopted as part of this approval action. The SFMTA Board has 
determined that any remaining significant effects on the environmer:it 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 Polley. 

• Improved transit service with t.he 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 disablliUes 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 9dverse.environmental effects, and that the adverse 
env(ronmental 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 

MITIGATIONoMEASURES AGREED TO BY SFMTA 

[~lilil!itit~tti1tjf~fi?1,~c.~~~(i~rr:~r . .....;i,_·"-'-''--""""' -~~-.C..C.-~~"-" 
Mitigation Mea~ure M-CP-2a: Acpidental Discovef')' SFMTA and Prior to soils 
of Archeological Resources . project disturbance 
The following mitigatio1J.~e~sure is· required to avoid contractors activities 
any potential adverse effeCt from the proposed project 
on accidentally discovered buried.or submerged 
historical resources as.defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor-shall 
distribute the Planning Department archaeological and 
p~leontological r~source "ALERr sheet to the project 
prime contr,actor, to any project subcontractor (including 
demofltion, excavation, gradingi foundation,. pile driving, 
etc. firms); and to any utilities firm involved in soils 
dis~urbing actiyities within the project site. Prior to.any 
soils disturbing ,activitie.s being undertaken, each 
contractor is responsible for ensuring thc:it the ~ALERTn 
sheet is 'cii'culated to all field personnel, including 
machine:operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory 
personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the. 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) .with a signed 
affidavit from th~ responsible parties (prime contractor, 
subcontractor(s), and utilities· firm) to the ERO·· 
confirming that all field personnel have received copies 
of the Alert Sheet. ·· - · 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMT A to distribute 
Planning Department 
"ALERr sheet-and 
provide signed affidavit 
from project contractor, 
· subcontractor(s) and 
utilities firm(s) stating 
that all field personnel 
h~ve received copies 
of the "ALERr sheet 

·} 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to receive 
signed affidavit. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Prior to any soil 
disturbing activities. 

Following 
distribution of 
"ALERr sheet but 
prior to any soils 
disturbing activities. 
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EXHIBIT 2: · MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORJNG AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule 

Should any indication of an archaeological resource be SFMTA and 
encountered· during :any soils·:disturbing activity of the project 
project, the project Head'Foreman:and/or project contractor's 
sponsor shall. im.mediately notify the ERO and shall . Head Foreman 
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 deterrniries:that an archaeological resource 
may be presentwithin the project site, the project 
sponsor .shall retain the services of an archaeological 
cons1.:1ltant fr~m·the pool of qualified archaeological 
co.nsultants 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: resour~ is present;. the 
archaeological consultant-shall identify and evaluate the 
archaeological ~esource. The archaeological consultant 
shall make a recommendation as to what action; if any, 
is warranted .. Baseq on .this information, the ERO may 
require, if 'Warranted; specific additional measures to be 
implemented by the.project sponsor. · · 

Measures might include: :preser:vation· in situ of the 
archaecilogical resource, an archaeological monitoring 
prograr:n~ or;an.archaeologicalte~ting program. !fan 
archaeological monitoring.program or archaeological 
testing programisrequired, it shaD·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. . 

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 
~rchaeological 
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. 
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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 PROGR.AM 

Adopt~d Mitigatiori_M.eas.ures 

The project archaeological consultant shall submit a -
Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) tO t.he 
ERO that evaluates the historical significance·ofany_ 
discovered archaeologieal resource and describing the 
archaeological and historical research methods · 
employed in the archaeological monitoring/data recovery 
program(s) undertaken. Information that may putat risk 
any archaeological resource-shall'be·provided in a 
separate removable insert within the final report. 
Copies oftlie Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for 
review and approval.- Once·apptbved by the ERO, 
copies of the FARR shall.be distributed-as follows:· 
California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest . 
Information Center (NWIC) shall receiv~ one (1) copy 
and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of 
the 'FARR to the NWIC: The Environrrient~l-Planhing 
division of the Planning Department shall r_eceive o_rie 
bound copy, one unbound c,opy, and one--unlocked· · . 
searcha,ble Portable Docur:nent Format'(PDF) copy on 
CD of the FARR along wi!fi copies of any formal site 
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or · 
docllment~tion for nomil')ation to the 'NRHPzCRHR. In 
instances of nigh pµblic interest·orinterpretiv~ value, the 
ERO may req1,1ire a different final. report content, format, 
and· distribution' than that presented above. 

. ! • 

Responsibility 
for Mitigath:>n 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTAand 
project 
archaeological 
consultant 

When determined 
necessary by the. 
ERO 

' -... '._:,, .. 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTAand project 
archaeological 
consultant to prepare 
draft and final FARR 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhlblt2-3 

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 

Responsibility Monitoring~ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Sched1;1le Action Responsibility 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b: Archaeological SFMTA and Prior to soils SFMTA to consult with Project 
Monitoring Planning disturbance Planning Department archeological 
Based on the reasonable potential that archaeological Department archaeologist. · consu_ltant, 
resources may be present within the project site, the · Planning 
followi~g m~as~re~ shall be undertaken to avoid any If required, SFMTA to Department 
pot~nt1ally s1g~ificant adverse eff~ct fr~m the proposed choose archaeological 
project on buned or submerged h1stoncal resources: consultant from the 
Once engineering de:>ign details for the identified projects pool of qualified 
(OWE.1, OWE.1 Vanant,SCl.2, TTRP.9 and TTRP.22_2) archaeological 
and other projects in archaeologically sensitive area~. as consultants 
identified by the Environmental Review Officer, are 
known. the project sponsor .shall 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 
oonsultant from the pool of qualified archaeological 
consultants maintain~d by the Planning Department 
archaeologist. The archaeological consultant shall 
undertake an archaeological monitoring program. All 
plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified 
herein shall be submitted first and directly to the 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) for review and 
comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to 
revision until final approval by the ERO. Archaeological 
monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by 
this measure could suspend construction of the project for 
up 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 SU$pension is the only 
feasible means to r6duce to a less than significant level 
potential effects on a significant archaeological resource 
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Seel 15064.5 (a)(c). 
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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: 

• 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 

. Responsibility · 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

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

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 project archaeologist, shall determine what project Archaeological 
activities shall be archaeologically monitored. In most monitor and 
cases, any soils disturbing activities, such as . SFMTA and 
demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, SFMTA's 

during soils 
disturbing 
construction at any 
location. 

Archaeological Archaeological 

utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles construction 
(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall contractors 
require archaeological monitoring becaus!3 of the 
poiential risk ttiese activities pose to archaeological 
resources and to their depositional context. 

• The archaeological consultant shall advise all project 
contractors to be on the alert for evidence of the 
presence of the expected resource(s), ofhowto 
identify the eviden~e of the expected resource( s), and 
of.the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent 
discovery of an archaeological resource. 

• The archaeological monitor(s)'shall be present on the 
project site according to a schedule agreed 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 
artifactuallecofactual material as warranted for 
analysis. 

consultant to advise all monitor to observe 
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 red!r~~t construction 
any soils-disturbing act1vit1es as n~essary 
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 . 

• ·1f an intact archaeol0gical deposit is encountered, all 
soil~ disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit 
shall cease. The archaeological monitor shall be 
empowered to temporarily redirect . 
demolition/excavation/ pile driving/construction crews 
and heavy equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If 
in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, 
etc~). the archaeological monitor has cause to believe 
that the pile driving activity may affect an 
archaeological resource, the pile driving activity shall 
be termJnated ·until an appropriate evaluation· of the 
resource has been made in-consultation with the 
ERO. The archaeological consultant shall 
immediately notify the ERO of the encountered 
archaeological deposit. The archaeological 
consultant shall, a~er making a reasonable. effort to 
assess the identity,·integrity, and significance of the 
encountered archaeological deposit, pr~ent 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 Monitoring/ 
for. Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibilify Schedule 

Consultation with Descendant Communities: . On . . Archaeological 
discovery of an archaeological site 1 associated with . monitor and 
descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese, SFMTA and 

. an appropriate representative2 of.the descendant group SFMTA's 
and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of construction 
the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to contractors 
monitor archaeological field investigations of the site and 
to consult with ERO regarding appropriate · 
archaeological treatment of the site, of recovered data 
from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative . 
treatment of the associated archaeological site. ·A copy 
of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be 
pr:ovided to the representative of the descendant group; 

If the ERO, in consultation with the archaeological 
consultant, determines that a significant archaeological 
resource is present and that the resource could be · 
adversely affected by the proposed project, aftlie 
discretion of the project sponsor, eit~er: . 
A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to 

avoid any adverse effect on the significant · 
archaeological resource; or . 

B} An archaeolog.ical data recovery program shall be 
irTJplemented, unless the ERO determines'1hat the 
archae.ological resource is of gr~ater interpretive 
than research significance and that interpretive use 
of the resource is feasible. 

For the duration of 
soil-disturbing 
activities, the 
representative of 
the descendant 
group shall be 
given the 
opportunity to 
monitor 
archaeological field 
investigations on 
the site and consult 
with the ERO 
regarding 
appropriate 
archaeological 
treatment of the 
site, of recovered 
data from the site, 
and, if applicable, 
any interpretative 
treatment of the 
associated 
archaeological site. 

SFMT A shall contact Project Consiqered 
ERO and descendant archaeological complete on 
group representative consultant shall notification of the 
upon discovery of an prepare a FARR in appropriate 
archaeological site. consultation with descendant group, 

the ERO. provision of an 
· opportunity to 

A copy of the 
FARR shall be 
provided to the 
representative of 
the descendant 
group 

monitor construction 
site work, and 
completion and · 
approval of the 

· FARR by ERO, if 
necessary. 

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

An "appropriate representativen 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 

Implementation Schedule Adopted Mitigation Measures 

If an archaeological data recovery program is required SFMTA and 
by the ERO, the archaeological data recovery program project 
shall be conducted in accord with an archaeological data archaeological 
recovery.plan (ADRP). The project archaeological consultant, in 
consultant,. project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consultation with 
consult on the scop~_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 l:;hall identify how the proposed data recovery 
program will. preserve the sigl')ificant information the 
archaeological resource is expected to contain. That is, 
the ADRP will identifywhat scientific/historical research 
questions are applicable to the expected resource, what 
data classes the resource .is expected to possess, and 
how the expected data classe5 would ·address the 
applicable research questioris. Data recovery,· in 
general, should be limited :to the portions of the historical 
property that could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project. Destructive data-recover}imethods 
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. · · . . 

• . Cata/0giling andLaboratorr Analysis. Description of 
selected eataloguing system and artifact analysis 

. prcicedures .. 
• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and 

rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccession polici_es. 

Considered 
complete once 
verification of 
curation occurs. 

Mitigation 
Action 

Consultant to prepare 
Archaeological Data 
Recovery Program in 
consultation with ERO. 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Final ADRP to be 
submitted to ERO 

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. 

• Curation. Description of the procedures and 
recom_mendations for the curation of any .. recovered 
data having potential research value, identification of 
appropriC;1te cu ration facilities, and a summary of the 
accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 
Mitigation 
Ac.ti on 
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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 appre>priate dignity, human remains and associated 
or unassociated.funerary· objects (CEQA Guidelines 
Sec. 15064.5(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 
consuitant, 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 
objeets 
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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 Fina.I 
Archaeological Resources·Repoit {FARR) to the ERO 
that evaluates the historical significance of any 
discovered archaeological resourceand·describes the 
archaeological and historical res~arch methods 
employed inthe archaeological testing/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 draft final 
report· 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for . 
review and approval. Once approved by the ERP copies 
of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California 
Archaeological Site Surv~y Northwest'lnformation 
Center{NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO 
shall receive a·copyofthe.tiansmittal of the FARR to the 
NWJC. The Environmental Planning division of the 
Planning Department' shall receive one bound, one 
unbound, arid one unlocked searchable PDF copy on · 
CD of the FARR along with copies of aiiy formal site 
recordation ·forms (CADPR 523 series) and/or 
documentation for nomination to the NRHP/CRH~. In 
instances of high pubiic·interest or interpretive \falue, the 
ERO may require a different final r~port con~ent; format, 
and distribution than that presented above. · 

: 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule Action 

SFMTA 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 
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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 
NWICandSan 
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 subj~ct to 
revision until final 
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 ~ffeet in the 
event of accidental discovery of a paleontol0gical 
resource during construction· of the project, the project 
sponsor shall be responsible for ensuring that all.project 
contractors and s\Jbcontractors involved in soil­
disturbing activities· associated with the project comply 
with the following procedures in' the event of discovery of 

. a paleontological resource. Paleontological-remains, or 
resource,-can" fake the form ·of whole or· portions. of 
marine shell, bones, tusk, horn and teeth from fish, 
reptiles, mammals; and lower order animals. In ttie case 
of Megafauna, the remains, although partial, may be· 
large in scale. Also paleontological resources-·include 
petrified Wood and rock impressions of plant or anin:ial 
parts. · · · 

Should any indication of a paleontol0gical resource be 
encountered during any soil- disturbing activity qf the 
project, the project foreman and/or project sponsor shall 
immediately notify-the City Planning Department's -
Environmental Review-officer {ERO): and one of its 
designated paleontologists '(currently, Dr. Jean De 
Mouthe/Dr: Peter Roopiiarineinthe Geology 
Department-of the California Academy of Sciences) and 
Immediately suspend any soil'-Clisturbing activities in the 

· vicinity'· of the discovery-until the ERO-has determined 
whatadditioriat·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 gesignated 
paleontol0gists and 
suspend soils­
distur'bing activities. 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

SFMTA and ERO 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

During construction, 
upon indication that 

a paleontol0gical 
resource has been 

encountered 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION ~ONJTORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
. . for Mitigation 

Aµopted M{tigation Measures - Implementation Schedule 

If the ERO determines thaf a potentially-significant SFMTA and The project 
paleontological resource 'may be present within the project paleontological 
project site, .the project spqnsor_shall retain the services paleontological consultant to 
of a qualified paleontological consultant.with ,expertise in · consultant in consult with the 
California.paleontology; to design and. impl~ment a consultation with ERO as indicated; 
Paleontological Resources M~igation Plan (PRMMP). the ERO. completed when 
The PRMMP shall include a description of-discovery ERO accepts final 
procedures; samplin.g,and data recovery procedures; report 
procedures for the, preparation, ·identification, analysis, 
and curation ofJossil specimens and data recovered; 
and procedures for the preparation and.distribution of a· 
final paleontological discovery report'(PDR)'. 
documenting the paleontologiqal find. · 
The PRMMP shall be consistent with the' Society for 
Vertebrate Paleontology Standard'Guidelines·forthe 
mitigation of construction-related .adv~rse·impacts to 
paleontological resources and the requirements of the 
designated repositoJ"Y'for any fossils collected. In the 
event of a·verified paleont61ogical discoverY;the 
remaining construction and soil-disturbing activities 
within those·geological units specified as 
paleontologically sensitive in the. PRMMP shall be 
monitored by the project·paleontological·consultant. 
The,consultant's work shall be conducted in'accoroance 
with this mitigati6nmeasureand·atthe direction of the 
City's ERO . .Plans and reports prepared by the 
consultant shall be.submitt~dfor,review and approval tiy 
the ERO. 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA to retain 
appropriately qualified 
·consultant to prepare 
PRMMP, carry out 
monitoring, and 
reporting 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to approve 
final PRMMP 

Project 
paleontological 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on 
approval of final 
PRMMP. 

consultant shall Considered 
provide brief complete on 
monthly reports to . approval of final 
ERO during documentation by 
monitoring or as ERO. 
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 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM {continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Mo~itoring/ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action ·· Responsibility Schedule 

[i/iz,i;m5:'!_~'1_i)j~~f#B_~JM!lf!Hj~l~··~-----·~~-"--'- ~---~:-----~~- · · .··. ·=-·--~ -. ~~---~~-:_~-------- .··•··· --~~c..~ · C__ · - j_ ---~-::Li~•·· _LL ___ J 
Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1: Hazardous Materials SFMTA Soil and · SFMTA project Department of Considered 
Soil Testing groundwater test construction contractor Public Health complete on review 
In order to protect both construction workers and the results containing shall be responsible for and approval by 
public from exposure to hazardous· materials in soils any hazardous the implementation of DPH of the soil and 
encountered during construction of the proposed project, materials shall be Steps 1 - 3. groundwater testing 
the project sponsor agrees to adhere to the following submitted to the results, along with 
requirements. Department of maps showing the 
1) · Any soil excavated and then; encapsulated under Public H~al!h location of th7 

concrete and/or asphalt covering within the same (DPH} within 21 excavated soil and/ 
area as its excavation shall not require testing for days of ~he or g~u~dwater 
the presence· of hazardous materials in levels co"'!pletion of contammg the 
exceeding those acceptable to government agencies testing. hazar?ous 
unless the TEP project or construction manager matenals. 
determines any extenuating circumstances exfst, 
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 excavation, shall be tested for the 
presence of hazardous materials in levels exceeding 
those acceptable to government agencies, before it 
is moved from the area of excavation. The 
transportation and disposal of the soil shall be in 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted'Mitigation Measures -

cornpliance WithDPH, $tatef, and federa.'I 
requirements. The,'project sp_onsor ~hall. be __ ' 
responsible for reporting the_ test results of any soil . 
with hazardous material content to'DPH'withiri 21 
days of the completion oftesting; accompanied with 
a map-showing the excavation location. 

3) lfthe·proposed excavation activities·encounter 
. groundwater, the groundwater shall be tested 'for 

hazardous materials; Copies of the test results shall 
be submitted to DPH within 21 days of the 
completion of testing. Any dewatering shall adhere 
to DPH, SFPUe, and ·state requirements. 

Jn the·even_t tjiat a su~sequent ordinance or regulations 
are adopted by DPH governing the handling and testing 
of hazardous materials encountt:)r~ during construction 
withinthe public right-of-way; DPH_sh13ll be,given th~ 
opti_on to require the project: sponsor to adher.e to the 
implementation of'ihe new ordinan~e or regulations in 
lieu of the above requirement~ 'if they provide s.imilar 
safety protection for both coo~truction_workers and the 
public.· ·· 

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 

MITIGATION MEASURES IN DEIR 

i'r:n1~5!~~~~+~E~1'i~"1!1!_~~-~-~·-·~-·-·· ._::-:~-~~:,,~. 
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 shall integrate 
design elements from the following intersectio.n · 
geometries and ti:affic 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 addition.al 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 shaRinstall,new commercial 
loading spaces of similar length on the same block and 
side of the street, or within 250 fe.et ·on aQjacent side 
street$, of where commercial loading 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 p·rogram­
level 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
level TTRP 
proposals. 

Prior to or 
concurrent with the 
removal of on-street 
commercial loading 
spaces. 

CASE NO. 2011.0SSSE 
March 2014 



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 16th/Bryant 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 
lane 
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: SFMT A Monitoring of 
Muni Service · · · 

The SFMTA, shall, to the extent feasible and consistent 
with annual budget appropriations, .continue ~omonitor 
Muni service citywide, reporting as r~uired on service 
goals, including the capacity utilization sta_ndard, 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 

.._;t 

Ongoing after 
implementation of 
TTRP 
improvements. 

Ongoing, after 
implementation of 
TEP 
improvements. 

Mitigation 
Action 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

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

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

SFMTA to monitor SFMTA 
transit service goals 
and proposed 
improvements to Muni 
operations. 
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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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M_onitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

SFMTA report to 
SF Planning 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Ongoing during 
project 
implementation. 
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EXHIBIT 2: . MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

f 11A-Pffo~~E.fl*il~~u~~$"#ff~Ft1'~)ft(Aftsm1iii#/f/:rfrfl(s.'.~~ss_1~_.k __ o_·~~~c~·· ~r~•·~.·_····-·· ~------· 
Improvement Measure 1-TR-1: Construction 
M~~~ . 
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 tlie 
construction site in order to minimize parking demand. 

SFMTAand 
project 
construction 
contractor( s) 

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 
~, L _,', 

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

Time stamp 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): , meeting date 

'--; I 

IZI 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Aiiienumefitt-' 

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

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

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" 
'----~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. ~I -------~! from Committee. 

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

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. 
~---~-~ 

D 9. Reactivate File No.I~--~~~~ 
D 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): 

I supervisor Mark Farrell 

Subject: 

Lombard Street (State Route 101) Project - Cooperative Agreement with Caltrans for Design and Construction 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Resolution approving the Cooperative Agreement between San Francisco and the State of California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) concerning the design and construction of the Lombard Street Vision Zero Project, 
including pedestrian safety, transit improvements, and utility upgrades along Lombard Street (State Route 101) 
between Francisco Street and Van Ness Avenue, and making environme 1 fi · 

. Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: //'-
---~~---------------

For Clerk's Use Only: 

n .......... _"' _,c "I 


