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FILE NO. 170552 ORDINANC JO. 

[Amending .Ordinance No. 1061 - Sidewalk Width Change - Masoni~ Avenue at Fulton and 
Turk Streets] 

3 Ordinance amending Ordinance No. 1061 entitled "Regulating th~ Width of Sidewalks" 

4 · to reduce the official sidewalk width of certain locations al.orig Masonic Avenue at the 

-5---seuthwes-t---eemer-of-the-intersection of Masonic Avenue and Fulton Street, and the 
. ' ·' ' ··.· . 
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northeast corner of the intersection of Masoni~ Avenue and Turk Street; affirming the 

Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; 

and making findings-of consistency with the G~neral Plan, and the eight pri~rity 

policies of.Planning Code, Section 101.1.-

NOTE: Unchanged Coqe text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.. . 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times A1el11 Romcmfimt. 
Board amendment additions.are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (* * · * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
-subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1 .. Findings. 

(a) The Planning Department, in a letter dat~d April 30, 2015, fourid the a~tions 

contemplated in this ordinance consistent with the General Plan and in conformance with the 

eight. priority polic.ie~ of Planning Gode Section 101.1. A copy of said letter is on fi!e with the 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in Fjle No. 170552 and is incorpor:ated herein by reference. 

The Board of Supervisors adopts as its own the findings in said letter. 

(b) In the same letter, the Planning Department found that tl)e actions contemplated in 

this ordinan~e were evaluated in .the San Fra_ncisco Bicycl_e Plan Final Environmental Impact 
. . 

Report (FEIR), certified by the Planning Commission by Resolution No. 17912 on June 25, 
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2009, and the FEIR Addendum, which was issued by the Planning Department on June 28, 

2012, except for any related sewer work, which is statutorily exempt from the California 

Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) under 

Section 15282(k) of the CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et seq. The 

Board of Supervisors hereby affirms these determinations, incorporates them by reference 

~erein, and adopts them as its own. 

(c) By Ordinance No. 182-1'3, the Board of Supervisors re-adopted the 2009 San 
1 

Francisco Bicycle Transportation Plan and in so doing adopted modifietj environmental ! 
findings, including a statement of overriding benefits and a mitigation monitoring and Teporting \ 

program. Said findings are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Superyisors in File No. \

11

. 

130527 and are incorporated herein by reference. 

(d) The Board has reviewed and considered the FEIR, the FEIR Addendum, and the I 
·, ! 

record as a whole, and finds that the FEIR is adequate for its use as the decisionmaking body 

. for the action taken herein. The FEIR is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in 

File No. 130527, the FEIR Addendum is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in 

File No. 170552, and both are incorporated herein by reference. 

. · (e). The Board finds that since the FEIR was finalized, there have been no substantial 

project changes and no substantial changes in project circumstances that would require major 

revisions to the FEIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an 

increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new 

information of substantial importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the FEIR. 

The Board finds that the FEIR Addendum was properly issued. 

(e) The Public Works [?irector issued Pu~lic W~rks' Order No. 185823, dated March 

. 31, 2017, including sidewalk width change drawing Q-20-838, regarding the actions in this 

ordinance. The proposed sidewalk changes are associated with the Masonic Avenue 
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1 Streetscape Improvement Project with the goal to safely and efficiently accommodate the 

2 needs of all roadway users and will provide improvements for pedestrians, bicyclists, 

3 . motorists and transit ri<;iers. A copy of said Order is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

4 Supervisors in File No. 170552, and is incorporated herein by reference. 
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Section 2. In accordance with the Department of Public Works' Order No. 185823, 

dated March 31, 2017, Board of Supervisors Ordinance No.1061, entitled "Regulating the 

Width of Sidewalks,". a copy of which is in the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors Book of 
. . 

General Ordinances, in effect May 11, 1910, is hereby amended by adding thereto a new 

section to read as follows: 

Section 16 08. Changing the official sidewalk width of; a) the southwest corner of the 

intersection of Masonic Avenue and Fulton Street, and; b) the northeast corner of the intersection of 

Masonic Avenue and Turk Street, as shown on Public Works drawing Q-20-838. a copy of which is in 

the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No. 170552. 

17-. Section 3. The San Francisco Infrastructure Division - ~treets and Highways Section, 

18 as is necessary as a result of this ordinance, shall m·ake arrangements with public utility · 

19 companies and City Departments for the relocation, and/or modification of any affected public 

20 facilities. Any necessary relocation, modification, or both of such facilities shall be at no cost to 

21 the City. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Section 4. 'Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment. E~actment occurs when the Mayor sign~ the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 
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is 

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

of Supervisor~ overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

B~~ MAR I\JABYRNE 
Deputy City Attorney 

n:\land\as2017\1700550\01183713.docx 
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FILE NO. 170552 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[Amending Ordinance No. 1061 - Sidewalk Width Change - Masonic Avenue at Fulton and 
Turk Streets] 

Ordinance amending Ordinance No. 1061 entitled "Regulating the Width of Sidewalks" 
to change the official sidewalk width of certain locations along Masonic Avenue at: a) 
the southwest corner of the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Fulton Street, and; b) 
the northeast corner of the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Turk Street; affirming 
the Planning Departme·nt's determination under the California Environmental Quality 
Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 
polici~ of Planning Code, Section 101.1. · 

Existing Law 

Board of Supervisors' Ordinance No. 1061 established the official sidewalk widths throughout 
San Francisco. Ordinance No. 1061 is uncodified, but can be located in the Clerk of the Board 
of Supervisors Book of General Ordinances, in effect May 11, 1910, which is on file with the 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. 

. Amendments to Current Law 

This legislation would amend Ordinance No. 1061 to change the official sidewalk width of 
certain locations along Masonic Avenue at the intersections of Masonic Avenue and Fulton 
Street and Masonic Avenue an9 Turk Street. 

The amendments are proposed tp further the Masof)ic Avenue Streetscape Improvement 
Project, which includes other improvements including a new la.ndscaped median,· new cycle 
tracks, widened portions of sidewalk, repaving, bus bulb-outs, new street trees and sidewalk 

. planters, new lighting in medians and pedestrian scale lighting ori sidewalks, and conversion 
of a triangular space and road along Masonic Avenue into a small park and resident-traffic- · 
only road, which i~c)udes public art. 
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SAN FRANCISCO ; 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

General Plan Referral 

Date: April 30, 2015 
Case No. Case No. 2014-000603GPR 

DPW Masonic Streetscape Improvement ~oject 

Block/Lot No.: N/A 

Project Sponsor: Mike Matsuoka 
San Francisco Department of Public Works 
30 Van Ness Ave., 51h·Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102-6099 

Applicant: Jolm Dennis 
San Francisco.Deparbnent of Public Works 
30 Van Ness Ave., 5th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102-6099 

Staff Cont~ct: Lisa Chen - ( 415) 575-9124 
lisa.chen@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Finding the project, on balance, is in conformity with the 
General Plan 

Recommended . 
By: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

°The General Plan Referral application was submitted to the Department on October 28, 
2014. pursuant to Section 4.105 of the Olarter. and Section 2A.53 of the Administrative 
Code. The proposed project would add transportation improvem~ts to Masonic 
Avenue between Geary Boulevard and Fell Street north of the Panhandle, 'including 
repaving the roadway, constructing a new landscaped median and raised cycle tracks on 
both sides of Masonic Avenue, widening sidewalks on Masonic Ave (between Geary 
Blvd and O'Farrell Street on the east side, and between Grove St and Hayes Street on the 
west side), adding street trees and pedestrian scale lighting, constructing new curb 
ramps and bulb-outs at intersections, constructing new bus shelters at MUNI platform 

www.sfplanning.org 
.357 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



MASONIC STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT CASE NO. 2014-00()603GPR 

loading stops, improving traffic signals, and upgrading irrigation and sewer systems. 
The project would also enlarge an existing triangular median at the Southwest comer of 
Geary Boulevard and Masonic Avenue to create a paved public plaza with limited 

. vehicle access. The project preserves the existing number of vehicle travel lanes, and 
would result in a net loss of 167 parking spaces. " 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The proposed project was evaluated :in the San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR Addendum 
issued 6/28/12 (Case No. 2011.0935E), except for sewer work, which is statutorily exempt 
. from CEQA under Section 15282(1<) of the 0:QA Guidelines. . 

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATIO.N 

The Project is consistent with the Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 
as described in the body of this letter and is, on balance, in-conformity with the · 
following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE· 1 
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESfl?ENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE~· 
CONVENIENT AND INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANOSCO AND 
BETWEEN THE CTTY AND OTHER PARTS OF THE REGION WlllLE 
M~AINING THE IDGH QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY 
AREA. 

POLICYl.2 
Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city. 

POLICYl.3 
Give priority to public transit and other altem~tives to the private automobile as the 

. means of meeting San Francisco's transportation needs, particularly those of commuter~. 

POLICY1.6 
Ensure choices among modes of travel and accommodate each mode when and where it 
is most appropriate. · 

· Comment: The proposed project enhances mode choice and encourages 7J.On-automobile travel by 
improving transportation infrastructure to make it safer and more comfortable to travel by 
transit, walking, and biking. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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MASONIC STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENr PROJECT CASE NO. 2014-000603GPR 

OBJECTIVE2 
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING 

DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT. 

POLICY2.4 
Organize the transportation system to reinforce community identity, improve linkages 

among interrelated activities and provide focus for community activities. 

Comment: The proposed project improves community identity while improving pedestrian and 
bicyclist safety and accessibility._ The public plaza, landscaped median, and widened sidewalks 
beautify the street while improving linkages between community nopes. 

OBJECTIVE 14 
pEVELOf AND IMPLEMENT A PLAN FOR OPERATIONAL CTIANGES AND 
LAND USE POLIOES THAT WILL MAINTAIN MOBILITY AND SAFETY DESPITE 
A RISE INTRA VEL DEMAND THAT COULD OTHERWISE RESULT IN SYSTEM 
CAP ACITY·DEFIOENOES . . 

POLICY14.4 
Reduce congesti<?n by encouraging alternatives to the single occupant auto through the 
reservation of right-of-way and enhancement of other facilities dedicated to multiple 
modes of transportation. · · · · 

POLICY14.2 
Ensure that traffic signals are timed and phased to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and 
bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multi-modal transportatio~ system. 

. . 

POLICY14.3 
Improve transit operation by implementing strategies that facilitate and prioritize transit 
vehicle movement and loading. · · 

POLICY14.4 
Reduce congestion by encouraging alternatives to the single occupant auto through the· 
reservation of right-of-way and enhancement of other facilities dedicated to multiple 
modes of transportation. 

Comment: The proposed project aims to improve efficiency and safety for all users of Masonic 
Avenue, by improving transit aperations through new loading facilities and improved:signal 
timing, creating dedicated space for bicyclists, and enhancing the pedestrian experience through · 
widened sidewalks, improved street crossings, and str.eet trees and pedestrian scale lighting. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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MASONIC STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT CASE NO. 2014-000603GPR 

Collectively; these improvements are intended to en~urage mode shifts away from single­
occupant vehicles to walking, biking, and transit. 

OBJECTIVE 15 
ENCOURAGE ALTERNATIVES TO THE AUTOMOBILE AND REDUCED TRAFFIC 
LEVELS ON RESIDENTIAL STREETS THAT SUFFER FROM EXCESSIVE TRAFFIC 
THROUGH THE MANAGEMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS AND 
FACILITIES. 

POUCY15.1 
Discourage excessive automobile traffic on residential streets by incorporating traffic­
calming treatments. 

POLICY15.2 
Consider partial closure of certain residential streets to automc:>bile traffic where the 
nature and level of automobile traffic impairs livability and safety, provided that there is 
an abundance of alternative routes such that the clqsure will not create undue · · 
congestion on parallel streets. · 

Comm£1!-t: The proposed project calms automobile traffic by introducing a landscaped median, 
safer pedestrian crosswalks and improved signal timing, and a street plaza that diminishes the 
size of the intersection at Masonic Ave and Geary Blvd. The street plaza will partially close off a 
section of street except to adjacent building occupants. Transit and vehicle service/capadty will 
not be compromised as part of these streetscape improvements. 

OBJECTIVE 18 
ESTABUSH A STREET HIERARCHY SYSTEM IN·WHIOI THE FUNCTION AND 
DESIGN. OF EAOI STREET ARE CONSISTENT WITII THE CHARACTER AND . . . 
USE OF ADJACENT LAND. 

POLICY18.2 
Design streets for a level of traffic that serves, but will not cause a detrimental impact on 
adjacent land uses, nor eliminate the efficient and safe movement of transit vehicles and 
bicycles. · 

Comment:. The proposed project preserves the existing number of vehicle lanes, while 
introducing improvements ta improve safety and comfort of all users :without compromising 

' . 
transit and vehicle ser:nce!capacity. • 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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MASONIC STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT CASE NO. 2014-000603GPR 

OBJECTIVE 2i' . 
DEVELOP TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF TRAVEL TO AND FROM 

DOWNTOWN AND ALL MAJOR ACTIVITY ~ENTE~ WITHIN THE REGION. 

POLICY21.9 
Improve pedestrian and bicycle access to transit facili~es. 

Comment: Transit facilities are well-integrated into the proposed street design, and overall the 
project would improve safety and comfort for pedestrians and bicyclists traveling to transit. 

OBJECTIVE 23 
IMPROVE THE CITY'S PEDESTRIAN Cill.CULATION SYSTEM TO PROVIDE FOR 

EFFICIENT, PLEASANT, AND SAFE MOVEMENT. 

POLICY23.2 
Widen sidewalks where intensive commercial, recreational, or :institutional activity is 
present, sidewalks are congested, where sidewalks are less than adequately wide to 
provide approprtate pedestrian amenities, or where residential de..,sities are high. 

POLICY23.9 
Implement the provisions of the Americans with pisabilities Act and the city's curb 

ramp program to improve pedestrian access for all people. 

Co"!-ment: The proposed project would widen sidewalks_ at key commercial and institutional 
nodes. The project also enhances access for dis ab.led populations· through improved pedestrian 
cro_ssings and sidewalks. 

OBJECTIVE 24· . 
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT. 

POLICY24.2 
Maintain and. expand the planting of street trees ~d the infrastructure to support them. 

Comment: The proposed project would introduce street trees and landscaping along the full 
length of the project area. 

OBJECTIVE 26 
CONSIDER THE SIDEWALK AREA AS AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT IN THE 

CITYWIDE OPEN SPACE SYSTEM. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING D-.AIO"MlaNT 

371 
5 



MASONIC STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT CASE NO. 2014-000603GPR 

POLICY26.2 
Partially or wholly close certain streets not required ~ traffic carriers for pedestrian use 
or open space. . 

Comment: The project would introduce a street plaza at Masonic Ave and Gecrry Blvd that clqses 
off a section of street_ excq,t to adjacent ~uilding o~cupants. Transit and vehicle service/capacity 
will not be compromised as part of these streetscape improvements .. 

OBJECTIVE 27 
ENSURE THAT BICYCLES CAN BE USED SAFELY AND CONVENIENTLY AS A 

. PRIMARY M:EANS OF TRANSPORTATION, AS WELL AS FOR RECREATIONAL 
PURPOSES. 

POLICY27.1 
Expand and.improve a~cess for bicycles on city. streets and develop a well-marked, 
comprehensive system of bike routes in San Francisco. 

POLICY27.3 
. Remove conflicts to bicyclists. on all city streets. 

POLICY27.6 
Accommodate bicycles on local and regional transit facilities and important regional 
transportation links wherever and whenever feasible. 

Comment: Dedicated cycle tracks will reduce conflicts with vehicles and pedestrians, and 
enhance a~cess to transit facilities and to bicycle routes elsewhere in the City. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE3 
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE 

POLICY3.1 
Creatively develop existing publicly-owned right of-ways and streets into open space. 

POqCY3.4 
Encourage non-auto modes of transportation - transit, bicycle and pedestrian access - to 
and from open spaces while reducing automobile traffic a,nd p~king in public open 
spaces. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPAQTMENT 
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MASONIC STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT CASE NO. 2014-000603GPR 

Comment: The introduction of cycle tracks, sidewalks, and transit stops will encourage use of 
non-auto mo~ of transportation and strengthen these connection~ to open spaces, including the 
Panhandle. Also, the creation of a street plaza will creatively use excess right-of-way ta improve 
access to public open space. 

POLICY3.5 
Ensure that, where feasible, recreational facilities and open spaces are physically 
accessible, esp~cially for those with limited mobility. 

Comment: The project will provide sidewalk facilities and transit stops that will be accessible to 
people with limited mobility and will include curb ramps, bulb outs, marked crossings, and other 
improvements that facilitate the use of these facilities. 

POLICY3.6 
Maintain, restore, expand and fund the urban forest. 

Comment: The project proposes additional street trees and landscaping, which would increase 
the city's urban forest and provide habitat for local fauna. 

OBJECTIVE4 

PROTECT AND ENHANCE THE BIODIVERSITY, HABITAT VALUE, AND 
. ECOLOGICAL INTEGRITY OF OPEN SPACES AND ENCOURAGE SUSTAINABLE 
PRACTICES IN THE DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT OF OUR OPEN SPACE 
SYSTEM 

POLICY4.1 
Preserve, protect and restore local biodiversity. 

¢omment: Native vegetation will provide expanded habitat for local fauna. Expansion into 
habitat outside of the existing right-of way is not proposed. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 1· 
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERNWIDCH GIVES TO THE CITY 
AND ITS NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A 
MEANS OF ORIENTATION. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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:" .MASONIC STREE:TSCAPE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT CASE NO. 2014-000603GPR 

POLICYL4 
Protect and promote large-scale _landscaping and open space that define districts and 
topography. 

POLICYL5 
Emphasize the speciaJnature qf e~ch district through distinctive landscaping and other 
features. 

POLICYl.6 
Make centers of activity more prominent through design of street features and by other 
means. 

Comment: The project will enhance and define the character of the neighborhood through a 
consistent typology of street improvements and ti planting palette for street trees and 
landscaping, 

. POLICY 1.10 
Indicate the purposes of streets by adopting and implementing the Better Streets Plan, 
which identifies a hierarchy of street types and appropriate streetscape elements for 
each street ·type. 

POLICYL12 
Indicate the purposes of streets by means of a citywide plan for street lighting. 

Comment: The project will provide a calm, spacious street environment for street users, 
consistent with its Boulevard street type designation. It will include the installa.tion of new , 
pedestrian scale lighting consistent with what is recommended by the Better Streets Plan. 

OBJECTIVE4 
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NE1Gfl130RH00D ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE . . 
PERSONAL SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY 

POUCY4.3 
Provide adequate lighting in public ~eas. 

POLICY4.4 
Design walkways and parking facilities to mmimize danger to pedestrians. 

POLICY 4.8 
Provide convenient access to a variety of recreation opportunities. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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MASONIC STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT CASE NO. ~014·000603GPR 

Comment: The project will improve lighting along streets and open spaces, reduce pedestrian 
safety hazards, and provide greater mode c1wice and connection to recreational opportunities. 

POLICY4.12 
Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private areas. 

Comment: As part of the streetscape improvements, additional native landscaping will be 
provided within the public right-of-way. 

PROPOSITION M -FINDINGS- PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 

Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes Eight Priority Policies and requires review of 
discretionary approvals and permits for consistency with said policies. ·The proposed 
project, Mansell streetscape improvements, is found to be consistent with the Eight 
Priority Policies as set forth in Planning Code Section 101.1 for the following !easons: 

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and 
fuhrre opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses 
enhanced. 

The proposed project would have no adverse effect on neighborhood serving-retail uses or 
opportunities for employment in or ownership of such businesses. · 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in 
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity· of our neighborhoods. 

· The proposed project would have no adverse effect on the City's housing stock or on 
neighborhood. character. 

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

The proposed project would have no adverse effect on the City's.supply of affordable housing. 

4 · That commuter traffic not impede MlINI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking. 

The proposed project would not result in co!'1-muter traffic impeding MUNI's transit service 
or overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking. MTA has determined that the existing 
supply of on-street parking exceeds demand, and that the potential change in roadway level of 
service due to the reduction of roadway width is acceptable. · 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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MASONIC STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENT .PROJECT . CASE NO. 2014-000603GPR 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service 
sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future 
opportunities for residential employment and ownership in these sectors be 
enhanced. 

The Project would not adversely affect the existing economic base in this area, displace 
industrial or service uses, or impede future opportunities for residential employment and 
o~ship in the;;e sectors. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and 
loss of life in an earthquake. 

The proposed. project would have no adverse effect on the City's earthquake preparedness. 

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The proposed project would have no adverse effect on the City's historic buildings. 

8. That our parks and open space and their access. to sunlight and vistas be protected 
from development 

The proposed project would have no adverse effect on the City's sunlight aca:ss in parks and 
open space or on vistas. 

RECOMMENDATION: Finding the Project, on balance, in-conformity 
with the General Plan 
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City and County of San Francisc~ 

· Edwin M: Lee, Mayor 
Mohammed Nuru, Director 

San Francisco Public Works 

Office of the City and County Surveyor 
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor 

· San Francisco, Ca 94103 
(415) 554-:5827 ll www.SFPublicWorks.org 

• . 

Bruce ~ Storrs, City and County Surveyor 

Public Works Order No: 185823 

Recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve legislation aµiending Ordinance No. 
1061 entitled ~'Regulating the Width of Sid~walks".to change the official sidewalk width of 
certaj.n locations aiong Masonic Avenue at: a) the southwest corner of the intersection of 
Masonic-Avenue and Fulton Street, and; b) the northeast corner of the intersection of - · 
Masonic Avenue and Turk Street, fronting Assessor's Blocks 1111 and 1187, as shown on 
Public Works Drawing Q-20-838, dated June 10, 2016. 

At the request of the San Francisco Public Works Infrastructure Design and Construction -
Streets & Highways Section, the Office of the City and County Surveyor Qonducted an 
investigation into changing the official sidewalk width fronting Assessor's Blocks 1111 and 
1187, as shown·on·the enclosed Public Works drawing Q-20-838. 

The proposed s_idewalk changes are associated with the Masonic A venue Streetscape 
Improvements Project, 2370J. The goal of the proposed bulb-ou~s is to create ADA accessibility, 
bus shelters, and to reduce the amount of time needed to cross the streets. 

During its investigation the Department of Public Works determined that: 

a) No objections were received from affected City agencies. 
b) No objections were received.from private utility companies.· 
c) The Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) approved project on April 14, 2011 and 

-August 14, 2014. . . . 
d) On April 30, 2015 the Department of City Planning found that the proposed changes are on balance 

and in conformity with the General Plan, Planning Code Section 101.1, and the California Quality · 
Act. Case No. 2014-000603GPR 

· e) The San Francisco Infrastructure Division - Streets and Highways Section, as is necessary as a result 
of this qrdinance, shall make arrangements ·'with public utility companies and City Departments for 
the relocation, and/or modification of any aff~cted public facilities. Any necessary relocation, 
modification, or both of such facilities shall be at no cost to the City. 

The following have been approved by the Department of Public Works and are hereby 
transmitted to the Board of Supervisors: · 

a) The proposed Ordinance amending Ordinance No. 1061 entitled "Regulating the Width of 
Sidewalks" to ~hange the official sidewalk width of certain locations along Masonic Avenue 

San Francisco Public Works 
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 

379 



at: a) the southwest comer of the intersection of Masonic Av~nue and Fulton Street, and; b) 
the northeast comer of the intersectio11 ,<;>f Masonic A venue and Turk Street, fronting 
Assessor's Blocks :t-111-and 1187, as shown on Public Works Drawing Q-20-838, dated June 
10,2016. - . 

b) The General Plan approval form from the Department of City Planning dated April 30, 2015. 
c) Department of Public Works drawing Q-20-838 described above. 

It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors adopt this Ordinance: 

X Bruce R. Storrs 

Storrs, Bruce 

City and County Surveyor 

Signed by: Storrs, Bruce 

3/31/2017 

X Edgar Lopez _ 
Nuru, Mohammed 

Director 

Signed by: Lopez, Edgar 

. San Francisco Public Works 

3i31/20l7 

Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, a~d sustainable city. 
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SAN FRANCISCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT '. 

Planning Commission Motion 17912 

Hearing Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Title: 
Project Address: 

. Zoning: 
Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE: June 25, 2009 

June 25, 2009 
2007.0347E 
San Francisco Bicycle Plan 
N/A, Citywide, primarily within the publir: right-of-way 
NIA 
N/A, Citywide, primarily within the public right-of-way 
Oliver Gajda, BJcyde Program Manager . 
San Francisco ·Municipal Transportation Agency 
One South Van Ness Avenue 

~ . . . 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Debr.a Dwy7r - ( 415) 575-9031 · 
Debr~.Dwyer@sfgov.org 

•' •, 

• t 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED u·PDATE to THE 2009 SAN FRANCISCO BICYCLE . 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN, WHICH INCLUDES MINOR, LONG-TERM, AND NEAR-TERM 
IMPROVEMENTS FOR TH~ BICYCLE Rour1; NETWORK, AND AME_NDMENTS'.fO TH~ GENERA~. 
PLAN AND PLANNING CODE TO REFLECT SAID BICYCLE PLAN. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") hereby 

CERTIFIES the Final Environmental Impact-Report identified as Case No. 2007.0347E, the San 
Francisco Bicycle Plan (hereinafter ,,-Projeci'); based upon the following fi!1dingsi . 

I.: . The City a~ County 6f San °Fiandsco, acting through' th~ Plancing Dep~rhnent (h.~reinaft~r 

"Dt:?partment")" fulfilled all procedural requirements of the ~lifomia Envirom~ental Quality 
Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter "CEQA"), the State CEQA 
Guidelines (Cal. Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 ~t seq., (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") 
and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter- "Chapter 31").· 

A. The Department det~ined that an Environmental Irnpact_Report·(hereinafter "EIR") was· 

required and provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of 
general circulation on June 5, 2007 .. 

B. Public notice was provide 011 June 5, 2007 of a Public Scoping meeting for the EIR for this 

project, and such meeting was subsequ~ntly held on June 26; 2007. · . . 

C. On November 26, 2,008, !"he-Deparl:mel).t published the Draft Environmental Imp'act Report: 
(h·ereinafter "DEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of 

1650 Mission st 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 

. CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Motion No •. 17912 
Hearing Dat~:-June-2-5,. 2009 

CASE NO. 2007:0347E 
-~a~ rrancisco Bicycle Plao:..erpject _ 

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 nbtice was mailed to the 
Department's list of persons requesting such notice. 

D. In addition, the Notices of av¢lability of the DEIR {NOA) and of the date and time of the 
public hearing were mailed to more than 1,400 persons, neighborhood organizations, and 
agencies on November 26, 2008. The Planning Departmen.t also emailed a copy of the NOA 
on November 26, 2008 to persons for whom an email address had been provided .. 

E. On November 26, 2008, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of 
persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list for the DEIR, and to 
governme~t agencies, the latter both directly and ~hrough the State Clearinghouse. 

F. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State 
Oearinghouse on November 26, 2008. 

2. The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on January 8, 2009 at 
which opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on. the 
DEIR The period for acceptance of writte11 comments- ended on January 13, 2009. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the 
public hearing in writing during the 47-day public review period for the DEIR and submitted 
after the close of the public comment period, prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in 
response to comments ~eceived or based on ad~itional information that became a~ailable 
during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material was 
presented in a Comments and Responses document, published on June 11, 2009, distributed 
to the Commission, to the SFMT A Board, and to all parties who commented on the DEIR, and 
made available to others upori. request at Department offices: 

4, A Final Environmental Impact Report )-las been prepared by the Department,. consisting of the 
Draft.Environmental Impact Report, supporting studies, documents and other materials, any 
consultations and comments received during the review process, any additional information 
that became available, and the Comments and ~esponses document, all as required by law. 

5. Project Environmental Impact R~port files have been made available for review by the 
Commission and the public. These files _are available for public revieVy by appointment at the 
Department offices at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in San Francisco, and are part of the 
record.before the Commission. 

6. On June 25, 2009, the Commission reviewed and considered the.Final Environmental Impact 
Report and hereby does find that the contents of said report and .the procedures through· 
which the Final Environmt'!ntal Impact Report was prepared, publicized, and reyiewed 
comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31. 

SAN ,RANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Motion No. 17912 
Hearing Date: June 25, 2009 

CASE NO. 2007.03471= 
San Francisco Bicycle Plan Project 

7. The project sponsor has indicated that the presently preferred alternative consists of the 
preferred project design for 47 of the near-term improvements as described iri the Final 

Environmental Impact Report and presented in Exhibit A hereto. 

8. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the Final Environmental Impact Report 
concerning File No. 2007.0347E, the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, reflects the independent 

judgment and analysis of the.City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and 
objective, and that·the Comments and Responses document contains no significant revisions 
to the DEIR, and hereby does CERTIFY THE CO¥PLETION of said Final Environmental 

Impact Report in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 

9. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said Final Environmental Impact Report, 
. hereby does find that the project described in the .Environmental Impact Report and the 

project preferred by ,the project sponsor, described in Exhibit A attached hereto: 

A. Will h~ve project-specific significant effects on the environment resulting in a potential 
reduction of traffic levels-of-service on some roadway segments and at some 
intersections, a potentjal slowing of transit movement in specific locations, and a 

potential reduction ofloading spaces in certain locations within the project area. While 

none of. the policy goals, objectives, and actions taken to support the 2009 Bicycle Plan, 
now and into the future, would, in themselves, have a significant effect on the physical 
environment, the predictable indirect impact of implementing the policy goals, 

. objectives, and actions would be the implementation of the proposed physical 
environmental improvements which are described i:ri the 2009 Bicycle Plan. Therefore, 
the implementation of policy goals, objectives, and actions could indirectly lead to the 

same impacts as identified for the actual improvement projects. Specifically, the project 
may result in the significant and '!mavoidable impacts described in Exhibit B hereto. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planrring Commission at its 
regular· meeting of June 25, 2009. 

µ4 ~>-
LindaAvery ~ · 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Miguel, Antonini, Borden, Olague, Sugaya 

Lee, Moore 

June 25, 2009 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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EXHIBIT A 

. J·-

2009 SAN FRANCISCO BICYCLE PLAN 
PREFERRED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

The Preferred ·Project Alternative as determined by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 

Agency consists of the 2009 Bicycle Plan, the minor and long-term improvements for the bicycle route 
· network as described in the EIR, and the following preferred project options for the near-term 

improvements for the bicycle route network as described in the final EIR. 

The preferred project designs for the near-term improvements listed in Table A.1 are exactly the same 

as a project design option analyzed in the Draft EIR. · 

TABLE A.1 NEAR-TERM IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS OPTION I OPTION2 

PROJECT NO. PROJECT NAME 
1-2 BROADWAY TUNNEL SIGNAGE IMPROVEMENTS YES 

2-3 14TH STREET BICYCLE LANE, DOLORES STREET TO MARKET STREET YES 

2-5 BEALE STREET BICYCLE LANE, BRYANT STREET TO FOLSOM STREET YES , 

2-6 DIVISION STREET BICYCLE LANES, 9TH STREET TO 11TH STREET YES 

2-7 
FREMONT STREET SOUTHBOUND BICYCLE LANE, HARRISON 

YES 
STREET TO HOWARD STREET 

2-8 
HOWARD STREET WESTBOUND BICYCLE LANE, SHORT EXTENSION 

YES 
AT _9TH STREET 

2-9 
HOWAR_D STREET, W~STBOUND BICYCLE LANE, THE . 

YES 
EMBARCADERO TO FREMONT STREET 

2-12 
MARKET STREET BICYCLE LANES, OCT A VIA BOULEVARD TO VAN 

YES 
NESSAVENUE 

2-13 
MCCQPPIN STREET BICYCLE PATII, MARKET.STREET TO VALENCIA 

YES 
STREET .. 

2-15 
OTIS STREET WESTBOUND BICYCLE LANE, COUGH STREET TO 

YES 
SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE 

3-1 
.FELL STREET AND MASONIC A VENUE INTERSECTION 

YES 
IMPROVEMENTS 

MCALLISTER STREET .BICYCLE LANE, MARK~T STREET TO MASONIC ' . 
3-3 

AVENUE 
YES 

3-4 
POLK STREET BICYCLE LANE, MARKET STREET TO MCALLISTER 

YES 
. STREET 

3-5 SCOTT STREET BICYCLE LANE, FELL STREET TO OAK STREET YES 

3-6 THE "WIGGLE" IMPROVEMENTS YES 

4-1 
16TH STREET BICYCLE LANES; 3RD STREET TO TERRY FRANCOIS 

YES 
BOULEVARD 

4-2 CARGO WAY BICYCLE LANES, 3RD STREET TO JENNINGS STREET YES 

4-3 ILLINOIS STREET BICYCLE LANES, 16TH STREET TO CARGO WAY YES 

4-5 
MISSISSIPPI STREET BICYCLE LANES, 16TH STREET TO MARIPO$A 

YES 
STREET 

5-3 
ALEMANY BOULEVARD BICYCLE LANES, ROUSSEAU STREET TO 

YES 
SAN JOSE A VENUE 

EXHIBIT A 1 
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5-5 

5-7B 

5-11 

5-13 

6-2 

7-2 

7-5 

7-6 

. 8-1. 

8-3 

8-4 

8-5 

CESAR CHAVEZ STREET. BICYCLE LANES, r28o TO US10l FREEWAYS YES 
... , 

. GL¥N _PARK AREA BICYCLE LANES,-(B) CONNECTlON BETWEEN 
YES .. 

MONTEREY BOULEVARD AND SAN JOSE A VENUE 
POTRERO AVENUE AND BAYSHORE BOULEY ARD BICYCLE LANES, 

YES 
25TH STREET TO CESAR CHAVEZ STREET 

SAN BRUNO AVENUE BICYCLE LANES, PAUL TO SILVER AVENUES* YES* 

YES 
YES 

CLIPPER STREET BICYCLE LANES; DOUGLASS STREET TO PORTOLA 
FOR 

FOR 
DRIVE 

SEGMENT! 
SEGMENT 
Ill 

7fH _A VENUE BICYCLE LANES, LAWTON STREET TO LINCOLN WAY YES 
KIRKHAM STREET BICYCLE LANES, 9TH A VENUE TO GREAT 

YES 
HIGHWAY 
PAGE AND ST ANYAN STREETS INTERSECTION TRAFFIC SIGNAL 

YES 
IMPROVEMENTS 
19TH A VENUE MIXED-USE PATH, BUCKINGHAM WAY TO 

YES 
HOLLOWAY AVENUE 
HOLLOWAY A VENUE BICYCLE LANES, JUNIPERO SERRA 

YES 
BOULEVARD TO VARELA A VENUE 
JOHN MUIR DRIVE BICYCLE LANES, LAKE MERCED BLVD TO 

YES 
SKYLINE BOULEY ARD 
SLOAT BOULEY ARD BICYCLE LANES, GREAT HIGHWAY TO SKYLINE 

YES 
BOULEVARD 

* Please note that while Option 1 is the preferred design option for Project 5-13, SFMTA is preserving 
consideration of Option 2. 

The preferred. project designs for the near-term improvements listed in Table A.2 are a refinement to a 

project design option analyzed in the J?raft EIR, and are further described in the Comments and 

Responses document section on staff initiated text change~. 

TABLE A.2 NEAR-TERM IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
MODIFIED MODIFIED 
OPTIONl OPTION2 

PROJECT NO. PROJECT NAME 

1-3 

2-1 

2-2 

2-4 

2-10 

NORTH POINT STREET BICY~LE LANES, THE EMBARCADERO TO 
YES 

VAN NESS A VENUE 
2ND STREET BICYCLE LANES, KING STREET TO MARKET STREET YES 
5TH STREET BICYCLE LANES, MARKET STREET TO TOWNSEND YES. 
STREET 
17TH STREET BICYCLE LANES, CORBETT A VENUE TO KANSAS 
STREET, INCLUDING CONNECTIONS TO THE 16TH STREET.BART 

YES** 
STATION VIA HOFF STREET ORV ALENCIA STREET, AND 17fH 
STREET TO DIVISION STREET VIA POTRERO A VENUE** 
MARKET STREET AND VA LENOA STREET INTERSECTION YES 

1 Pursuant to refinement of this project, the original Project 6-2 Option I for Segment IJ. ~n Diamond Heights 
Boulevard from the intersection of Diamond Heights Boulevard with. Oipper Street to the intersection of 
Diamond Heights Boulevard and Portola Drive is no longer under consideration. Therefore, there is only one 
option for each segment. 
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2-11 

2-14 

2-16 

5-1 

5-2 

5-4 

5-7A 

5-8 

5-:-9 

5-12 

6-1 

6-3 

6-4 

6-5 

6-6 

7~1 

7-3 

7-4 

8-2 

IMPROVEMENTS 

MARKET STREET BICYCLE LANES, 17TH STREET TO OO'A VIA ., • • .~ I .. 
• ·.: .,. J w; 

BOULEVARD 
YES 

MCCOPPIN STREET BICYCLE LANE, GOUGH STREET TO VALENCIA 
YES 

STREET· 

TOWNSEND STREET BICYCLE LANES, 8TH STREET TO THE 
YES EMBARCADERO. 

23RD STREET BICYCLE LANES, KANSAS STREET TO POTRERO 
YES 

AVENUE 
ALEMANY BOULEVARD BICYCLE LANES, BAYSHORE BOULEVARD 

YES 
TO ROUSSEAU STREET 

BA YSHORE BOULEVARD BICYCLE LANES, CESAR CHAVEZ STREET 
YES 

TO SILVER A VENUE 

GLEN PARK AREA BICYCLE LANES, (A) CONNECTION BETWEEN 
YES 

ALEMANY BOULEVARD. AND SAN JOSE A VENUE 

KANSAS STREET BICYCLE LANES, 23RD STREET TO 26TH STREET YES 

OCEAN A VENUE BICYCLE LANES, ALEMANY BOULEVARD TO LEE 
YES 

AVENUE 

SAGAMORE STREET.AND SICKLES AVENUE BICYCLE LANES, 
YES 

ALEMANY BOULEVARD TO BROTHERHOOD WAY 

CLAREMONT BOULEVARD BICYCLE LANES, DEWEY 

BOULEY ARD TO ULLOA STREET YES 

LAGUNA HONDA BOULEVARD B_ICYCLE LANES, PLAZA STREET TO 
YES 

WOODSIDE 

LAGUNA HONDA BOULEVARD BICYCLE LANES, PORTOLA DRIVE 
YES 

TO WOODSIDE AVENUE 

PORTOLA DRIVE BICYCLE LANES, CORBEIT AVENUE TO 
YES 

O'SHAUGHNESSY BOULEVARD 

PORTOLA DRIVE BICYCLE LANES, O'SHAUGHNESSY 
BOULEVARD/WOODSIDE A VENUE TO SLOAT BOl,JLEV ARD/ST. YES 
FRANCIS BOULEVARD · 

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS AT 7TH A VENUE AND LINCOLN 
YES 

WAY 

GREAT HIGHWAY AND POINT LOBOS A VENUE BICYCLE LANES, EI:'. 
YES 

. CAMINODEL MAR TO CABRILLO STREET 
JOHN F. KENNEDY.DRIVE AND KEZAR DRIVE BICYCLE LANES, 

YES 
STANYAN STREET TO TRANSVERSE DRIVE 

BUCKINGHAM WAY BICYCLE LANES, 19TH A VENUE TO 20TH 
YES 

AVENUE 

** Please note that while Modified Option 1 is the preferred design option for Project 2-4, SFMT A is 
preserving consideration of Option 2 for the Center Segment of Project 2-4 between Church Street and 
Potrero A vern,ie. 

The pre.f~rred project design for the following five near-term improvement projects has not yet been 
determined. For these projects, it is anticipated that the prefe_rred project designs, once identified, 
would be within the range of project options analyzed in the Draft EIR. When a preferred project 
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design is determined, an assessment will be made regarding whether or not supplemental 

_1.;i 
~nvironmental analysis is required. . .. , 

Project 1-1 Broadway Bicycle Lanes, Polk Street to Webster Street 

P~oject 3-2 Masonic Avenue Bicycle Lanes, Fell Street to Geary Boulevard 

Project 4-4 1[1:I'es Avenue Bicycle Lanes, Donahue Street to Hunters Point Boulevard 

Project 5-6 Cesar Chavez Street/26th Street Bicycle Lanes, Sanchez Street to US-101 
I 

Project 5-10 Phelan Avenue Bicycle Lanes, Judson A venue to Ocean A venue 

EXHIBIT A-4 
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~XHIBITB 

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
THAT MAY RESULT FROM THE 2009 BICYCLE PLAN PROJECT 

PREFERRED PROJECT 

A. Traffic1 

The 2009 Bicycle Plan Preferred Project has the long-term potential and ·cumulative 

potential (which considers impacts of both the Bicycle Plan and other development 
anticipated to occur around the project area) to increase traffic delay in some areas of the 

City. Through the reduction of roadway capacity and specifically the red~ction in the 
number of lanes available for autoi:notive vehicle use: the Preferred Project may cause a 
significant adverse impact to some intersection levels_ of service. 

The 2009 Bicycle Plan Preferred Project also has the near-term potential and cumulative . 
potential (which considers impacts of both the Bicycle Plan and other development 

anticipated to occur around the project area) to cause a significant adverse impact to 
intersection levels-of-service at the following locations: 

Cluster 2 

2nd Street/Bryant Street, Project 2-1 Modified Option 1, Existing plus Project and 
2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions 

z:oo Street/Folsom Street, Project 2-1 Modified Option 1, 2025 Cumulative plus 
Project conditions 

2nd Street/Harrison Street, Project 2-1 Modified Option 1, Existing plus Project 

. and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions 

2nd Street/Howard Street, Project 2-1 Modified Option 1, 2025 Cumulative plus 
Project conditions 

2nd Street/Townsend Street, Project 2-16 Modified Option_l, 2025 Cumulative 
plus Project conditions 

5lh Street/Brannan Street, Project 2-2 Modified Option 2, 2025 Cumulative plus 
Project conditions 

Slh Street/Bryant Street, Project 2-2 Modified Option 2, Existing plus Project and · 
2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions 

1 Unless otherwise. noted, the significant and unavoidable traffic and transit impacts are for PM peak hour· 
conditions. 
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· 5th Street/Howard Street, Project 2-2 Modified Option 2, 2025 Cumulative plus 

Project conditions 

7th Street/Townsend Street, Project 2-16 Modified Option 1, 2025 Cumulative 

plus Project conditions 

JOth Street/Brannan Street/Potrero Street, combined Projects 2-4 Modified 

Option I and 2-6 Option 2, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus 

Project conditions 

Church Street/Market Street/14"' Street, Combined Projects 2-3 and 2-11 
Modified Optio11 l, 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions 

Church Street/Market Street/14"' Street, Project 2-11 Modified Option 1, 2025 

Cumulative plus Project conditions 

Fremont Street/Howard Street, combined Projects 2-7 and 2-9, Existing plus 

Pr<;>ject and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions 

Fremont Street/Howard Street, Project 2-9, Existing plus Project and 2025 

Cumulative plus Project conditions· 

Potrero Street/16th Stre~t, Project 2-4 Modified ·option 1,.2025 Cumulative plus 

Project conditions 

Cluster3 

Masonic Avenue/Fell Street, Combined Projects 3-1 and 3-2 Option 1, 2025 

Cumulative plus Project conditions 

Masonic Avenue/Fell Street, Project 3-2 Option l, Existing plus Project and 2025 

· Cumulative plus Project conditions · 

Masonic Avenue/Fell Street, Project 3-2 Option 2, 2025 Cumulative plus Project 

conditions 

Masonic A venue/furk Street, Project 3-2 Options i and 2, in the AM peak hour, 

2025 Cumuiative plus Project conditions 

Masonic Avenue/furk Street, Project 3-2 Option~, in the PM peak hour, 2025 

Cum~lative plus Project conditions 

Masonic Avenue/Fulton Street, Project 3-2 Options 111nd 2, in the AM peak 

hour, ·2025 Cumulative pJus Project condidons 

. Maso~ic Avenue/Geary Boulevar~, Project 3-2 Option 1, 2025 Cumulative plus 
Project conditions 
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B~ Transit 

Cluster5 

· Bryant Street/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-6 Options 1 and 2, Exi~ting plus 

Project and 2025 ci:xn:mlative plus Project conditions 

Evans Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-5 Option 1, Existing plus Project 

and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditiµns 

Guerrero Street/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-6 Options 1 and 2, Existing 

plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions 

Mission Street/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-6 Options 1 and 2 in the AM 

peak hour for 2025 Cu~ulative plus Project conditions, and Project 5-6 

Options 1 and 2 in the PM peak hou.r, Existing plus Project and 2025 

Cumulative plus Project conditions 

South Van Ness A venue/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-6 Options 1 and 2, 

. . Existing plus project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions 

The 2009 Bicycle Plan Preferred Project has the long..:term potential to slow some transit 

movement in som~ locations, as well as the near-term potential and cumulative potential to 
slow some transit movern~nt in some locations, specifically: · 

Cluster2 

Muni bus line 10, Combined Projects 2-1 and 2-16 Modified Option 1, 2025 
Cumulative plus Project conditions · 

.Muni bus line 9, Combined Project 2-4 Modified Option 1 and 2-6 Option 2, 

2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions 

Muni bus line 9, Project 2-4 Modified Option 1, 2025 Cumulative plus Project 

conditions 

Muni bus line 30, Project 2-16 Modified Option 1, Existing plus Project and 
· 2025 Cu.mulative.plus Project plus Project conditions, near the intersection 

of 41h Street/Townsend Streets 

Muni bus line 45, Project 2-16 Modified Option 1, Existing plus Project and 

2025 Cumulative plus Project plus Project conditions, near the intersection 

of 41h Street/Townsend Street 

Sam Trans bus line 292, Combined Project 2-4 Modified Option 1 and 2-6 

Option 2, 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions 
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C, Loading 

Muni bus line 292, Project 2-4 Modified Option 1, 2025 Cumulative plus 

Project conditions 

Cluster3 

Muni bus line 43, Combined Projects 3-1 and 3-2 Option 1, Existing plus 

Projec,t and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions 

Muni .bus line 43, Project 3-2 Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 

Cumulative plus Project conditions 

Cluster5 

Muni bus line 12, Project 5-6 Option 1, Existing plus Proje"ct and.2025 
Cumulative plus Project conditions 

Muni bus'line 27, Project 5-6 Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 
Cumulative plus Project conditions 

Cluster6 

Muni bus line 48, Projects 6-2, 6~5 Modified Option 1, and 6-6 Option 1, 2025 
· Cumulative plus Project conditions* 

Muni bus line 52, Projects 6-2, 6-5 Modified Option 1, and 6-6 Option 1, 2025 
Cumulative plus Project conditions* 

* Note: Project 6-2 Segment II Option 1 is no longer being considered for 

implementation by SFMTA. Also, the preferred project design for Project 
6-6 is Modified Option 2. 

The 2009 Bicycle Plan Preferred Project has the long-teqn potential to eliminate some 
curb space currently used for passenger loading/unloading or commercial freight 
loading/unloading in as yet undetermined locations, as well as the near-term potential 
and cumµlative potential to eliminate some curb space currently used for passenger 

loading/unloading or commercial freight loading/unloading. 

Cluster 1 

Along North Point Street east of Columbus Avenue, Modified Project 1-3, Existing 
plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions 
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Cfoster 2 · 

Along 2"d Street between Market and Bryant Streets in the 2nd Street Corridor, 
Project 2-1 Modified Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus 

Project conditions for commercial freight loading/unloading 

Along north side of Market Street near Noe Street, Project 2-11 Modified Option 1, 
Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project coJditions 

Clusters 

Along Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar Chavez Street and Industrial Street, 
Project 5-4 Modified Option 2, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus 
Project 

Along the west side of San Bruno Avenue between Paul Avenue and Silver 
A venue, Project 5-13 Option 1 and Option 2, Existing plus Project and 2025 
Cumulative plus Project 
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Background 

June 28, 2012 

2011.0935E 
San Francisco Bicycle Plan Project 3-2 
Masonic Avenue Bicycle Lanes, Fell to Geary Streets 
SCL No. 2008032052, certified August 4, 2009 
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n/a, in public right-of-way 

n/a, in public right-of-way 
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CA 94103-2479 
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The project sponsor, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority (SFMTA)~ proposes to 

implement the Masonic Avenue Bicycle La~es Project (hereafter "Modified Project''). Two "options" for 

the 3-2 project were studied in the San Francisco Bicycle Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR, Case 

No .. 2007.0347E), referred to as "Project 3-2'~, "Option 1" and "Option 2" in that document, and were part 

of the· 60 nea·r-term projects analyzed at a project-level in the FEIR. The San Francisco Planning 

Commission certified the Bicyde Plan EIR on June 25, 2009. On June 26, 2009, the Municipal. 

Transpo~tion Agency (MTA) Board approved 45 of the 601:ear-term Bicycle Plan projects; and Project 3-
2 was one of these projects. · 

· The motion to certify the ~EIR was appealed to the Board of Supervisors. On August 4, 2009 the Board of 

Supervisors reaffirmed the Planning Commission's certification of the FEIR, Subsequently, the Board of 

Supervisors passed an Ordinance adopting the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan, which also amended the 

San Francisco General Plan· in connectiorr with the San Francisco Bicycle Plan; adopted environmental 

findings and findings that the General Plan amendment is consistent ':\7ith the General Plan and eight 
priority policies of Planning Code Section)Ol.1; as weJl as authorized other acts i11 connection thereto. · 

Project Location 

The proposed Masonic Aven1;1e Bicycle · Lanes Project is located along 

Masonic A venue between the intersections of Fell Street (to the south) and Geary Boulevard (to the 

north), or approxim~tely 8 blocks within the right-of-way of Masonic Avenue, as shown in Figure 1: 
Project Area Map. The FEIR described this project area in the following manner: . 

•· Segment 1 extends from Fell Street to Hayes Street 

• Segment 2 extends from Hayes Street to Grove Street. 

• Segment 3 extends from Grove Street o Anza/O'Farrell Streets. 
• Segment 4 extends from Anza/O'Farrell Streets to Geary Boulevard. 
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To aid in the comparison of the FEffi. Options 1 and 2 analyzed and the Modified Project design~, the 
segments along the Masonic Avenue project· corridor described below are the same as the four. 
"segments" described in the FEIR. The project location is the same as described for Project 3-2 in the FEIR 
(pp. IV.B-22 through pp. IV.B-24). . 

Existing Conditions 

The existing street network, as shown in Figure 2: Existing & Bicycle Plan Options Cross Sections is 
described in the Bicycle Plan FEIR (p. V .A.3-84 and V.A.3-85) as follows: 

. "Masonic Avenue is a north-south major arterial with a mixture of residential, 
commercial and institutional uses. There are four travel Janes between Geary Boulevard 

and Grove.Street and additional lanes in both directions between Grove and Fell Streets. . . . 
Masonic Avenu~ between Fell Street and Geary Boulevard is part of the MTS Roadway 

Network and the CMP Netw.ork. Traffic volumes are high- during the AM and PM peak 
periods, when parking tow-away restrictions provide additional travel lane capacity." 

Exis~ing. transit on Masonic Avenue is presented in the Bicycle Plan FEIR (pp. V .A.3, 86) as foJJows: 

· "Mu~i bus Jin~ 43 runs in both directions on this segment on Masonic Avenue along the 
entire length of Project 3-2 with approximately six buses per hour, each way, during the 
AM and PM·peak periods. Muni bus line 31BX runs northbound between Turk Street 
and Geary Boulevard during the'AM peak period with.approximately six buses per hour,· 

and southbound during the PM peak period with four buses per·hour. Bus stop~ are 
located at Hayes Street, Fultoni$treet, Golden Gate Avenue; Turk Street and ~eary 
Boulevard." 

Existing parking, pede1?trian, bicycle and loading conditions for Masonic A venue are presented in. the 
Bicycle Plan FEIR (pp. V.A.3, 87-88) as follows: 

"On-street parking is generally permitted on both sides along this corridor, but parking 

is prohibited on the east side of Masonic Avenue during the AM peak period (7:00 a.m .. to 

9:00 a.m.) and on the west side during the PM peak period (4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.). On­

street parking occupancy between Fell Street and Geary B<:mlevard during the midday 
varies from· approximately 50 percent throughout most of the corridor, particularly on 
the east side of Masonic Avenue, to approximately 70 to 80 percent on the northern part 

of the corridor. The corridor has a mixture of residential, commercial. and institutional 
uses. There are.four schools along the corridor: Lincoln University on the west side of 
Masonic Avenue between O'Farrell arid Turk Streets, USF on the west side of Masonic 
Avenue between Anza and Fulton Streets, San Francisco Day School on the east side of 
Masonic.Avenue at. Golden Gate Avenue, and City College of San Francisco (CCSf), 

Adams Campus, on the west' side of Masonic Avenue between Grove and Hayes Streets." 

"Pedestrian. volumes are generally low to moderate along Masonic A venue, except hear 
the schools during the period before and after school sessions. Pedestrian crosswalks at 
the intersections of Masonic Avenue with O'Farrell Street, Turk Street, and Golden Gate 
Avenue are designated as school crossings (yellow markings)." 
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"Masonic Avenue is designated as existing Bicycle Route 55 (Class Ill) in both directions 
between Fell Street and Geary Boulevard. Existing Bicycle Route 55 intersects existing 
Bicycle Route 30 {Class I) at the Panhandle Pathway on the south side of Fell Street; 
existing Bicycle Route.20 (Class II) at McAllister and Turk Streets; and existing Bicycle 

· Route 20 (Class 11) at Golden Gate A venue. Street grades along Project 3-2 generally 
range from two to five percent, with a nine percent grade between Turk and Fulton 
Streets. Bicycle volumes on Masonic Avenue are generally low." · 

"Masonic A venue has several institutional uses (Lincoln University, San Francisco Day 
School, USF, CCSF, and Adam Campus) and a few small-scale retail uses. The two larger 
retail uses at Geary Boulevard and Fulton Street have off-street loading docks to 
accommodate their deliveries. There is only one on-street yellow commercial freight 
loading space at the southwest corner of Masonic A venue and Hayes Street. There are 
also several . white passenger loading zones along· both sides of Masonic· Avenue. In 
general truck loading and passenger drop-off activities are accommodated by the on­
street parking along Masonic Avenue. No apparent loading shortage (i.e. double 
parking) was observed during field observations." 

Project Characteristics 

The Modified Project 3-2 for Masonic Avenue includes two design options, both options, unlike the FEIR 
Options analyzed, would retain two full-time travel lanes in each direction from Gea.ry Boulevard to Fell 
Street during peak and off-peak conditions. Compared to existing conditions, the Modified Project 
designs would remove the rotating AM (northbound) or PM (southbound) peak period travel lane and 

. · some parking on both sides of the street to accommodate additional bike facilities ( of Class I or Class 11 
designl), install enhanced bus stops (transit bulbs) at all existing bus stops, move one southbound bus 
stop from the nearside to the farside of the intersection of Masonic A venue and Fulton Street 

. (southbound), add comer pedestrian bulbouts at all intersections and include a landscaped c~nter median 
in portions or all of the center of Masonic A venue from F~ll Street to Geary Boulevard, as described in 
more detail below. Specific.project elements of the Jv.1:odified Project and how they compare with FEIR 
Project 3-2 Options 1 and 2 are also presented below. 

Modified Project 3-2, (Preferred): Boulevard Design: As introduced above, and shown in Figure 3: 
Modified Project 3-2 Boulevard and Gateway Options, Option 1 Boulevard Design, herein referenced as 
"Modified Project Boulevard Design" would provide two full-time vehicle travel Ian.es in e~ch direction 
from Geary Boulevard to Fell Street, removing parking on both sides of the street and similarly removing 
the alternating peak hour (northbound in AM peak period; southbound in PM peak ·period) travel lane; 
replacing this roadway right-of-way with a separated bike lane (sometimes grade separated, sometimes 
adjacent but separated (at intersections) and a landscaped center median all along Masonic Avenue. The 
design would also install transit bulbs at all existing bus stops, relocate one southbound bus stop at 
Fulton Street from the nearside to the farside of th_e intersection. The design would also install comer 
pedestrian bulbouts at all intersections and enhance sidewalks with additional la.ndscaping and wider 
widths in locations. Left turn restrictions from Masonic Avenue would remain the same as under 
existing cond.itions (no left turns during peak periods (7-9 a.ni.. and 4-7 p.m.) at Hayes, Grove, Fulton, 
Golden Gate Avenue and Turk Streets). Left turns would continue to be allowed at O'Farrell/Anza 

Bikeways are typically classified as Class I,_ II or III facilities. "Clas·s l bikeways are bicycle paths with exclusive right-of-way for 
use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bicycle lanes striped with !he paved areas of roadways, and established: 
for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class Ill bikeways are signed bicycle routes that allow bicycles to share streets or 
sidewalks with vehicles or pedestrians." San Francisco Bicycle Plan FEIR, Volume 1, p. V .A.1-14. This document is .available for 
review at the Planning Department in Case File No. 2007.0347H. 
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Streets and fr~m Masonic Avenue onto Geary Boulevard. With the exception of an additional PM peak 
southbound right-tum lane at Fell Street, turning lanes ~nd pockets on Masonic Avenue would remain 
the same as under existing conditions. . 

:-· ... 

Masonic Avenue, Typical.S~~on, Loµki"ng North 
BOUL!:YARD OPTION . 

.............. ·::::·:····. 

. Masonic Avenue, Typical Sectipn, Lookin}fNorth 
GATEWAY OPTI9N . 

Figure 3: Modified Project 3-2 Cross Sections: Boulevard and Gateway Designs . . 
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Similarly, left turns onto Masonic Avenue from side streets would, for the most part, remain the same 
with the exception of McA!Iister Street, where left turns would be prohibited by ·the proposed center 
median. 'The Modified Project Boulevard Design also includes the enhancement. of the pedestrian plaza 
located on the southwest ~orner of Geary Boulevard and Masonic Avenue, including the limitation of the 
southbound movement west of the plaza from Geary Boulevard to Masonic Avenue to local traffic only. 
The proposed design of the pedestrian plaza can ~e seen in Figure 4: Masonic Avenue/Geary Boulevard 
Streetscape Improvements. 

Modified Proiect 3-2: Gateway Design: As introduced above, the Option 2 Gateway Design, herein 
referenced as "Modified Project Gateway Design" woµ.ld similarly provide two full-time vehicle travel 
lanes in each direction from Geary Boulevard t9 Fell Street, removing parking on the west side of 
Masonic Avenue and portions of the parking on the east side of Masonic ~venue and removing the 
alternating peak period travel lane;. r~placing this roadway right-of-way with Class lI bike lanes in each 
direction, shorter center landscaped medians near certain intersections (Fell Street, Grove Street, 
McAllister Street, Ewing Terrace, and O'Farrell Street), transit bulbs at existing bus stops, relocating one 
southbound bus stop at Fulton Street from the near side of the intersection to the farside, enhanced 
sidewalks with additional landscaping and wider widths in locations, and corner bulbouts at ·all 
intersections. Similar to the Boulevard Design, turning lanes and pockets on Masonic Avenue would 
remain the same as under existing conditions, with the exception of the additional PM peak period right 
tum onto Fell Street from southbound Masonic Avenue. · 

The following describes the Modified 3-2 Project designs (Boulevard and Gateway) in comparison to 
Project 3-2 FEIR Options 1 and 2, presented in segments, similar to pp. IV.B-22 through IV.B-24 of the 
FEIR. . 

Segment 1: Fell Street to Hayes Street: 

FEIR Option 1:.Install Class Il bike lanes in both direction by removing one peak hour travel lane in the 
northbound direction, and removing two travel lanes (one peak hou·r, one travel lane) in the southbound 
direction. The FEIR Option 1 retained. parking along the west-side of the street and installed a two-way 
center turn lane in this segment. 

FEIR Option 2: Installed Class II bike lanes in both directions by removing a travel lane in each direction, 
including removing the tow-away lanes but would not include a center-tum lane. FEIR Option 2 also 
retained parking along west-side of the street. 

As compared to the above two FEIR Options, the Modified Project Boulevard Design and Modified 
Project Gateway Design would be simUar in lhe northbound direction to FEIR Option 1, but as indicated 
in· the Modified Project description above would retain one additional travel Jane in the southbound 
direction and remove parking on both sides of the street, or approximately five additional spaces more 
than the FEIR analysis. Additionally, both Modified Project options would include pedestrian bulbouts 
at both the Fell Street and Hayes intersections, as well as an additiox:,.al peak-period right-tum lane 
southbound al the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Fell Street. Both modified design options would 
'include the same length of the proposed center landscaped median from Fell Street to Hayes Street. 

Segment 2: Hayes Street to Grove Street: 

FEIR Option 1: Install Class II bicycle lanes in both directions along with a center turn vehicle lane, 
through the removal of one travel lane in each direction, leaving one full-time travel lane in both 
directions, and leaving one rotating peak period tow-away travel lane (northbound in ·AM and 
southbound in PM). 
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FEIR Option 2: Install Transit-only/bicycle-only lane from 7 a.m. to 6 p.m weekdays in each direction 
through the removal of one travel lane in each direction and removing parking on both sides of the street. 
This option would have added sharrows to represent the Class III natur~ of the roadway between the 
hours of six p.m. and seven a.m., weekdays and all day on weekends. 

As compared to the two FEIR Options, the Modified Project Boulevard Design and Modified Project 
Gateway Design would be simil?r to the operating conditions of the FEIR Option 2 during the weekday 
daytime hours, which removes parking and the peak-hour tow-away lane, retaining two travel lanes . 
during those daytime weekday hours. The Modified Project Boulevard Design and Modified Projec:t 
Gateway Design would also add a transit bulb.for the northbound and southbound bus stops on the 
northeast and northwest corners of Masonic Avenue and Hayes Street. Both designs place. the bicycle 
lane to the east of the northbound bus stop, and enhance landscaping, where feasible, in between 
driveway locations. Similar to FEIR Option 1, the Modified Gateway Design retains parking on the 
eastside of Masonic Avenue in this segment, or approximately 3 parking spaces. 

fn this· Segment (Hayes Street to Grove Street), the Modified Project Boulevard Design adds a center 
landscape median along the entire block, while the Modified Project Gateway Design adds a short 
median leading to the Grove Street intersection. 

Segment 3: Grove Street to Anza/O'Farrell Streets: 

FEIR Option 1: Similar to Segment 2 above (Class II bike lanes in each direction a center turn lane, and 
removal of one vehicle travel lane in each direction, retaining the rotating peak-period towaway lane.) 

FEIR Option 2: Similar to Segment 2 above (Weekday bus-only/bike-only lane, removal of peak-per!od 
towaway travel lanes, and removal of parking on both sides of the street.). 

Similar to the above Segment 2 discussion, as compared to the two FEIR Options, the Modified Project 
Boulevard Design and Modified Project Gateway Design would be similar to the 9perating conditions of 
the FEJR Option 2, which removes parking and the peak-hour .tow-away lane, retaining two travel lanes, 
with the exception that the Modified Project Boulevard design would not provide a transit-only lane in 
each direction. The Modified Project Designs would provide one additional travel l~ne as compared to 

.'FEIR Option 1 which retains one directional peak hour travel/towaway lane (three total vehicle lanes. 
during the peak hours). FEIR Option 2 identified approximately 107- parking spaces would be lost in 
Segment 3. The Modified Project Boulevard Design would have similar parking removal as FEIR Option 
2 for this segment, while the Modified-Project Gateway Design would retain some (approximately 55), 
but not all of the parking spaces along the east side of Masonic Avenue. The Modified Project Boulevard 
Design and Modified Project Gateway Design would also add comer bulbouts at all the intersections 
(Grove Street, Fulton Street, McAllister Street, Golden Gate Avenue, Turk Street, Ewing Terrace, and 
O'Farrell/Anza Streets) in this segment. Left turns from Masonic Avenue onto O'Farrell and Anza Streets 
would continue to be permitted. Additionally, both Modified Project designs would enhance bus stops 
on Masonic Avenue by installing transit bulbs at the existing stop locations: northbound nearside of 
Fulton Street, northbound nearside of Golden Gate Avenue, northbou~d farside of Turk Street, 
southbound· nearside of Turk Street, westbound farside on Turk Street and southbound farside of Golden 
Gate Avenue and at-the relocated southbound farside at Fulton Street, proposed to be refocated as part of 
the Modified Project designs. 

Both Modified Project designs further place the bicycle lane to the east of this enhanced northbound bus 
stops and add landscaping, where feasible, to ho.th sides of the street in between driveway locations and 
other existing plantings. In the southbound direction the southbound bike lane in both Modified Project 
designs, shares the bus zone/bike lane at the bus stops, simila~ .to the FEIR Option J design at bus stops. 
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In this Segment (Grove Street to O'Farrell/Anza Streets), the Modified Project.Boulevard Design adds a 
center landscape medi;m along the entire distance (approximately 6 blocks) of this segment, except at 
intersection locations. The Modified Project Gateway Design adds shorter center landscaped mddians 
just north of the Grove Street intersection, through the McAllister Street intersection, leading to the Ewirig 
Terrace and O'Farrell Street/Anza Street intersection. For both Modified Project designs most of tq.e 
existing permitted vehicle movements would not change, with the exception of the left turn movement 
from McAllister Street onto southbound Masonic Avenue, which is currently permitted, would be 
prol').ibited by the ·placement of the center mcdia..."'1 in both Modified Project designs. 

Of note in this segment, since the certification of the FEIR, the retail project (Target) east of Masonic 
Avenue at ·Geary Boulevard was approved and this proposal includes some transportation· 
improvements, namely: 1) an upgrade and optimizatio:fl of the signal at Masonic Avenue and 
Anza/O'Farrell Streets; and 2) signalization of the intersection of Ewing Terrace and Masonic Aven1;1e 
(now 1-way stop-controlled from Ewing Terrace). These improvements are being implemented separate 
from the Project 3-2 of the Bicycle· Plan, and would not substantially .alter the operating conditions on 
Masonic Avenue. 

Segment 4: O'Farrell Street/Anza Street to Geary Boulevard: 

FEIR..Option 1: Install Class II bicycle lanes in both directions by removing a travel lane in one direction 
and one parking lane (approximately 15 parking spaces). Extend the right-turn only lane onto Geary 
Rm,Jpu;,rd. 

FEIR Option 2: Install Class ·n bicycle lanes in· both directions, by removing parking on both sides of the 
street (approximately 25 parking spaces). Thls option· keeps one additional travel lane in the southbound 
of this se~ent. 

As compared to -the two FEIR Options, the Modified Project Boulevard Design and Modified Project 
Gateway Desigr:i would be similar to the operating conditi_ons of the FEIR Option 1 with two lanes of 
travel in both directions and retaining the existing right- and left-tum pockets at Geary Boulevard and at 
O'Farrell/Anza Street The turning movements· at the two traffic signals on the Masonic Avenue overpass 
and Geary Boulevard on- and off-ramps would remain the same, including the northbound left tum 
pocket onto Geary Boulevard from Masonic Avenue and southbound left turns from Masonic Avenue 
onto the Geary Boulevard on-ramp would remain unpermitted. Unlike FEIR Option 1, both Modified 
Project Designs would include expanding the pedestrian plaza on the southwest comer of the Masonic 
Avenue/Geary Boulevard, limiting traffic on this portion of Masonic Avenue to local vehicle and, loadirig 
traffic, as shown in Figure 4, and removing approximately 10 parking spaces. ·Other traffic movements 
including the left turn lanes on the Masonic Avenue overpass on The Modified Project Boulevard Design 
would have separated bicycle path just west of the bus zone, then grade-separated bicycle lane west of 
the southbound travel lane and similarly a bicycle lane east of the vehicle travel lanes in the northbound 
direction. The Modified Project Gateway Option, would have a southbound bicycle lane just west of the 
vehicle lane, and in the northbound direction a bicycle lane that transitions from east of the travel lanes to 
between the vehicle ~ lanes and right-tum lane at Geary Boulevard.· In this Segment, there is an 
existing center landscaped ~edian which wouid be expanded to the si;mth for the Modified Project 
Boulevard Design, and .would not change for the Modified Project Gateway Design. For l;>oth Modified 
Project designs the existing permitted vehicle movements would not change. As mentioned above, the 
left-tum movement/pocket onto O'Farrell Street from Masonic Avenue would not change under this 
project 
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ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.19(c)(1) states that a Modified Project must be reevaluated 
and that "If, on the basis of such reevaluat!on, the Environmental Review Officer determines, based on 
the requirenlL'nts of CEQA, that no additional environmental' review is necessary, this determination and 
the reasons therefore shall be noted in writing in the case record, and no further evaluation shall be 
required by this Chapter." 

CEQA Guidelines Section 151°64 provides for U1e use of an addendum to document the basis of a lead 
agency's decision not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR for a project that is already 
adequately covered in an existing c~rtified EIR. The lead agency'°s decision to use an addendum must be 
supported by substantial evi.dence that the conditions that would trigger the preparation of a Subs~quent 
EIR, as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, are not present. 

. . 

The Initial Study and the FEIR for the Bicycle Plan evaluated the potential impacts of construction and 
operation of Project 3-2's two option~ and found that, with implementation of mitigation measures,.both 
options would result in project-specific and cumulative significant and unavoidable operational impacts 
to traffic and- transit service. All other Project 3-2 impacts were determined to be less than significant witli 
mitigation incorporated as part of the overall Bicycle Plan program. 

Since ·certificatio~ of the EIR, no changes have occurred in the circumstances under which the original 
Project 3-2 options or the project as currently proposed would be implemented, that would change the 
severity of the project's physical impacts as explained herein, and no new infonnation has emerged that 
would materially change the analyses or conclusions set forth in the FEIR. · 

Further, proposed modifications and design refinements to Project 3-2, as demonstrated below, would 
not result in any new significant environmental impacts, substantial increases in the significance of 
previously identified effects, or n~cessitate implementation of additional or considerably different 
mitigation measures than those identified in the. EIR. The effects of the Modified Projed would . be · 
substantially the same as, and in s?me cases less than, those reported f~r Project 3-2 in the Bicycle Plan 
FEIR. The following discussion provides the basis for this conclusion .. 

Transportation 

. Traffic . . 
An intersectibn Level of Service (LOS) analysis was prepared for the Modified Project design and is 
summarized below.2 Similar to the Bicycle Plan FEIR, this Addendum includes an LOS evaluation for . 
Existing, Existing-plus-Project, 2_025 Cumulative, and 2025 Cumulative-plus-Project for the Modified 
Project designs (Boulevard and Gateway) as provided in Table 1 through Table 4 below. The analysis 
from the Bicycle Plan FEIR and the new analysis presented in this Addendum combined, present exis~ng 
and cumulative conditions for-signalized intersections along the Masonic Avenue corridor between Fell 
Street and Geary Boulevar~. The combined analyses are presented in order to demonstrate that the 

Modified Project designs would not result in significant traffic impacts that were 11:ot previously 
identified in the Bicycle Plan FEIR. 

LOS is a qualitative description of the pe;formance of an 'intersection based on the average d~lay per 

vehicle. Intersection levels of service range fro~ LOS A, which indicates free flow or excellent conditions 

with ~hort delays, to LOS F, which indicates congested or overloaded conditions with extremely long 
delays. In San Francisco, LOS A through _D are considered satisfactory service levels and LOS E and F 
conditions are considered unsatisfactory service levels. 

SFMTA, 2011/2012. See Appendix A of this document for detailed Level of Service calculations. 
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Four study intersections along Masonic Avenue were analyzed in the Bicycle Plan FEIR (Masonic 
Avenue/Fell Street, Masonic Avenue/Fulton.Street, Masonic Avenue/Turk Street, Masonic Avenue/Geary 
Boulevard), with twq of those intersections (Masonic Avenue/Fulton Street and Masonic Avenue/Turk 
Street) analyzed for both the AM and PM peak hours. One additional intersection, _Masonic 
Avenue/O'Farrell Street/Anza Street was added for this analysis for the PM peak hour. Considering the 
AM peak hour analysis first, for Segment 3, which includes the intersections of Masonic Avenue/Fulton 
Street and Masonic Avenue/f1:11:k Street, the Modified Project Boulevard Design and Modified Project 
Gateway Design would be similar to the operating conditions of FEIR Option 2 · during the weekday 
daytime hours, which removes parking and the peak-hour tow-away lane, retaining nyo travel lanes and 
a transit-only lane in each direction during the daytime weekday hours; and would improve upon the 
operating conditions of FEIR Option 1, which removes a travel lane in both directions (leaving two travel 
lanes in the peak hour direction and one travel lane in the non-peak. direction). Since the primary 
differences in _two Modified Project designs l:U'e the location and length of the center landscaped medians· 
and the design of the bicycle lanes, traffic conditions under the two Modified Project· designs operate the 

· same at all studied intersections, Therefore, as shown in Tables 1 through 4, below, the Modified Project 
Options (Boulevard or Gateway} LOS are presented together for the discussion of the two intersections 
modeled for the AM peak hour, as compared to the Bicycle Pfan FEIR Options. The LOS analysis for the 
PM peak hour follows, and similarly the Modified. Project Options (Boulevard or Gateway) LOS are· 
presented together, as compared to the Bicycle Plan FEIR Options. Cumulative and 2025 Cumulative­
Plus-Project scenarios for the Modified Project are presented in Tables 2 and 4 on the following·pages. 

TABLEl 
Vv'"EEKDAY AM PEAK HOUR-INTERSECTION OPERATING CONDITIONS 

EXISTING-PLUS-(MODIFIED) PROJECT.S & FEIR BICYCLE PLAN PROJECT 3-2 OPTIONS 

Existing Aly.[ FEIR Option 1 FEIR Option 2 
Modified 

Project 
Intersection a Average Avep.ge Average Average 

LOS LOS LOS ·LOS 
Delay& Delay Delay Delay 

59. Masonic Avenue/furk Street 19.8 B 28.1 C 22.8 C 25.8 C 

60. Masonic Avenue/Fulton 16.1 B 22.0· C 18.6 B 19.7 B 
Street 

Sourc;es: Wilbur Snuth Assoaates, October 2008; San Franasco Planrung Department 2009 and 2010, SFMTA, 2011/2012. 
Notes: 

. a. Intersection nwnberlng reflects that presented in Bicycle Plan FEIR. 
b. Average Delay in seconds per v~cle. 

As illustrated in Table 1, average vehicle delays are slightly higher than FEIR Option 2, and lower than 

· FEIR Option 1, and overall the AM · peak hour LOS associated wi~ the Modified Project designs 
(Boulevard or Gateway) do not substantially differ from the LOS reported in the FEIR f~r the weekday 
AM peak hour for Project 3-2, Options 1 or 2. 
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TABLE2 
WEEKDAY AM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATING CONDITIONS 

2025 CUMULATIVE AND 2025 CUMULATIVE PLUS (MODIFIED) PROJECTS 
& BICYCLE PLAN·PROJECT 3-2 OPTIONS 

2025 Cumulative Cumulative+ EIR Cumulative+ EIR Cumulative+ 

Option! Option2 Modified Project 

.. Designs 

Intersection" Average 
vie< LOS 

Average 
v/c< LOS 

Average 
v/c< LOS 

Average 
v/c< LOS 

Delayb Delay Delay Delay 

59. Masonic Avenue/ >80 1.32 F >80 1.92 F >80 1.38 F >80 1.57 ·p 

Turk Street 

(50. Masonic Avenue/ 58.3 - E >80 1.58 F >80 1.21 p· >80 1.24 

Fulton Street 

Sources: Wilbur Smith Associates, October2008; San Francisco Planning Department 2009 and 2010. 
a. Intersection numbering reflects that presented in Bicycle Plan FEIR. 
b. intersections operating at l.DS E or LOS F (unacceptable) conditi~ns highlighted in bold. 
c. v/c = volume to capacity ratio, and is reported for intersections op~rating at l.DS F conditions. 

Similarly for the AM peak hour LOS, 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions, Table 2 demonstrates that 
the Modified Project designs, in combination with traffic growth assumed to occur through the year 2025, 
would no_t substantially differ from the LOS findings reported in tlie FEIR for Project 3-2, w~ich identified · 

significant 2025 Cumulative Plus Project impacts at the intersections of Masonic Avenue/Turk Street (TR­

P3-:2a & TR-P3-2b) and Masonic Avenue/Fulton Street (TR-P3-2c & TR-P3-2d) during the AM peak hour 
for FEIR Option 1 and FEIR Option 2, respectively. No feasible mitigation measures were identified for 

these impacts, therefore both remained as significant and unavoidable 1mpacts in the FEIR. The Modified 
Project (Boulevard or Gateway designs) would not worsen the LOS or impacts identified at these 

intersections during the AM peak hour in the Bicycle Plan FEIR. 

TABLE3 
WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATING CONDITION·s 

·EXISTING-PLUS-(MODIFIED) PROJECTS & BICYCLE PLAN PROJECT 3-2 OPTIONS 

Existing PM· . Effi Opti~n 1 . Em Option 2. Modified 
Project Desims 

Intersection• Average Average Average Average 
LOS LOS LOS LOS 

Delay Delay Delay Delay 

143. Masonic Avenue/Fell Street 24.6 C 68.7 E 55.4 E 22.1 C 

44. Masonic A venue/ Geary 38.2 D 48.4 D 382 D 48.4 D 
Boulevard 

59. Masonic Avenue/ Turk Street 19.5 B 47.6 D 20.8 · C 23.3 C 

60. Masonic Avenue & Fulton 15.8 B 28.0 C 18.6 B 21.9 C 
Street 

Masonic Avenue & 14.1 B NIN NIA NIA N/A 19.5 B 
O'Farrell/ Anza Streets< 

Sources: Wilbur Smith Associates; October 2008; San Frapasco Plannmg Department 2009 and 2010, SFMT A, 2011. 
a. Intersection numbering reflects that presen_ted in Bicycle Plan FEIR. 
b. Average Delay in seconds per vehicle. 
c. Intersection was not analyzed as part of the Bicycle Plan EIR, but added for this analysis. 
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As illustrated in Table 3, the PM peak hour LOS associated with the Modified Project designs (Boulevard 
or Gateway} are similar to Existing PM peak conditions at Masonic Avenue/O'Farrell/Anza Streets and 
Masonic Avenue/Fel1 Street (actually improving on its operation through the addition of an additional 
southbound right-tum pocket onto Fell Street). At the Masonic Avenue/Geary Boulevard intersections, 
project conditions are similar to Project 3--2 FEIR Option 1, and at Masonic Avenue/furk Street ahd 
Masonic Avenue/Fulton Str~et are in between the FEIR Option 1 and Option 2 PM peak LOS operating 
conditions. Th~ Bicycle Plan FEIR identified significant unavoidable impacts (TR-P3--2e and m.:.P3-2f for 
Project 3--2 Options 1 and 2, respectively) at Masonic Avenue/.fe11 Street during the PM peak hour, which 
the Modified Project designs (both Boulevard and Gateway designs) would avoid since LOS operating 
conditions under the Modified Project would remain acceptable. The Bicycle Plan FEIR identified. one 
mitigation measure (M-TR-P3--2f) for the FEIR Option 2 impact which, by adding four seconds of green 
time to the northbound and southbound Masonic Avenue <Urections reduced the impact to a less than 
significant level. This mitigation measure would not be required under the Modified Pr_oject Designs 
(Boulevard and Gateway) due to a,cceptable operating conditions at Masonic Avenue and Fell Street, 
however would be implemented as part of the Bicycle Plan FEIR. 

LOS operating conditions under the Modified Project designs during the PM peak hour at the other 
intersections would be similar to or better than the operating conditions presented for the Bicycle Plan 
FEffi. Options and would remain at acceptable (LOS A-D) operating conditions. 

TABLE4 · 
WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATING CONDIDONS 

2025 CUMULATIVE AND 2025 CUMULATIVE PLUS (MODIFIED) PROJECTS 
& BICYCLE PLAN PROJECT 3--2 OPTIONS 

2025 Cumulative -I' Cumulative + Cumulative+ 
Cumulative FEIR Option 1 FElR Option 2 Modified 

Proiect Desil!llS 

Intersection a Av~rage 
LOS 

Average 
LOS 

Ave!age LOS Aver!lge 
Delay Delay Delav Delav 

LOS 

113. MasonicAvenue/Fell Street ·Tl.7 C 78.3 E 64.2 E 24.4 C 

14,4. Masonic Avenue/Geary 41.8 D 68.7 E 41.8 b 68.7 E 

Boulevard· 

159. Masonic Avenue/Turk Street 26.8 C >80 F 31.0 C 36.0 D 

oO. Masonic Avenue/Fulton 23.1 C 47.0 D 26.6 C 31.9 C 

Street 

Masonic Avenue & . 'lJ.5 C NIN NIA NIA NIA 442 D 
O'Farrell/ Anza Streetsc 

Sources: Wilbur Smith Associates, October 2008; San Francisco Planning Department 2009 and 2010, SFMTA, 2011. 
a. Intersection numbering reflects that presented in Bicycle Plan FEIR. 
b. Intersections operating at LOSE or LOS F·(unacceptable) conditions highlighted in bold. 
c. Intersection was not analyzed as part of the Bicycle Plan Em, but added for this analysis. 

Similarly, as illustrated in Table 4, the PM peak hour LOS associated with the Modified Project designs 
(Boulevard or Gateway) un<:1er the 2025 Project plus Cumulative conditions ar.e similar to existing 
conditions at Masonic Avenue/Fell Street (actually improving on its operation through the.addition of 
another southbound right-tum pocket), are· similar to Project 3-2 FEIR Option 1 at Masonic Avenue/ 
Geary Boulevard, and are similar to the FEIR Options PM peak LOS operating conditions at Masonic 
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Avenue/Turk Street and Masonic Avenue/Fulton Street. Similar to the other intersections, Masonic 
Avenue/O'Farrell/Anza Street intersection vehicle delay increases under Cumulative plus Modified 
Project design conditions, however operations would remain at acceptable .(LOS A-D) operating 

conditions. 

As shown in Table 4, the Bicycle Plan FEIR identified several significant unavoidable cumulative impacts 
during the PM peak hour, including for FEIR Option 1 Impact, TR-P3-2g at Masc_:mic Avenue/Fell Street 
(where LO? degrades from LOS C to LOS E); lmpact TR-P3-2i at Masonic Avenue/Geary Boulevard 
(under FEIR Option 1 degrades fi:om LOS D to LOSE); and Impact TR-P3-2j at Masonic Avenue/Turk 
Street (under FEIR Option .1 degrades from LOS C to LOS F). One mitigation measure {M-TR-P3-2j) was 
identified for the impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue/Turk Street, in which the addition of 10 
seconds of green time to the northbound Masonic Avenue direction would improve conditions, ·but not to 

a less than significant ~eve!, therefore the FEIR Option 1 cumuJative impact at Mas~nic Avenue/Turk 
Street during the PM peak hour remained significant and unavoidable. Project 3-2 FE.IR Option 2 
identified one significant cumulative impact at Masonic Avenue/Fell Street during the PM peak ho1:1r, but 
avoided other cumulative traffic impacts during the PM peak hour that were identified under FEIR 
Option 1. Outside of th,e one mitigation measure discussed a?ove, no other feasible mitigation measures 
for the cumulative impacts were identified in the FEIR. The Modified Project designs (Boulevard and 
Gateway) avoid the significant impacts identified in the Bicycle Plan FEIR at the intersections of Masonic 
Avenue/Fell Street, and Masonic Avenue/Turk Street, and retain the significant impact identified in the 
FEIR under Option 1 at Masonic A Venue/Geary Boulevard. However, as shown in Table 4, the delay and 
LOS under the Modified Project designs would be similar to and not worse than conditions (LOS E at 
Masonic Avenue/Geary Boulevard) analyzed in the Bicycle Plan FEIR for Project 3-2. Although the 
Modified Project designs would have a less-than-significant impact at the Masonic Avenue/Turk Street 
intersection, Mitigation Measure M-TR-P32j would be implemented as part of the Bicycle Plan FEIR, to 
add an addition 10 seconds. o~ green time to the northbound Masonic Avenue direction and further 

improve acceptable operating conditions. 

As previously discussed, the retail develop,ment east 6£ Masonic Avenue at Geary Boulevard would_ 
. including transportation improvements, namely upgrading the signal and signal timing at Masonic 

Avenue/O'Farrell Street and signalizing the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Ewing Terrace, that ate 
separate from Project 3-2 and its modified design. Neither modified designs would conflict, impede or be 

· affected by these transportation improvements, and operations at these intersections would likely 
improve following these improvements. 

In conclusion, the Modified Project Boulevard design and the Modified Project Gateway design would 
result in similar LOS as reported in the FEIR for Options 1 and 2 during the AM peak hour under 
Existing-plus-Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project operating conditions, retaining a significant and 
unavoidable cumulative impacts at the intersections of Masonic A venue/Turk Street and Masonic 
Avenue/Fulton Street (TR-P3-2a through TR-P3-2c). During the PM peak hour, the Modified Project 
designs would reduce the Existing plus Project impacts identified in the FEIR at Masonic Avenue/Fell 
Street. Similarly under the 2025 Cumulative plus Project PM peak hour conditions, the Modified Project 
designs would reduce the significant cumulative traffic impacts identified in the FEIR for the Masonic 
Avenue/Fell Street and Masonic Avenue/Turk Street intersections and would be similar to (significant 
and unavoidable) the significant cumulative traffic impact identified in the PIER for Masonic 
Avenue/Geary Boulevard~ The Modified Project would not result in a substantial increase in the 
significance of the average delay or operation at study intersections or other intersections along the 
project corridor; nor would the Modified Project designs contribute considerably to cumulative effects 

.. 
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that were not already accounted· for in the certified Bicycle Plan FEIR. Overall, Modified Project's traffic. 
impacts, similai; to the findings reached in the FEIR, would be ''potentially significant and unavoidable" 
{retaining the impacts at Masonic Avenue/furk Street {AM peak hour); Masonic Avenue/Fulton Street_ 
(AM peak hour); and Masonic Avenue/Geary Boulevard, as presented on Matrix 12, Summary of Project 

Level Impacts, on FEIR pg. V .A.3-628. 

Transit 
As presented in the FEIR.. Muni: route 43 !viasonic _ri.ms .in both <lirl:!Ctions 011. ihis segrneril of Masonic. 
Avenue with approximately six buses per hour each way during the peak periods, with two nearside · 
stops and three farside stops for both northbound and southbound directions. In the Bicycle Plan FEIR, 
Option 1, reducing travel lanes in both directions (in·parti.cular to one lane northbound in the PM peak 
hour), added 6.4 minutes of delay for the northbound direction amj 27 seconds of delay in the 
southbound direction during the PM peak hour under Existing plus Project conditions, resulting in a 
significant transit delay impact (TR-P3-2m) to th~ 43 Masonic line in the northbound direction during the 
PM peak hour. Similarly the FEIR identified ·a Cumulative transit delay impact (TR--P3-2n) for 43 Masonic 
in the northbound direction PM peak hour for Option 1 under Cumulative plus Project conditions. No 
feasible mitigation measures were identified for these two significant ·FEIR Option 1 project-related_ 
transit delay impacts, ·and they remained significant and unavoidable. FEIR Option 2, by providing a 
transit/bicycle only lane avoided these s1gnificant transit delay impacts. 

The ~odified Project Boulevard and Gateway design, while n?t having a dedicated transit lane. {as under 
FEIR Option 2), would retain two travel lanes in both directions during both the AM and PM p~k 
periods. '.This would represent one additional travel lane in tp.e northbound direction during the PM peak 
period as compared to FEIR Option 1. Therefore the delay to the 43 Masonic.northb~und dir~ction 
during the· PM peak hour would improve over FEIR Option 1 in the northbound direction, being similar 
to Existing Conditions reported in the FEIR for both Modifiec!, Options, and would reduce the impact to a . 
less-than-significant level :under the Modified Project designs for the 43 Masonic northbound. Similar to 
FEIR. Option 1 and 2, the project-related transit "impact to the 43 southbound under both Modified Project 
designs would remain less-than-significant The Modified Project d~igns install enhanced. bus stops 
(transit bulbs) at all existing bus stops which decrease operational delays (that result from buses pulling 
in and out of traffic), and relocates one southbound bus stop at Fulton Street froi'n the ·near side to_ the 
farside of the intersection, also reducing transit:delay. The Modified Project designs, by retaining two 
travel lanes in each direction, would also improve upon the less t:hart significant delays analyzed for both 
FIER Option 1 .and Option 2 for the 31BX Balboa 'B' Express route. Other elements of the Modified 

· '.Project designs (center landscaped median, pedestrian bulbouts, and an improved pedestrian plaza at 
Geary Boulevard) would not substantially alter transit operations along Masonic Avenue, and similar 
elements were ~yzed in the Bicycle Plan FEIR. 

Similarly, under Cumulative conditions, the Modified Project designs would improve the operation of the 
43 Masonic northbound over FEIR Option 1 such that the delay -to transit vehi~es would be similar to 
that experienced without the project under Cumulative conditions, and for both Modified Project designs 
would therefore· reduce the significant cumulative impact identified in the FEill. to a less-than-significant 
level for the 43 northbound under the Modified Project designs. Similarly, the Modified Project d~signs 
transit delay, by retaining two travel lanes in each direction, would be similar to or fmprove upon the 
less-than-significant cumulative transit delays analyzed for both FEIR Option 1 and Option 2 for the 31BX 
Balboa 'B' Express route. 
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Pedestrians 
'£he Modified Project designs (Boulevard and Gateway) would improve the pedestrian conditions along 
Masonic Avenue as compared to FElR Options l and 2, through the addition ofwider sidewalks, 
additional landscaping, tr<1nsit bulbs, pedes~rian corner _bulbs and the improved pedestrian plaza at 
Geary Boulevard. Similar to the findings in the FEIR, pedestrian impacts would be l~s than significant 

with implementation of the Modified Project designs. · 

Bicycle . .,,_ 
The Modified Project designs would ·improve upon the time/day limited bicycle lanes included 'in FEIR 
Options 1 and 2. l~tead the Modified Project designs would provide grade separated oi- Class II bike 
Janes along both northbound and southbound Masonic Avenue between Fell Street and Geary Boulevard. 
Similar to both Options 1 and 2.analyzed in the FEIR, the Modified Project designs could have a beneficial 
effect of improving roadway ·conditions and safety for bicyclists, would not adversely affect bicycle 

operations in .the project vicinity. 

Parking-
This parking discussion for the Modified Project designs supplements the parking conditions in the 
Bicycle Plan FEIR. pp. V.A.3, 386-387 for P~oject 3-2, which indicate that under Existing Conditions (non­

pea~ hours) there are 150 parking spaces. along Masonic Avenue between Fell Street and Geary 
Boulevard. FEIR Option 1 permanently removes an estimated 15 parking spaces along the corridor. FEIR 
Option 2 permanently removed 27 o~-street spaces, and temporarily (weekdays 7 a.m. to 6 p.m.) removed 

115 parking spaces. The Modified Project designs (both Boulevard and Gateway designs) through the 
removal of the peak period towaway lanes (which is parking during the off-peak periods) results in more 
permanent removal of parking described as temporarily remo_ved under FEIR Option 2. Parking removal 

and conditions for each of the Masonic Avenue roadway segments, similar to those discu:;sed in the FEIR, 

would be as follows. 

Segment 1: Fell Stre~t to Hayes Street: As compared to the two FEIR Options, the Modified Project 

Boulevard Desig'.1 and Modified. Project Gateway Design would retain one additional travel lane in the 
southbound dir:ection and remove P.arking on both sides of the s~eet, or approximately five additional 
parking spaces more than the FEIR analysis. 

Segment 2: Hayes Street to Grove Street As compared to the two FEIR Options, the Modified Project 
Boulevard Design and Modified Project Gateway Design would be similar to the operating conditions of 
the FEIR Option 2 during the weekday daytime ~ours, and would remove 14 parking spaces permanently 
(not just' from 7 am - 6 pm on weekdays as discussed under FEIR Option 2). Similar t9 FEIR Option 1, the 
Modified Gateway Design retains parking on the eastside of Masonic Avenue in this segment, or 
approximately 3 parking spaces. 

Se&ment 3: Grove Street to Anza/O'Farrell Streets: Similar to the Segment 2 discussion, as compared to 

the FEIR <?ption 1 and 2, the Modified Project Boulevard Design and Modified Project Gateway Design 
would be similar to the operating conditions ·of the FEIR Option 2 during the weekday daytime hours, 

which temporarily (between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m.) would remove 107 parking spaces. The 

Modified Project Boulevard Design would have similar parking removal as FEIR Opfion 2 for this 

segment, but on a more permane~t basis (not just weekdays 7 a.m. to 6 p.m.) while the Modified Project 

Gateway Design would retain some (approximately 55), but not all parking spaces along the east side of 
Masonic Avenue. 
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Segment 4: O'F'arrell Street/Anza Street to Geary Boulevard: FEIR Option 1 in this section would remove 
parking lane (approximately 15 parking spaces, while FEIR Option 2 would remove parking on both 
sides of the street (approximately 25 parking spaces). The Modified Project designs would be similar .to 
FEIR Option 2, removing 25. parking spaces, plus would remove approximately 10 additional parking 
spaces for the redesigned pedestrian plaza just west of Masonic Avenue· and Geary ~oulevard. 

. . 

In total ihe Modified Project Bol!,levard design would remove most if ·not all of the 150 parking spaces 
along Masonic Avenue, including 10 additional parking spaces along the redesigned pedestrian plaza at 
Geary Boulevard and Masonic Avenue. The Modified Project Gateway design would remove all on­
street parking on the west side of Masonic Avenue retaining some parking, approximately 58 parking 
spaces, along the east side of Masonic Avenue. The Modified Pr~ject Gateway design would have similar 
removal of approximately 10 parking spaces related to the pedestrian plaza redesign .. 

Consistent with the findings r~ported in the FEIR and present~d here for informational purposes, 
implementation .of the Modified Project designs would ,increase parking demand in the area. San 
Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of the permanent physicai environment. Parking 
conditions are not static: as parking supply and demand varies from day to day, from day t? night, from 

. month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parking spaces (or lack thereof) is not a ·permanent 
physical condition, but changes over time as people change their modes and patterns of travel. 

P::1rklng rlPfiritc:: ::1rP rnnc:i~~rPrl to hP c::nl"i::11 PffPm, r:ithPr th:rn impacts nn t'l)P physical Pnviro~mP.n~ as . 

. defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project's social imp13cts need not be treated. as significant impacts on 
the environment. Environmental 'documents should, however, address the secondary physical impacts 
that could be triggered by a social ·unpact (CEQA Guidelines § 15131(a).). The social inconvenience of 
parking deficits, such as having to hunt for scarce parking .spaces, is not an envir-0mnental impact, but 
there may be seconda..,y physical environmental impacts, such as increased · traffic congestion at 
intersections, air quality impacts, safety impacts, or noise impacts caused ~y congestion. In the experience 
of San Francisco transportation planners; however, the absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, 
combined .with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., transit service, ta.xfu, bicycles or travel by foot) 
and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, induces many drivers to seek and find alternative 
parking_ facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or ~ge ~eir overall travel habits. ;\ny such resulting 
shifts to transit service in particular, would be in keeping with the City's "Transit First" policy. The 
City' s}'ransit First Policy, established in the City's Charter Section 8A115 provides that "parking policies 
for areas well served by public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public transportation and 
alternative transportation." · 

The transportation analysis accounts £qr potential secondary effects, such as cars circling and looking for 
a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all drivers would attempt to find 
parking at .or near the project site and then seek parking farther away if convenient parking is 

unavailable. Moreover, the secondary effects of drivers searching for parking is typically offset by a 
.reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area. 
Hence, any secondary environmental impacts which may result fro,;_ a shortfall in parking in the vicinity 
of the Modified Project would be minor, and the traffic assignments used. in the transportation analysis, 
as well as in the associated air quality, noise and pedestrian safety analyses, reasonably· addresses 
potential secondary effects. · 
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Loading 
As described in the FEIR, page V.A.3-388, the project 'area consists of predominantly residential uses, with 

some institutional and retail use along Masonic Avenue. Commercial loading along Masonic Avenue 
typically·occurs on side streets, or within off-street parking areas. There was one on-street commercial 

loading zone near Hayes Street reported in the FEIR, which under FElR Option. 2 would be removed 

during daytime hours (7 a.m. - 6 p.m.). Under both Modified Project ?esigns this commercial parking 
space would be removed (not just weekdays 7 a.m. to 6 p.m as under FEIR Option 2.). Under the 

Modified Project Gateway Design, some general parking would remain along the east side of Masonic 
Avenue which could be used for commercial parking, while under Modified Project Boulevard Design 

parking would be removed. Therefore, under the Modified Project designs commercial loading would 
more likely utilize side streets. This, similar to the conclusion reached in the FEIR for Project 3-2, would 

be con'sidered a less-than-significant loading impact associated _with implementation of the project as 

modified. 

FEIR Mitigation Measures 
As discussed above, and shown in Table 5: Bicycle Plan FEIR Project 3-2 Options 1 & 2 and Modified 
Project Designs Impacts and Mitigation Measures, the Bicycle Plan FEIR identified transportation impacts 
and two mitigation measures for Project 3-2, iricluding: · · 

TABLES 
BICYCLE PLAN FEIR PROJECT 3-2 OPTIONS AND MODIFIED PROJECT DESIGNS 

SUMMARY OF IMP ACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES 

Bicycle Plan FEIR Significant Impacts 

TR-P3-2a: FEIR Option 1 Cumulative 

(2025) plus Project impact under at 

Masonic Avenue/Turk Street operating 

at LOS F during AM peak hour. 

TR-P3-2b: FEIR Option 2 Cumulative 

(2025) plus Project impact at Masonic 

Avenue/furk Street operating at LOS · 

F during AM peak hour. 

TR-P3-2c: FEIR Option 1 Cumulative 

(2025) plus Project impact at Masoni~ 

Avenue/Fulton Street operating at LOS 

F during AM peak hour. 

TR-P3-2d: FEIR Option 2 Cumulative 

(2025) plus Project impact at Masonic 

Avenue/Fulton Street operating at LOS 

F during AM peak hour. 

TR-P3-2e: FEIR Option 1 Existing plus 

Project impact at Masonic Avenue/Fell 

Street operating at LOS E during the 

PM peak hour. 

TR-P3-2f: FEIR Option 2 Existing plus 

Project impact at Masonic.Avenue/Fell 
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San Fraru:i.,co Bicycle Plan Project 3-2 
SAN FRANCISCO 

FEIR Mitigation Measure 

No feasible mitigation 

identified. 

No feasible mitigation 

identified. 

No feasible mitigation 

identified. 

No feasible mitigation 

identified. 

No feasible mitigation 

identified. 

M-TR-P3-2f: Add four 

seconds of green time to 

19 411 

Level of 

Significance Modified Project 3-2 

with Level of Significance 

Mitigation 

SUI: Intersection cipera~es at LOS F 

SUI 
during AM peak hour under 

Cumulative Conditions with Modified 

Project designs. 

SUI: Intersection operates at LOS F 

SUI 
during AM peak hour under 

Cumulative Conditions with Modified 

Project designs. 

SUI: Intersection operates at LOS F 

SUI 
during AM peak hour under 

Cumulative Conditions with Modified 

Project designs. 

SUI: Intersection operates at Los·p 

SUI 
during AM peak hour under 

Cumulative Conditions with Modified 

Project designs. 

LTS: Intersection operation improves 

SUI 
to LOS C Quring PM peak hour under 

Existing plus Project conditions with 

Modified Project designs. 

LTS LTS: Intersection operation improves 

to LOS C during PM peak hour under 
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Level of 

Bicycle Plan FEIR Sigilificant Impacts FEfil Mitigation Measure 
Significance Modified Project 3-2 

with ·. Level of Significance 

Mitigation 

Street operating at LOS E during the . NB & SB Masonic Avenue Existing plus Project conditions with 

PM peak hour. movements (and away Modified Project designs. 

from .Fell Street WB Modified Project 3-2 would still 

movement). implement mitigation measure M-TR-

P3-2f tci further nnprove operations. 

TR-P3-2g: FEIR Option 1 Cumul~tive L TS: Inter.section operation improves 

(2025) plus Project impact at Masonic No feasible mitigation to LOS C during PM peak hour under 

Avenue/Fell Street operating at LOS F SUI Cumulative plus Project conditions identified 
during the PM.peak hour with Modified Project designs. 

TR-P3-2.h: FEIR Option 2 Cumulative L TS: Intersection operation improves 

(2025) plus Project impact at Masonic No feasible mitigation to LOS C during PM peak hour under 

Avenue/Fell Street operating at WS E SUI Cumulative plus Project conditions identified 
during the PM peak hour with Modified Project Designs. 

1R-P3-2i: FEIR Option 1 Cumulative SUI:. Intersection operates at LOS E 
(2025) plus Project impact at Masonic No feasible mitigation during PM peak hour under . 

Avenue/Geary Boulevard operating at identified 
SUI Cumulative Conditions with Modified 

WS E during the PM peak hour · Project designs 

1R-P3-2j: FEIR Option 1 Cumulative M-1R-P3-2j: Add ten sUI· LTS: Intersection operation improves 

(2025) plus Project impact at Masonic second,', of green time to to LOS D during PM peak hour under 

Avenue/Turk Street operating at LOS NB Masonic Avenue Cumulative plus Project conditions 

F during the PM peak hour direction (and away from with Modified Project designs. . 

Turk Street EB .movement .• Modified Project 3-2 would still 

implement mitigation measure M- M-

TR-P3-2j to further improve 

operations. 

1R-P3-2m: FEIR Option 1 Existing plus 
. No feasible mitigation 

LTS: Transit delay improves with ti::ie 

Project transit delay impact for the 43 
identified 

SUI Modified Project designs. 

northbound during the PM peak hour 

TR-P3-2n: FEIR Option 1 Cumulative LTS: Transit delay improves with the · 

(2025) plus Project transit delay impact No feasible mitigation 
SUI 

Modified Project designs. 

for the 43 northbound during the PM identified 
peak hour 

As discussed above in_~ore detail, the mitigation measures address significant traffic and transit impacts 
for Existing-plus-Project and Project-plus-Cumulative 2025 conditions along the Masonic Avenue project 
corridor as presented in the CEQA Findings adopted by the Plfillning Commission and in Table 1 through 
Table 4 of this Addendum. Most of the mitigation measures indicate no feasible mitigations were 
available, with the exception of mitigation at intersections (M-TR-P3-2f and M-TR-P3-2j), which could be 
implemented as part of the Bicycle Pla:n FEIR, although under Modified Project designs the impact would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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As discussed above, the Modified Project designs would result in similar or Jess significant unavoidable 
traffic impacts [JS identified in the FEIR for Project 3-2. Signific,mt impacts that are retained, but not 
made worse, under the Modified Project designs include TR-P3-2c, TR-P3-2d and TR-P3-2i. 'l11ese 
impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable, because identified mitigation measures could not 

be implemented to feilsibly reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels while also meeting the primary· 
goals and objectives of the project. In summary, the significance of impacts with the Modified Project 

designs as indicated for traffic, trnnsit, pedestrians, bicyclists, and loading would generally be the same 

or less than those described for Proj~ct 3-2 Options 1 and 2 reported in the certified FElR. 

Aesthetics 

The Modified Project would result in physical changes within the street right-of-way along the project 
corridor as described in this Addendum's Project Description. In summary, physical chilnges that may 
have an effect on the visual setting and aesthetic cha.racter of the area include removal of on-street 
parking,· establishment of new bicycle la11es, · changes to lane and sidewalk widths, transit bulbs, 
pedestrian corner QU!bs, the proposed median (in sections or.along entire corridor), and new landscaping 

and lighting along the project corridor . 

. The G~neral Plan .indicates that Masonic Avenue is a· "Street that Extends the Effect of Public Open 

Space" as well as a street that is "Important for the Quality of its Views" (General Plan, Urban Design 

Element, p. l.5.16). 

The Modified Project would alter public views currently available from Masonic Avenue, as well as the 
visual character of .the street and its immediate surroundings with the addition of comer bulbouts, 
pedestrian refuges, street-lighting, street trees along the sidewalks and within a new median, new lane 

stripping, as well as vehicular and pedestrian signage. The addition of these physical elements to the 
public realm would not adversely affect the_ str:eetscape and would contribute to a greater ·sense of visual 

organization associated with their. specific functions for pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists than 
currently exists. For example, bulbouts at corners and the landscaped medians would result in traffic 

calming and enhanced sight lines for both motorists and pedestrians. Bicycle lanes on the north and 
south sides of-Masonic Avenue would· provide a visually delineated path of.travel for cyclists as well as 
for motorists. Trees would add greenery ,along the edges of the roadway. Trees proposed within the· 

median would cor:itribute to greenery_within the roadbed, which is currently characterized primarily by 
views of large expanses of asphalt.1:Jo unique scenic resources would be adyersely affected. . . ~ . 
Like Project 3-2, FEIR Options 1 tlnd 2, the Modified Project designs would likely include the addition of 
signs along some of these streets, but such signs would not be excessively large and would not obstruct 
views or cast perceptible shadows. As described in the Bicycle Plan Initial Study (FEIR Appendix A, p. 
5~: . 

"Article 6 of the Planning Code governs signs in the City. Section 603 exempts 
governmental traffic control signs from the provisiqns of Article 6. · Portions of the 
Proposed Project would include improvements along designated scenic streets, which are 
identified in Planning Code Section 608.6. Planning Code Section 608.6 regulates the 
placement of signs along these designated scenic streets, and states that no general 
advertising sign ~nd no other sign exceeding 200 square feet in area can be placed along 
such streets. The Proposed Project would include the addition of street signage. 
However, any new signs installed as a result of the Proposed Project would be smaller 
than those regulated under Planning Code Section 608.6. Therefore, there would not be a 
.significant irr:,pact with respect to scenic street resources." 
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The .Modified Project's physical features would not affect a scenic vista, nor would it create new sources 

of substantial light or glare, or cast shadows. Therefore, the Modified Project designs, similar to the 
Bicycle Plan Initial Study findings, would have no significant impact~ with respect to scenic vista~, light, 

or glare. The project would not affect· a "Street that Extends the Effect of Public Open Space" or a street 
that is "Important for the Quality of its Views" in an adverse or demonstrable manner. Thus, similar to 

the conclusions reached in the Initial Study for the Bicycle Plan, there ~ould be no ~ignillcant adverse 
impacts related to visual char~cter and less-than-significant impact ·with respect to scenic resources 

resulting from the project .as modified. 

Air Quality 

TJ:le Bicycle Plan FEIR. (p. V.B, 22) fo~d that: 
. . 

''Implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in any· new traffic volumes 
being added to the roadway network; therefore, there would be no change in the 
intersection volume under project conditions. Hence, intersection volumes stay constant 
between Existing and Existing plus Project Conditions. Similarly, there is no change in 
intersection volumes between 2025 Cumulative and · 2025 Cumulative plus Project 
Conditions. However, the reduction of travel lanes at major intersections. would increase 
traffic congestion at some intersections ... under Cumulative Plus Project conditions, CO 
[carbon monoxide] would not exceed the ambient air quality standard and TAC [toxic air 
contaminants] emissions W!)Uld be less than existing at all intersections. Therefore 
implementation and operation of the project would not result in significant adverse air 
quality impacts. " 

''Bicycling has no associated emissions and the Proposed Project can reasonably be_ 
expected to reduce emissions citywide by shifting a portion of motor vehicle trips to 
bicycle trips. The Proposed Project co_uld contribute to a new reduction in emissions and 
thus would have no impact and would ·not contribute to a cumulative impact. .. 
implementation of the Proposed Project does not result in any new automobile trips 
being added to the roadway network. Under cumulative conditi_ons, with the Proposed 
Project included, CO and TAC emissions are predicte_d to decrease." 

As illustrated in Table I -through Table 4.in the Transportation analysis above, the Modifi~d Project 

Boulevard and Gateway ~esigns would generally be consistent with or iJ;nprove upon intersection 
operations at the FEIR study intersections, compared to the delays reported for Project 3-2 Options 1 and 

• • I •• 

2 in the FEffi.. Given the similarity to or reduction of delays expected under Modified Project designs as 
compared to the Bicycle Plan FE.IR traffic analysis, the conclusions reached for the Bicycle Plan Program 

and Cumulative Conditions in the FEIR in relation to Air Quality impacts would be substantially the 
sa~e as those for the program that would include the Modified Project. No new or substantially greater 
air quality impacts would occur. 

Archeology 

The Initial Study for_ the Bicycle Plan program det~ed that the project would have a less-than­
significant impact on Archeology, stating on P<!ge 58 of the Initial Study (Appendix A of the Bicycle Plan 
FEIR.): . 

"The Planning Department found that the Proposed Project may require excavation in 
places to widen or narrow the roadway in the process of reconfiguring traffic; lanes or 
parking, or to modify, install or remove medians. Excavation would be to a depth no 
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greater than 24 inches. 'No project .ictivities were identified that would result in a 
potential to adversely affect CEQA significant archeological resources." 

And Page 59: 

"C.~iven the possibility that unanlitipatcd archcological resources 111;-iy be impacted by the 
Proposed Project, MEA Standard Archeological Mitigation Measure- 1 (Accidental 

.Discovery) will be implemented. With this mitigation measure, the potential of the 

. Proposed Project to.affect significant archeological resources would be reduced to a less-

than-sig~ificant level." 

Mitigation Measure 1, from the Bicycle Plan Initial Study, addresses how to treat cultural resources in the 

case that any are discovered during construction of the Proposed Project. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 1 by the Modified Project designs would similarly be applicable and would reduce potential 
impacts to archeological resources and human remains to~ l~ss-than-significant level. 

Water Quality & Runoff . 

The Initial Study for the Bicycle Plan progr~m determined. that the project would have a less-than­
significant impact on Hydrology and Water Quality, stating on Page 75 of the Bicycle Plan Initial Study 

(Appendix A of the Bicycle Plan FEIR): 

"The Proposed Project, located within the existing street right-of-way, would not change 
the amount of impervious surface area substantially, or alter the drainage pattern for the 

affected streets significantly. There are elements of the Proposed Project that would 
involve minor excavation and. grading; however, the Proposed Project would generally 
r_eplace paved surfaces with paved surfaces, with the exception of trees along streets and 

sidewalks. In the case of removed tre~s, some areas that are currently not paved might be 
paved over and rendered impervious, adding to storrnwater runoff. These effects would 
be limited to small areas and would not be expected to significantly change runoff 
patterns." 

The Modified Project designs would, consistent with the above description, either replace existing 
pavement with new pavement ·or generally decrease the amount of impervious surface along the 

Masonic Avenue Corridor by adding in additional permeable landscaping elements. Similarly, although 
more specific designs of the median elements and pedestrian plaza are included with the Modified 
Project (Gateway and Boulevard) designs than as described in the Project 3-2 Options analysis in the 

Bicycle Plan FEIR(pp. IV .B-22 through IV.B-24), the design elements are similar to other projects analyzed 
in the FEIR, such as Projects 4-4, 5-6, 5-10 and potential elements analyzed under the Long-Term 
lmprovement Projects in the FEIR. During construction, there would be a temporary· increase in the 
potential for erosion and transport of soil particles during any ~xcavation. The Modified Project design 
construc;tion would be required to comply with all local water quality requirements, ~ncluding 
stormwater control measures to reduce potential erosion impacts during construction and runoff would 

be directed to the City's combined stormwater/wastewater system and would be treated to standards 

contained in the City's NPDES Perm.it prior·to discharge. Therefore,'the Modified Project designs would 

not substantially degrade hydrology and water quality, and impacts on water quality would be less than 
significant, consistent with the analys~s and conclusions made in the Bicycle Plan FElR Initial Study. 
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Other Issues 
The Initial Study for the Bicycle Plan program determined that for the following . topics, · any 
environmental effects associated with the Program and its individual projects would either be 
insignificant or would be reduced to a less-thanrsignificant level by implementation of the mitig;1tion · 
measures included in as part of the program: land use, population an~ housing, noise, air quality, 
recreation, utilities and service systems, public services,· biological resources, geology and soils, 
hydrology and water quality, hazards and hazardous .materials, mineral and energy resources, and 
agricultural resources. The FEIR did not discuss these issues further. The Initial Study, including the 
significance conclusions reached therein, remains applicable to the Modified Project designs and all 
mitigation and improvement measures from the Initial Study and the ·FEIR would be applied to the 
Modified. Project, as appropriate, unless the impact was reduced to a less-than-significant level, as 
previously described. 

· CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, the Department concludes that the analyses conducted and the conclusions 
reached in the FEIR certified on June 25, 2009 remain valid, and that no supplemental environmental 
review is required for the proposed project modifications. The Modified Project would not cause new 
significant impacts not identified in the FEIR, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of 
·previously identified significant impacts, and no new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce 
significant impacts. No changes have occurred with respect to circumstances surrounding the original 
project that would cause significant environme~tal irnpacb; to which the· modified Project 3-2 would 
contribute considerably, and no new information has been put forward which shows that the modified 
project would cause significant environmental impacts. Therefore, no supp~emental environmental 
review is requfred beyond this addendum. 

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer 
for John Rahaim, Director of Planning 

cc James Shahamiri, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, MTA Livable Streets 

Bulletin Board / Master Decision File 
Distribution List 
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APPENDIX A 

TRAFFIX OUTPUT 
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE CALCULATIONS 
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level Of S.el"1ce Computa!ion Report 
2000 HCNI Operalions (Base Volume AltemaUve) 

Fulure+Projed PM {Mod. Opl 1) 

Intersection #43: MasonidFell 

Signal=PermiURighls=lndude 
Base Vot ass-• 907 0 

lanes: 20 2 DD 

~4+~~~ 
Signal=Proled Signal=Proled 

Base Vol: Lanes: Righls=lndude Vol Cnt Date: Ml Righls=lnclude Lanes: 

_;: Cyde Time (sec): 9D +_ 0 0 D ... Loss Time (sec): 9 ·! 0 --L)I,- ~ 
0 0 -.... · Critical VIC: D.847 .,._ 3 

0 r Avg Ctil Del (sec/veh): 25.6 r 0 

0 0 Avg Delay (seclveh): 24.4 

lDS: C 

~ ~ t .t~ ~ 
Laoes: 0 0 2 0 0 

BaseVot 6 902 0 
Signal=Permi!/Rights=lncfude 

BaseVot 

186 

2367 ... 

• 278 

Approach: North Bound South .Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L :-- T - R L T - R L - T R L - T R 
------------1---------------1 1-------· . ------1 1------------. --1 1------------ --1 
Min. Green: 38 38 0 0 38 38 0 0 0 15 43 ·43 
Y+R: 4. a 4. o 4. a . 4. o 4. a 4. o 4. a 4. o 4. o 4. o 4. o 4. a 
------------1---------------11---------------11--· ------.----11---------------1 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol: 6 902 a a 907 886 0 0 o· 278 2367 188 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00· 1.00 1.00 1. 00 · 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initi'al Bse: 6 902 0 0 907 886 0 0 0 278 2367 188' 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00. 1.00 l.00 1.00 .1.00 1. 00 l.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.09 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 ·o·.95 0.95 0.95 0.95. 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 6- 949 0 0 955 933 0 0 0 293 2492 19~ 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 a ·O 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 6 ·949 0 0 955 933 ·o 0 0 293 2492 198 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 . 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.cio 1:00 1. OQ. 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 · 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00. 
Final Volume: 6 949 0 0. 955 933 0 0 0 293 2492 198 
----------- · 1---------------1 1--------------- I' 1---------------1 1------ . -------1 
Saturation. Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 19.00 
Adjustment: .0.89 0.89 1..00 1.00 0.93 0'.68 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.78 0.88 0.82 
Lanes: 0.01 1.99 0.00 0.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 3.69" 0.31 
Final Sat.: 22 3342 0 . 0 3538 2599 0 · 0 0 1477 6177 491 
-- . -------~-1-. ------------· I 1---------------1 1---------------1 1------------- ·-1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.28 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 0,40 0.40 
Crit Moves:" **** **** 
Green Time: 38.0 38.0 :o.o 0.0 38.0 38.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 43,0 43.0 43.0 
Volume/Cap: 0. 67 0. 67 0.00 0.00 a. 64 0. 85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.84 0.84 
Delay/Veh: 23.5 :l3.5 0.0 0.0 22.7 31. 7 o.o 0.0 0.0 17 .1 23.5 23.5 
User DelAdj : 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.ao 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
AdjDel/Veh: 23.5- 23. 5 0.0 0.0 22.7 31. 7 a.a 0.0 o.o 17 .1 23. 5 23.5 
LOS by Move: C C A A C C A A A B C C 
HCM2kAvgQ: 12 12 0 0 io 13 0 0 0 5 21 19 
Note: Queue reported is the number qf cars per lp.ne. 
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Level Of Service Computallon Report 
2000 HCM Operations (Base Volume Al!emative) · 
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Approach: North Bounq. South Bound· East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L - . T - R L - T R L . - T - R L - T - R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11--------~------1 
Min. Green: 38 38 O O 3g 38 0 · o· O 15 43 43 
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 . 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
-----. ------1------------. --1 1--------------~ I 1------------ · - :11-· ----y--------1 
Velum~ Module: 
Base Vol: .5 798 0 0 855 835 0 0 0 237 2023 160 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 5 798 0 0 855 835 0 0 0 237 2023 160 
User Adj: 1. 00 1.00· 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00·1.oo 
PHF Adj: o. 95 D. 95 0.95 0.95 o·.95 · o .95 0.95 0.95 0.95 . 0.95 0.95" 0.95 
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Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -0 0 0 0 0 
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MLF ll;dj: 1.00·1.oo f.oo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.09 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
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------------1---------------11---------------11--------.------11-----·---------r 
Saturation Flow Module: 
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Adjustment: 0.89 0.89 l.OQ 1.00 0.~3 0.68 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.78 0.88 O.B2 
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------------1~--------------11---------------11---------------11--------~-----1 
Capacity Analysis Module: · 

. Vol/Sat: 0.25 _0.2-5 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.34 0.34 
Crit Mo.ves: **** **** 
Green Time: 38.0. 38.0 38.0 .38-.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 43.0 43.0 43. 0 
Volume/Cap:- Q. 60 0. 60 0. 60 . 0. BO· 
Uniform Del: 20.1 20.1 20.1· 22.7 

0.00 0.00 
o .o· 0.0 

o.oo·o.oa o.bo 0.35 o .. 72 0.72 
o.o 0.0 0.0 14.8 18.7 18 :1 

IncremntDel: 1.8 1.8. 1.8 6.2 . 0. 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4· 1.4 1. 4 
InitQueuDel: 0.0 .0.0 0.0 0.0 
Delay Adj : · 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
Delay/Veh: ·21.9 21.9 22.0 28.9 

O.Q 0.0 
0.00 O.QO 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.00 0.90 0.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
0.0 0.0 0.0 16.2 20.2 20.2 

User DelAdj:· 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 LOO 1.00. 1. oo. 1. 00 1.00 
AdjDel/Veh: 2L9 ·21.9 22.0 28.9 0.0 0. o. 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.2 20.2 20.2 
LOS by Move: C C C C A A A A A B C ·c 
HCM2kAvgQ: ·10 10 10 12 
Note:· Queue reported is the n\llllber of cars per 

0 0 0 0 0 4 15 14 
lane. 

Page2-4 

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyrigh! (c) 2008 Dowling #,SS. Inc. Licensed lo CITY & CO. OF 5.F. 



COMPARE Tue Jan 18 14.58:01 2011 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operafions (Base Volume AUemat1ve) 

Future+Projecl PM (Mod. Opt 1) 

Intersection #44: Masonic/Geary 

Signal=Pemm/Rtghts=lndude 
Base Vot '2Zl 1395-•• 0 

Lanes. 10 2 OD 

~4t~~ 
Signal=Pcolecl Slgnal=Protect 

Base Vol: Lanes: Rigt,ts=lndude VoJCnl Dale: r,/a R1ghls=lndude 'Lanes: 

j Cycle Time.(sec): 90 

~ 104 0 

!· Loss Tune (sec): 7 .t-0 
~ ,s,-· 1· _,... · Ctilica!V/C: 0.736 "'4--

0 T Avg Crlt Del (sec/veh): 105.4 T 0 

13B t Avg Delay (sec/veh): 68.7 +- 2 

LOS: E 

-~ ~t t t,,.. ~ 
Lanes: 1 O 2 D .1 

Base Vol: 91".. 722 236 
Signal=Prolecl/Rights;elnclude 

.•,. Page2-7 

Base Vol; 

9 

156 

42s-· 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound . West Bound 
Movement: L T - R L - T R L T R L T R 
___ · --------1---------------1 1------· -- . -----1 f-. ------------11------· --------1 
Min. Green: 19 56 56 33 33 33 11 27 27 11 27 · 27 
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 .4-0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

---·--------1---------------11--~----- ------11------------~--11---------------1 
Volume Module: 
Base ·Vol: 91 722 236 0 1395 227 104 151 138 425 156 9 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 ·1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial ~se: 91 722 236 0 1395 227 104 151 138 425. 156 9 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0.0 1.00 1.00 ~.00· 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0-95 0.95 0.95 '0.95 
PHF :Volume: 96 760 248 0 1468 239 109 °159 145 447 164 9 
Reduct Vol.: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O O .0 O O 
Reduqed Vol: 96 760 · 248 0 1468 239 109 159 145. 447 164 9 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00. 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 ·1.00 1.00 
FinalVolume: 96 760 248 0 1468 239 109 159 145 447 164 9 

------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Moc;iule: ' . 
Sat/L~ne: 1900. 1900 1900 1900 1900· 1900 1900 1900 1900 .1900 1900 1900 
Adju_stment: 0.93 0.93 0.78 ·1.00 0.93 0.83 0.93 0.98 0.83 0.90 0.92 0.92 
Lanes: 1.00 2.00 1.00 0.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.89 0.11 
Final Sat.: 1769 3538 1477 0 3538 1583 1769 1862 1583 34.32 3318 191 

------------1-------·-------11------------ ·--11---------------11---------· -----1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 

.Vo.l:/Sat: 0.05 0.21 0.17 0.00 0.42 0.15 0.06 0.09, 0.09 0.13 0.05 0.05 
Crit Moves: **** **** **** **** 
Green Time: 16.9 49.5 49.5 0.0 .32. 6 32.6 9.9 24 .1 24.1 10.2 24.4 24.4 
Volume/Cap: 0.29 0.39 0.31 0.00 1.15 0.42 0.56 0.32 0.34 1.15 0.18 0.18 
Delay/Veh: 37.4 13.6 13.3 0.0 108 · 26.5 53.8 31.3 32.1 137.0 28.7 28. 7 
Oser DelAdj : 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
AdjDel/Veh: 37.4 13.6 13.3 0.0 108 26.5 53.8 3L3 32.1 137.0 28.7 28. 7 
LOS-by Move: D B ·B A F C D C C. F C C 
HCM2kAvgQ:· 2 7 4 0 40 6 ~ 4 4 14 2 2 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 

Traffix B.0.0715 Copyright (c) 200B Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to CITY & CO. OF S.F. 



COMPARE Tue Jan 1614:56:012011 

Level Of SelVice Computation Report 
2000 HCM OperaUons (Base Volume Al\emative) 

Exlsting+Projed PM (Mod. opt 1} 

Intersection #44: Masonic/Geary 

Slgnalaf'enni!JRights:lnclude 
Base Vol: 202 1245"' 0 

Lanes: 1 0 2 D 0 

~ 4 t ~ ~--
Signai=Proled Signal~Protect 

Base Vo!: Lanes: Righl5"1nclude Vol Cnt Date; nla Rights=lnclude Lanes: ... , C-jcle Time(=): ' 00 .l 

99 y ~- 0 

4 Loss lime (sec): 7 .t-0 

143 ---Jli,- Critical VIC: 0.679 +-
0 ·T AVQ Crit Del (sec/veh): 70.6 

1= 
0 

131"· 1' Avg Delay (seclveh): 4a4 2 

LOS: D 

~ ~ t t,,.. r*"· 
Lanes: 1 D 2 0 1 · 

Bas.e Vot BJ- 694 226 
Sign;,!af'roiec!IRighlS"lncl~ 

Base Vat 

8 

147 

400-

Approach: North Bpund South Bound East .Bound West Bound 
}1:Y.r~:::u~nt: D - T ·- R L - 'l' :- R T, - '1' R L - T R 
------------1--------------. I 1------.---.----1 !-----.---.-----11---------------1 
Min. Green: · 19 56 56 33 33 33 11 27 27 11 27 2.7 
Y+R: 4.0 .4.0 4.0 '4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0· 4.0 4.0 4.0 
------------1-. . . _______ . --11------------ · --11---- ·------- . -1 1--------------1 
Volume Module: 
Base Voi: 87 694 226 0 1245 202 99 143 131 . 400 . 147 8 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00, 
Initial Bse: 87 694 226 0 1245 202 99 143 131 400 147 8 
User Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF :/\,dj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 '0.95. · 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 92 731 238 0 i311 213 104 151 138 421. 155 8 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 92 731 238 0 1311 213 104 151 138 . 4.21 155 8 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.-00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1..00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 0-0 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. oo· 1. oo 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
Final Volume: 92 73l 238 o· 1311 . 213 104. 151 138 421 155 9· 
.------------1,---------------11-----. ------. --11---------------1 1------· ---. ----1 . 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 190Q 190.0 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.93 0.93 0. 78' 1.00 0.93 0.83 0.93 ·0.98 0.83 0.90 0.92 p.92 
Lanes: 1.00 2.00 1. 00 ·O. DO 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.90 b.10 
Final Sat.: 1769 3538 1477 0 3538 1583 1769 1862 1583 3432 3328 181 
------------1- ·--------- ·---11---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.05 0.21 0.16 0.00 0.37 D.13 0.06 0.08 0.09 0 .. 12 0.05 0.05 
Crit Moves: **** **** **** **** 
Green Time: 16.9 49.1 49. l 0.0 32.1 32.l 10.0 24.1 24.l 10.6 24.7 24.7 
Volume/Cap: 0.28 0.38 0.30 0.00 1.04 0.38 0.53 0.30 0.33 1.04 0.17 0.17 
Oniform·Del: 35.1 13.2 12.5· 0.0 32.·5 24.l 42.4 29.5 29.7 44.5 27.9, 27.9 I 
IncremntDel: 2.0 0.6 0.9 0.0 35.6 1.9. 9.7 1. 6 2.0 54:9 0.4 0.4 
InitQueuDel: ·o.o o.o o.o 0.0 0.0 o.·o 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 o·. o 0.0 0.0 
Delay Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 J:. 00 0.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
Delay/Veh: 37.l 13.7 13.4 0.0 68.l 26.0 52.1 31.l 31. 7 99.4 28.3 28.3 
User DelAdj : 1.00 1. DO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1:00 .1.00 1.00 1.00' 1.00' 1.00 
AdjDel/Veh: 37 .1 13. 7. 13.4 0.0 68.l' 26.0 ·52.l 31. l 31. 7. 99.4 28.3 28.3 
LOS by Move: D B B A 'E C D C· C F C C 
HCM2kAvgQ: 2 7 4 0 30 5 4 4 4 12 2 2 
Note: Queue reported is the number of 'cars p~r lane. 
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COMPARE Tue Jan 18 14:SB:012011 

level Of Serwce Computafton Report 
2000 HCM Operaftons (Base Volume Attemaftve) 

Future+Project AM (Mod. Opt 1}" 
Intersection #59: Masonic/Turk 

Slgnal=Penn!J/Righis=lndude 
Base Vot 155 1361 2 

Lanes: 01 1 00 

~-4~t~~ 
Signal=Pennlt Signat=Pennlt 

Base Vol: Lanes: Rigt>ts=lndude Vol Cnt Date: Ml Rights=lnclude Lanes: 

213·- _j- Cycle Time (sec): .90 'l_ D 

0 -t 
937 0 _.,. 

Loss Time (sec): 10 

Critical VIC; 1.567 
4-.,._ 

T 
40 0 t 

Avg Cril Del (sec/veh): 182.7 

A\/g Delay (sec/veh): 161.7 
T D 

~ 
LOS: f 

~I ~ t t,+ ~ 
Lanes: 0 0 . 1 0 

BaseVot 2314" .. 135 
Signal=PermiVRighls=lnduae 

BaseVot 

121 

639 

121 

Approach: -North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L - · T - R. L - T R L T R L T R 
--- --------1-------.-------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Min. Green; 53 53 53 53 53 53 27 27 27 27 27 27 
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0- 4.0 · 4.0 4.0 4~0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
------------1---------------1 1------------. --1 1-------------- . ! 1·---------------1 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol: · 3 2314 135 .2 -1361 155 213 937 40 121 639 121 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 I. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 3 2314 135 2 1361 155 213 937 40 121 639 121 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95· 0.95 0 •. 95 .0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 3 2436 142 2 1433 163 224 986 ·42 127 673 127 
Reduct Vol: O O O O O O O o O o o o 
Reduced Vol: 3 2436 142 2 1433 163 224 986 42 127. 673 127 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00. LOO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.60 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
FinalVolurne: 3 2436 142 2 H33 163 224 986 42 127 673 127 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1· 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 o •. 90 0.90 0.81 0.81 0 .. 81 ·0.19 0.99 0.99 0.15 0.93 0.93 
Lanes: 0.01 1.88 0.11 0.01. 1.79 0.20 1.00 0.96 0.04 1.00 1.68 0 .. 32 
Final Sat.: 4 3227 188 4 2761 314 352 1811 77 281 29.62 561 
·-----------1------.--------11--·------------11---------------11---------------1 

Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.64 0.54 0.54 0.45 0.23 0.23 
Crit Moves: **** **** 
Green Time: 53.0 53.0 53.0 53.0 53.0 53.0 27.0 
Vo_lume/Cap-: 1.28 1.28 1.28 0.88 0.88 0.88 2.13 
Uniform Del: 18.5 18.5 10.·5 15.8 15.8 15.8 31.5 
IncremntDel:130.6 131 130.7 5.4 5.4 5.4 537.2 
InitQueuDel: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Delay Adj: 1. 00 l. 00 1. 00 1. 00 l. 00 1. 00 l. 00 
Delay/Veh: 149.l 149 149.2 21.2 21.2 21.2 568.7 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
AdjDel/Veh: 149.l 149 149.2 21.2 21.2 21.2 568:7 
LOS by Move: F F F C C C F 
HCM2kAvgQ: 72 72 72· 22 22 22 22 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 

27.0 
l. 82 
31.5 

374 
0.0 

1. o·o 
405 

1.00 
405 

F 
86 

27.0 
1.82 
31.5 

373.8 
o.o 

1.00 
405.3 
1. 00 

405.3 
F 

86 

27. O· 27. 0 
1.51 0.76 
31.5 28.5 

281.0 3.2 
0.0 o.o 

1.00 1.00 
312.5 31.7 
1.00 1.00 

312.5 31. 7 
F C 

11 12 

27.0 
0.76 
28.5 
3.2 
0.0 

1.00 
. 31. 7 
1.00 
31. 7 

c· 
12 

Page2-9 

Trallix B.0.0715 • Copyright (c) 2008 ~J I\SSOdales, Inc. Licensed lo.CITY & CO. OF S.F. 



COMPARE Tue Jan is 14:58:012011 

level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations (Base Volume Allemalive) 

Elcisting+ProJecl AM (Mod. Opt 1) 

Intersection #59: Masonic/Turk 

Signal=Pe1TT1iURights:lnc:lude 
Base Vol: 89 782 1 

Lanese D 1 1 D D 

~4tt'*~ 
Sigm,l=Perrr.11 Signal=Peanlt 

Base Vol: Lanes: RighW'lnciude Vol Cnt Date: .nla Rights=lnc:lude Lanes: 

_f Cj,"ds Tulle {secj: Y'J k__ 101 0 

4 Loss Time (sec): 10 .i-0 

446 0 ---+. Crltlc:a!V/C: 0.927 +-
~ 

Avg Crit Del {sec:/veh): 28.7 T 0 

19 0 ") Avg Delay (sec/veh): 25.B 

~ 
. 1 

LOS: .c 

~ ~ t ~ ~ 
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 •O 

Base Vat 2 1689"- 98 
Slgr1lll=Pe1TT1itJRigh!s=lnciude 

BaseVot 

73 

387 

73•-

Appro.acl:).: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
"MnvP.m.,.nt:: L - T - R L T _: R L T ·• R L - T - R 

------------1--------------- I I-------. -------1 1---------------.l 1---. ----------- I 
'Min. Green: 53 5·3 53 53 53 53 27 27 27 27 27 27 
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0' 4.0; 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

,------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
V;lume Module: · · 
Base Vol: 2 1689 98 1 782 89 101 446 19 73 387 73 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.00 1.00. 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Ini-tial Bse: 2 1689 98 1 782 89 101 446 19 73 387 .73 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 ·l.00 1.00 LOO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 LOO 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 2 1778 103 1 823 94 106 469 20 77 · 407 77 
Reduct Vol: 0 O O O O O O O O O O O 
Reduced Vol: 2 1778 103 1 823 94 106 469 20 77 40,7 77 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 ·1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: . l'.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00' 1.00 1.00.1.00 1.00 
FinalVolum.e: 2 1778 103 . 1 0:?3 94 106 469 ~o · .77 407 77 
------------1----.----------11--------~------11-----------·---11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.40 0.99 0.99 0.15 0.93 0.93 
Lanes: .0.01 1.88 0.11 0.01 1.79 0.20 1.00 0.96 0;04 1.00 1.68 o.·32 
.Final Sat.: 4 3229 187 4 3045 39-7 756 1811 

1 

77 281 2964 559 
_. ----------1---------------1· 1------------- · -1 1------------. --11----- .. ----- . --1 
Capa~ity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.55 0.55 D.55 0.27 0,2] 0.27 0.1~ 0.26 0.26 0.27 0.14 0.14 
Crit Moves: **** 
Green Time: 53.0 53.0 
Volume/Cap: 0.94 0,94 
Uniform Del: 16.9 16.9 
IncremntDel: 8.8 B.B 
InitQueuDel: 0.0 0.0 
Delay Adj: 1.00 1.00 
Delay/Veh~ 25.B 25.8 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1. DO. 
AdjDel/Veh: 25.8 25.8 
LOS by·Move: C C 
HCM2kAvgQ: 26 26 

. Note: Queue .reported is 

53.0 
0.94 
16.9 
8.8 
o,o 

1.00: 
2;,.8 
1. 00 · 
25.8 

C 
26 

53.0 53.0 
0.46 o. 46. 
10. 4 10.4 
0.2 0.·2 

. 0 .o 0.0 
1. 00 1. 00 
10.6 10.6 
1. 00 1 .. DO 
10.6 

B 
7 

10.6 
B 
7 

53.0 
0.46 
10.4 

0.2 . 
0.0 

1. 00 
10.6 
1. oo· 
10.6 

B 
7 

27.0 27.0 
0.47 0.86 
25.7. 29.B 
1.5 13. 0 
0.0 0.0 

i. DO 1. 00 
27.2 42.8 
1.00 1.00 

·21.2 
C 
3 

42.B 
D 

16" 
the number of cars P.er lane. 

**** 
27.0 27 .. ·Q 27.0 27.0 
0. 86 o.~1 0."46 0.'46 
29.8 30.3 25.6 25.6 
13.0 68.8 0.3 0.3 
0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 

1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. DO 
42.8 99.2 25.9 25.9 
1.00 1.00 LOP 1. 00 
42.8 99.2 25.9 25.9 

D F C C 
16' 5 6 6· 
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COMPARE ·. T.ue Jan 18 14:58:012011 

Level or Seivice ComputaUon Report 
2000 HCM Operations (Base Volume Allemabve) 

Fulure+Project PM (Mod. Opt 1) 

Intersection #59: Masonic/Tun< 

Signal=Pennil/Righls=lndude 
Base Vol. 141 1635··• O 

Lanes: 01 1 00 ~4·++~~ 
Signal=Permn Signal=Penrut 

Base Vol: Lanes: Righls=lnciude Vol Cnl Dale: n/a Rights=lnciude Lanes: 

J- Cycle Time (sec). 90 

~ 102··· 0 

4 Loss Time (sec): 10 J._ 0 

273 D _.,.. CriUcal VIC: ·1 031 .,.._ 
T Avg Grit Del (sec/veh): 39.5 T 0 

54 D ~-t Avg Delay (sec/veh): 36.0 r 
T 

LOS: D 

.._, +t t ~ r+-
Lanes: 0 0 0 

Base Vol; 10 1113. 50 
SignaJ=Permil/Righls=lnciude 

Base Vol: 

108 

B10 

2ST 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L T R .L - T R L T R L - T R 

------------1---------------1 t---------------11-------------- ·11---------------1 
Min. Green: 49 49 49 49 49 49 31 31. 31 31 31 31 
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4..0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

------------1---------------11---------~·---11---------------11---. ---------~-I 
Volume Module: 

.Base Vol: 10 1113 50 0 1635 141 102 273 54 257 810 108 
Growth.Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 10 1113 50 0 1635 141 102 273 54 257 810 108 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1..00 1.00 1.00 LOO J,.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 LOO 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.'95 0.95 0.95 0 .. 95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 11 1172. 53 0 1121· 148 107 287 57 271 853 114 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
lleduced Vol: 11 1172 53 0 1721 148 107 287 57 271 853 114 
PCE Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 · 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 · 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: LOO 1.00 i.oo 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Final Volume: 11 1172 53 0 1721 148 107 287 57 271 853 114 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11------·------~-1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjus·tment: 0. 76 o. 76 0.76 1.00 0.94 0.94 0.14 0.98 0.98 0.37 D.93 0. 93 
Lanes: 0.02 1.90 0.08 0.00 1.84 0.16 1.00 0.83 0.17 1.00 1. 76 0.24 
Final Sat.: 25 2751 124 0 3284 283 274 1547 306 703 3128 417 
. ------------1---------------11---------------1 1---------------1 1.---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.39 0.19 0.19 0.38 0.27 0.27 
Crit Moves: **** **** 
Green Time: 49.0 49.0 49.0 0.0 49.0 49.0 31.0 31. 0 31.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 
Volume/Cap: 0.78 D. 7.8 0.78 o.oo 0.96 0.96 1.14 0.54 0.54 1.12 o. 79 0.79 
Delay/Veh: 18. 9 18. 9 18.9 0.0 32.4 32.4 164.6 24.7 24.7 122 .5 30.2 30.2 
User DelAdj: 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00. 1. DO 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00. 1.00 1.00 
Adj Del/Veh : 18.9 18.9 18.9 0.0 32.4 32.4 164.6 24.7 24.7 122.5 30.2 30.2 
LOS by Move: B' B B 1). C C F C C F C C 
HCM2kAvgQ: 14 14 14 0 25 25 7 8 8 ' 15 15 15 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per J,.ane. 

424 
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COMPARE Tue Jan 1614:58:012011 

Level Of SE!!Vice Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations (Base VolumeAJlemati\12) 

Eldsting+ProJect PM (Mod. Opt 1) 

lnterse.ction #59: Masonic/Turk 

Signat--PeaniURJghls=inc:lude 
Base Vot 134 1557'.'" D 

Lanes: ~o 4 i ~ o~ 

· Signal=Parmlt 
Base Vol; Lanes: Righls=lndude Vol Cnl Dale: nfa 

• Cydc TITT"~ (sec): so 
75 3"-

4 µ,ss 11me (sec); 9 
O· 

202 0 -Jii,- Cri!icalV/C: 0,B55 

i 
A"9 Crit Del (seciveh); 25.5 

40 0 A"9 Delay [sec/lleh): 23.3 

LDS: C 

~ +t t ~ ~ 
Lanes: D O 1 D 

Base Vet 9 1011 45 
Signal=Perrnit/Rights=lndude 

SigneJ--Peanft 
Righls=lnclude Lanes: Base Vot 

l. 0 

J_ .,._ 
9B 

736 

TD 
... 1. ,233-

· Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound · West Bound 
M" ...... .-..Tft.GT"I+-. • !.. T - R. !.: - . T R L - T . R T, • - T - R 

.------------1---------·-----11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
·Min. Green: 49 49 49 49 49 . 49 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Y+R: . 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.·0 4.0 4.0' 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.Q 4.o· 4.0 
------------1---------------11----------· ----11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol: 9 1011 45 0 1557 134 75 202 40 233 736 98 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 l.QO LOO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bs~: 9 1011 45 0 1557 134 75 202 40 233 736 98 
Us.er Adj: 1.00 1. 00 · 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 LOO :J..00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.95. 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 o:95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 9 1064 47 0 1639 141 •79 213 42 245 775 103 
Reduct Vol: 0 ·O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 9 1064 47 0 1639 141 79 213 42 245 775 1,03 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.". 00 1.00 . 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: i:oo LOO 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.·00 1. 00 
FinalVolume: 9 1064 47 0 1639 :1.41 79 213 42 245 775 103 
--------- .· - ~--. ------ ·-----11---------------11--· ------------1 1------------ · - I 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane:· 1900 1900 1900· 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.83 0.83 0.83 1.00 0.94 0.94 0.18 0.98. 0 .98 . 0.48 0.93 0.93 
Lanes: 0.02 1. 90 0.08 o.o.o 1.,84 0.16 1.00 0.83 · 0.17 1. 00 1.76 0.24 
Final Sat.: 27 2981 133 0 3284 283 336 1546 306 .906 3128 417 
--------·---1---·-----------11-----·---------11---------------1·1--·---.--------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.36 0.36 · 0.36 0.00 .0.50 0.50 0.23 0.14 0.14 6.27 0.25 0.25. 
Crit Moves: **** **** 
Green Time: 50.0 50.0 50.0 o.o 50.0 .50.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 31 .• 0 31.0 
Volume/Cap: 0.64 o. 64 0.64 0.00 0.90 0.90 0.68 0.40 0.40 · 0. 79 o. 72 o. 72 
Uniform Del: 13.8 13.8 13.8 0.0 17.7 17.7 25.3 22.4. 22.4 26.5 25. 7 25. 7 · 
IncremntDel: 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.0 5.9 5.9 15.3 0.4 0.4 12.4 2.1 2.1 
InitQueuDel: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .o.o o·. o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Delay Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 o.oo 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 
Delay/Veh: · 14. 7 14.7 14.7 0.0 23. 7 23.7 40.6 22:0 22.8 38.9 27 .B 27. 8 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.60 1. 00 1.00 
AdjDel/Veh: 14. 7 14. 7 14.7 0.0 23.7 23. 7 · 4.0.6 22.B 22·.a 38.9 27.B 27 .8 
LOS by Move: B B B A C C D C C D C C 
HCM2kAvgQ: 11 11 11 0 21 21 3 5 5 a 12 12 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
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COMPARE 

Intersection #60: Masonic/Fulton 

Base Vet 

lanes: 

Tue Jan 1B 14:58:01 2011 

Leve! or SeNice Compulabon Report . 
2000 HCM Operations (Base Volume Allemalive) 

FUIUre<-Pro)ed AM (Mod Opt 1) 

Signal=Pennil/Rigt,ts=lnc:lude • 
103 1163 4 

0 1 1 0 0 

~4t~* 1

~ 
Signal=Permtt Signal=Penntt 

BaseVot Lanes: Right.-lnc:lude Vo!CnlOate: n/a Righls=lndude Lanes: Base Vet 

-l_ 0 44 _f Cycle Time {sec)· 90 
239 0 

.t-

...._ 0 
4 Loss Tune (sec): 10 

792·- 0 -)It-- Critic:a!VIC: 1.243 252 

T., 
... 0 

T Avg Cnl Del (sec/veh): 135.B 

64 0 

~ 
Avg Delay (sec/veh): 9B.6 19 

LOS: F 

Lanes: 0 0 0 
Base Vol: 0 22:is-~ 78 

Slgnal=Pennil/Righ!s=!nc:lude 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L - T R L - T R L - T - R L - T R 

------------1---------------11---------------11----~----------11---------------1 
Min. Green: 52 52 52 52 52 52 28 28 28 28 28 28 
Y+R: 4..0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

------------1-----------.---11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol: 0 2236 78 4 1163 103 239 792 64 19 252 44. 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 .· 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: 0 2236 78 4 1163 103 239 792 64 19 252 44 
User ?,dj: 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1:00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 0 2354 82 4 1224 108 252 834 67 20 265 46· 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 2354 82 4,1224 108 252 834 67 20 265 46 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. OD 1.00 1.00 .1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
Final Volume: 0 2354 82 4 1224 108 252 834 67 20 265 46 
----------.-1--------.------11---------------11---------------11-·--------. ---, 
saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 1. 00 0. 95 o. 95. 0. 78. o. 78, 0.78 D. 71 o. 71 0. 71 0. 64 0. 6~ 0. 64 
Lanes: 0. 00 1. 93 0.07 0.01 1.83 0.16 0.43 1.45 0.12 0.12 1. 60 0.28 
Final Sat.: 0 3471 121 9 2727 242 590 1954 158 146 1937 338 
------------1---------------11-----------.---11---------------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis.Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.68 0. 68 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.14 0.14 9-14 
crit Moves: **** **** 
Green Time: 0.0 5_2.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 20.0· 28.0 
Volume/Cap: 0.00 1.17 1.17 0.78 0.78 0.78 1.37 1.37 1.37 0. 44 0:44 0. 44 
Uniform Del: 0.0 J.9.0 19.0 14.6 14.6 14. 6 31.0 31.0 31.0 24.7 24.7 24.7 
IncremntDel: 0.0 83. 6 83.6 2.3 2.3 2.3 174.8 175 174. B 0.4 0.4 0.4 
InitQueuDel: 0.0 ·o.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Delay Adj: 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.'00 1. 00 1.00. 
Delay/Veh: 0.0 103 102.6 16.9 16.9 16.9 205.B 206 205.8 25.2 25.2 25.2 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 
Adj Del/Veh: 0.0 103 102.6 16.9 16.9 .16.9 205.8 

0

206 205.B 25.2 25.2 25.2 
LOS by Move: A F F B B B F F F C C C 
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 60 60 14 14 14 39 39 39 4. . 4 4 
Note: Queue· reported is the number of cars per lane. 
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COMPARE Tue Jan 1814:58:01 201,1 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operations (Base Volume Allemative) 

E>cis!lng+Projed: AM (Mod. Opt 1) 

Intersection #60: Masonic/Fulton 

Base Vol: 

124 

41Z-

33 

Signar-Permil/Rights=lnclude 
Base Vat. 6B 770 2 

Lanes: 01 1 00 

Sig:nel=Perrnil 
Lanes: Rlghts=lnclude 

D __;. 

4 
0 _.,. 

1 .T 
0 "t-· 

Lanes: 
Base Vat 

~4+~-'+ 
Vol Cnt Dale: nla 

C.7-c:;aTirr-.e·(oee}: re 

Loss lime (sec): 10 

Critical VIC: 0.805 

Avg Qi! Del (~eclveh): 22.5 

Avg Delay (sec:/veh): 19.7 

LOS: B 

0 0 0 
0 1644- 5l 

Slgna!=PeJmillRights=lnclucle 

Signsl..PE!l!lit 
Rights=lnclude Lanes: 

.·--l_ 0 

J__ ...._ a 

·T • D 

Base Vat 

40 

233 

11. 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
. Movement: L - T - R L T R L - T - R L - T - R 
------------1-------- ·------11---------------11---------------11·- . ------------1 
Min. Green: 52 52 52 52' 52 52 · · 213 28 28 · 28 28 28 

"Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 . 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
-----------. 1------------ ·--11---------------11---------------1 1--- ·. ------. ---1 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol: 0 1644 57 2. 770 68 124 412 33 17 233 40 
Growth' Adj : 1.00 1.00 1.00 i.qo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. DO 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 0 1644 57 2 770 68 12A 412 33 17 233 40 
User. Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 . 1. 00 1.00 LOO 
PHF Adj: 0.95, 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0. 95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
l?HF Volume: 0 1731 60 2 Bil· 72 131 434 35 18 245 42 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 0 1731 60 2 811 72 -131 434 35 18 245 42 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 .1. 00 LOO 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 LOO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Final Volume: 0 1731 60 2 811 72 131 434 35 18 245 42 
---- · ---. ---1 ---------------1 1---------------·I 1---------------1 1---------------1 

· Sat'uration Flow Module: 
sai/Lane: ·1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adju¥tment: ·1.00 0.95 0.95 0.90 0.90 o·.90 0.72 0.72 Q.72 0.84 ·0.04· .0.84 
Lanes: 0.00 1.93 0.07 0.01 1.83 0.16 0.43 1.45 0.12 0.12 1.61 0.27 
Final Sat.: O 3472 120 B 3122 276 600 1995 160 188 2578 443 
------------1 . ---- ·--. ------1·1---------------11---------------1 [---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: · · · · 
Vol/S~t: 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.22 0;22 0.22 0.10 0.10 0.10 
Crit Moves: **** **** 
Green· Time: O.Q 52.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.86 . 0. 86 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.70·0.70 0.7p 0.31 0.31 0.31 
Uniform Del: 0.0 16.0 16.0 ·10.8 -10.B 10.8 27. 3 27 .3 27.3 23.6 23.6 23. fi.. 
IncremntDel: 0.0 4.0 4.0 0.2 0.2 0.2 2.6 2.6 2.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 

·InitQueuDel: o.o o.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 
Delay Adj: 0.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 LOO 1:. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Delay /Veh': .o.o 20.0 20.0 11.0 11.0 11. 0 29.9 29.9 29,.9 23.8 23.8 23.8 
User DelAdj: 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
Adj Del/Veh: 0.0 20.0 20.0 11·. 0 11.0 11. 0 29.9 29.9 29. 9. 23.8 23.8 23.8 
LOS .by Move: A B B" B B B ·c C C C C C 
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 24 24 7' 7 7 9 9 9 3 3 3 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
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• ·coMPARE Tue Jan. 18';11:58;01 ~11 

Level Of Seivic:e Compulalion Report 
2000 HCM Operalions (Base Volume Allemalive) 

Future+Prcject PM (Mod. opt.1) 
Intersection #60: Masonic/Fullen 

Base Vat Lanes: 

BS 0 

423·- 0 

60 0 

Signal=PennilJRighis,,lndude 
Base Vol: 119 1773·- 5 

.J..anes: 01 1 OD 

Signal=Pemut 
Rights=lndude 

j 

4 _.. 
~ 
............ ... 

Lanes: 
Base Vol: 

~ 4· t t'>- ~ 
Vol Cnt Dale: · 

Cyde Tune (sec): 

Loss lime (sec): 

Clitic:alVJC: 

Avg Cril Del (sedveh): 

Avg Delay (sedveh): 

0 0 
2 1082 

LOS: 

nla 
90 

10 

0.972 

38.3 

31.9 

C 

0 
72 

Slgnal=Permit/Righis,,lnduda 

Signal=Pennij 
Rights=lnclude Lanes: 

-l_ 0 

·! 
~ 
~ 

0 

r o· 

Base Vat 

82 

5DB 

59 

Approach: 'North Bound South Bound East Bound West·Bound 
Movement: L T R L - T R L - T R L T R 
------------1---------------1 I --------------ll---------------11---------------1 
Min. Green: 54 54 54 · · 54 54 54 26 26 26 26 26 26 
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
------------1---------------1 I . --------------1 1---------------1 1--· - . ------·----1 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol: 2 1082 72 5 1773 119 86 423 60 59 508 82 
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
Initial Bse: 2 1082 72 5 1773 119 86 423 60 59 508 82 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 d.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF Volume: 2 1139 76 5 1866 125 91 445 63 62 535 ,86 
Reduct Vol: D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 
Reduced·vol: 2 1139 76 5 1866 125 91, 445 63 62 535 86 
PCE Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. DD 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
MLJ!'. Adj: 1.00 1.00. 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. DO 1.00 i.qo 1.00 
Final Volume: 2 1139 76 5 1866 125 91 445 63 62 535 86 
------------1---------------11---------------.1 1---------------11 ·--------------1 
SaturatLon· Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 19.00 '1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 19PO 
Adjustment: 0.89 0,.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.57 0.57 0.57 0. 70 0.70 0.70 
Lane$: 0.01 1.87 0.12. 0.01 l.ll7 0.12 0.30 1.49 0.21 0.18 1.57 0.25 
Final Sat.: 6 3164 211 9 3176 213 ·. 328 1611 228 242 ·2082 336 
------------ J---------------11---------------·1 1---------------11----------. ----1 
Capacity Analysis_Modu1e: 
Vol/Sat: 0.36 0.36 
c:;rit Moves: 
Green Time: 54.0 54.0 
Volume/Cap: 0.60 0.60 
Delay/Veh.: 11. 8 11. 8 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 
AdjDel/Veh: 11.8 11.8. 
LOS by Move: B. B 
HCM2kAvgQ: 11 11 
Note: Queue reported is 

0.;36 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.28 0.28 

**** **** 
54.0 54, 0 54.0 54.0. 26.0 26.·0 
0.60 0.98 
11.8 32.7 
1.00 1. 00 
11.8 32.7 

B C· 

0.98 
32.7 
1.00 
32.7 

C 

0.98 
32.7 
J.:.00 
32.7 

c· 
1:). 28 28 28 

the number of cars per 

0.96 
57.0 
1.00 
57.0 

E 
13 

lane. 

428 

0.96 
57. 0 
1.00 
57.0 

·E 
13 

0.28 0.26 0.26 0.26 

26.0 26.0 26.0 26.0 
0.96 0.89 0.0·9 0.89 
57.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 
1.00 1.00 1.00 ·1. OD 
57.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 

E D D D 
13 13 13 13 
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·COMPARE Tue Jan 18 14:56:012011 

Level Of Service Computation Report. 
2000 HCM OperaUons (f!ase Volume Alternative) 

· Eldsting'"Pro)ed PM (Mod. Opt 1) 

Intersection #60: Masonic/Fulton 

Signal=Peimit!Righls=lndude 
Base Vot 114 1704",. 4 

Lanes: 01 1-·oo 

.,.J ·-4, i t~ '+ 
Signal=Pemiit Slgnal=Pe1TI1it 

Base Vot Lanes: • .-Rlghts=lndude Vol Cnt Dale: n/a. Rights=lndude Lanes: ... CydaTime(~): ~ k__ 63 D ..? . 0 

4 Loss lime (sec): 10 .t.-
311 ... 0 ___... Criti<;SIV/0:. 0.81.7 .,..._ 0 

T Avg Clit Del (sec/veh): 25.8 

T 44 0 ·t Avg Delay (sec/veh): 21.9 0 

LOS: C 

~ ~ t ~ ~ 
Lanes: 0 0 0 

BaseVot 1 957 63 
Slgnal=Perrnit/Ri!;,hls=lndude 

Base Vol: 

60 

373 

43 

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound W~st.Bound 
M".'""'m"'nr • L - . ')' - R T, - 'I' - . R · L - T -: R L T - R 
---------· --1---------------11--------- · ----· 11---------------11---------------1. 
Min. Gre·en: 54 54 54 54 54 54 26 26 26 26 26 26 
Y+R: 4. 0 LO 4. 0 4. 0 ·-4·_ 0 4. 0 4. 0 4- 0 4. 0 4. 0 4. 0 4. 0 
------------1.. --------------1 1---------------1 1------------~--11---------------1 

. Volume Modul°e: 
Base Vol: 1 957 63 4 1704 114 63 3),.1 44 43 373 60 
Growth Adj : · 1.00 1.00 1. 00 l. 00 1.00 1.00 1". 00 1.00· 1:00 1:00 1.00 1.00 
Initial Bse: .1 957· 63 4 1704 114 63 311 44 43. 373 60 
User Adj: L 00··1.oo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 LOO 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 o.~s 0.95 0.95 0_95 0:95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
PHF.Volume: 1 1007 66 4 1794 120 66 327 46 45 393 63 
Reduct Vol: 0 0. 0 0 0 0 ff 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 1 1007 66 4 1794 120 66 327 46 45 393 63 
PCE·Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 0-0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.-00 1. 00 1. 00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1,.00 1.00 1.00 I.OD 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
Final.Volume: 1· 1.007 66 4 1794 120 6.6 327 46 45 _ 393 63 
------·. -----1 -- . . ----------1 1-- · -----------11----------. - . --1 1---------------1 · . 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 i9oo 
.Adjustment: 0.90 0.90 0.-90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0. 7.0 0.70 0.70 0.81 0.81 0.81 
Lanes: 0.01 1. 87 0.12 0.01 1.87 0.12 0.30 1.49 0.21 "o.10·.1.57 0.25 
Final Sat.: 3 3202 211 8 3195 214 403 .1990 282 279-2423 390 
- . ------ ·---1--· ------------11----. ----------1 1-------- .--~---11---------- . ---·1 
Capacity 1\IJ.aly~is Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.31 0.31 0.31 0:56 0.56 0.56 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 o.i6 
Crit Moves: **** **** 
Green·Time: 54,0 54.0 54.0 54 .0 54.0 54.0 26.0· 26.0 26.0 26.0 26.0 26.0 
Volume/Cap: 0.52 0.52 0:52 0-. 94 0.94 0.94 0.57 0 ,57 0.57 0.56 0.56 0.56 
Uniform Del: 10.5 10.~ 10.5 16,4 16.4 16.4 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2 27-.2 

. IncremntDel: 0."3 0-3 0.3 8.8 8.8 8.8 1.0 1.0 1. 0 0~8 0.8 0.8 
InitQueuDel: 0.0 o.o . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o_o 0.0 O.·O Q_Q o.o 
Delay Adj: 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. OD 1.00 
Delay/Veh: 10.e 10.8 10.8 25.2 25.2 25.2 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.0 28.0 28.0 

. · User DelAdj : 1.00 1. 00 · 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 ·1.00 
AdjDel/Veh: 10.8 10.8 10.8 25.2 25.2 25.2 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.0 28.0 28.0 
LOS by Move: B B B C C C C c. C C C C 
HCM2kAvgQ: 9 9 .. 9 26 26 26 6 .6. 6 7 7 7 
Note: Queue reported is tr;e nurober of cars per lane. 
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COMPARE Tue Jun 19 09:46:14 2012 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
· 2000 HCM Operations (Base Volume Atternalive) 

E,dsUn PM 

lnlers~ction #17628: Anza/Masonic 

Signal=PermiVRights=lnciude 
Base Vot 99 1705 66 

Lanes: o 1 2 O 1 · 

· _.; 4 t t'->- l'+-
Signal=Prolect Signar-Prolecl 

• Base Vol: Lanes: Righls=lnciude Vol Cnt Dale: nla Righls=lnclude lanes: 
Cycle Tome (sec): 90 

~ 0 • 1or· .o _J. 
Loss iune (sec): B J._ 0 4 

115 0 _.. Crilical VIC; 0.721 +- 0 

Avg Cril Del (sec/veh). 20.4 T a 

Avg Delay (seclveh~ 14.1 't 0 a =t 
103 t 

LOS: B 

~ ~· t ~ ,,...,... 

Lanes: 0 0 D 

Base Vol: 95 1097- 54 
Signal=Pennit/Righ1s=lnclude 

Base Vo!; 

D 

D 

0 

Street Name: Masonic Anza 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement : L T R L - T R L T R L T - R 
------------1---------------11---------------11----·----------11----------·----1 
Min. Green: 56 56 56 56 56 56 24 24 24 O O O 
Y+R: 4.5 4.5 4.5 4 .. 5 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
------------1-----· ---------11---·---------. -11-------- ------, 1---------------1 
Volume Module: 
Base·Vol: 95 1097 54 66 1705 99 107 115 103 0 0 0 
Growth Adj: · 1. DO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
,Initial Bse: 95 1097 54 66 1705 99 107 115 103 0 0 0 
User Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Volume: 95 1097 54 66 1705 99 107 115 103 0 0 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 95 1097 54 66 1705 ·99 107 115 103 0 0 0 
PCE Adj: 1. 00 1.00 LOO .LOO 1.00 1.00 LOO 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.0.0 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
Final Volume: 95 1097 54 66 1705 99 107 115 103 0 0 0 
. ---------. - 1-----------. ---1 1--------------- I 1---------------1 ·I -- . -----------:- ! 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.16 0.90 0.90 0.86 0.86 0.86 1. 00 1.00 1.00 
Lanes: 0.15 1. 76 0.09 1. 00 2 .84 0.16 0.66 0.71 0. 63 0.00 0.00 · 0.00 
Final Sat.: 170 1968 97 295 4863 282 1076 1156 1036 0 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11----- ---------11---------------1 
Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.56 0.56 0.56 . 0.22 0.35 0.35 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Crit Moves: **** **** 
Green Time: 58.0 58.0 58.0 58.0 58.0 58.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 . 0. 0 0.0 0.0 
Volume/Cap: Q.86 0.86 0.86 0.35 0.54 0.54 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Delay/Veh: 18.6 18.6 18.6 8.4 8.9 8.9 27.1 27.1 27.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
User DelAdj : 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 
AdjDel/Veh: 18.6 18.6 18.6 8.4 8.9 8.9 27 .1 27 .1 27.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
LOS by Move.: B B B A A A C C C A A A 
HCM2kAvgQ: 16 16 16 1 10 10 4 4 4 0 0 0 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
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COMPARE Tue Jun 19 09:46:14 2012 

Level Of Service Compulatian Report 
2DDD HCM Operations (Base Volume Altemalive) 

Exisling+Project PM (Mod. Opt 1) 

Intersection #17628: Anza/Masonic 

Signal=Permil/Righls=lnclude 
Base Vot 99 1705 66 

Lanes: 01 1 01 

+14t·~~ 
Signal=Protect Signal=Protect 

BaseVot Lanes: Righfs.=lncJude Vol Cnt Date: n/a Righ!s=lnclude 1.;,.oes; 

.J- Cycle lime (sec): 
101- 0 

90 ·~ 0 

4 Loss T lfllB (sec): B A 
~ 0 

115 0 _... Critical V/C; o.m 
~ 

0 

T Avg Grit Del (sec/veh); 

103 0 ~- Avg Delay (sec/veh): 

'll.2 .T 0 

19.5 -f" 0 

LOS;. B 

~ +t·t ~ (-Jti,-
Lanes: . 0 0 0 

Base Vot ·95 1097- • 54 
Signa\=Permil/Righls=lnciude 

BaseVot 

0 

0 

0 

·street Name: Masonic Anza 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L - ·r - R L - T - R L -:- T -. R L - T - R 
------------1--.---------·--11---------------1 !---·---- .------! 1---------------1 
Min. Green: 56 56 -56 56 56 56 2!1 24 24 0 0 O 
Y+R: 4.5 4.5 4 .. 5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5:0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
- .----------1-----·---------11------.--------11-------.-------1 !-----------. ·--1 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol: 95 1097 54 66 1705 99 107 115 103 0 0 0 
Growth.Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 
Iri.itial Bse: 95 1097 54 66 1705 99 107 115 103 0 0 0 
rrser Adj: 1.00 1.00 LOO 1.00 1.00 1. oo, 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. .oo 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Volume; 95 1097 54 66 1705 99 107 115 103 0 0 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o. 
Reduced Vol: 95 1097 54 66 1705 99 1Q7 115 103 0 0 0 
PCE Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00. 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: 1. 00 ·l. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.-00 1.00 LOO 1.00 LOO 1.00 
Final Volume: 95 1097- 54 66 1705 99 107 115 103 0 0 0 

. ------------1--~--------- . -11---------------1 1. ------------ .-11--. ------------1 
Saturation -Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 19DQ 1900 1900 19.00 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.11 o.'94 0.94 0.86 0:86 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Lanes: 0.15 l. 76 0.09 1.00 ·1.09 0.11 0.66 0. 71.· 0. 63 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Final Sat.: 157 1813 89 321 3385 197 1076 1156 1036 0 0 0 
·-----------1---------------1·1--· ----· -------11---------------11--· ----------· -I 

Capacity Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.60 0.60 0~60 0.21 0.50 0.50 0.10 0.10. 0.10 0.00 o.oo 0.00 
Crit Moves: **** **** 
Green Time: 58.0 58.0 58.0 58.0 58.0 58.0 24 •. 6 24.0 24.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Volume/Cap: o. 94. ·o. '94 0.94 0.32 0.78 0.78 0.37 0.37 0.37 0'.00 0.00 0.00 
Onifor:m Del: 14.4 14.4 14.4 7.2 11.5 11. 5 26.9 26.9 26.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
IncremntDel: 12.8 12.8 12.8 0.9 1.8 1. 8 0.3 0.3 0.3 o.o 0.0 0.0 
InitQueuDel: o.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Delay Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00· 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Delay/Veh: 27.2 27 .2 27.2 8.113.3 13.3 27.1 27 .1 27.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
ITser ·DelAdj: 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. o.o 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
AdjDel/Veh: 27.2 27 .2 27.2 8.1 13.3 13.3 27.1 27.1 27.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
LOS by Move: C C C A B B C C C A A A 
HCM2kAvgQ: 1.8 18 18 1 17 17 4 4 4 0 0 0 
Note: Queu~ reported is the number of cars per lane. 
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COMPARE Tue Jun 19 09:46:14 2012 

level Of Service Computation Report 
2000 HCM Operalions (Base Volume Allemative) 

Future without Pro· eel PM 

'Intersection #17628: Anza/Masonic 

Signal=PenniVRights=lnch.Jde 
BaseVol: • 111 1910 74 

Lanes: 01 2 01 ~4++~~ 
Signal=Proled SignaJ=Prolect 

BaseVot Lanes: Rights<Jm:l~de Vol Cnl Dale: n/a Righls=lnclude Lanes: 1 Base Vol: 

J' I 
Cycle Tune (sec): 90 +__ 120-· 0 a 0 

-t Loss Time (sec); ·s 

~ 0 

129 0 _,.. Critical V/C; 0.863 ..._ 0 ii 

{ 
Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 48.6 

1= 
b. 

115 D Avg Delay (sec/veh): 27.5 0 0 

LOS: C 

Lanes: 
BaseVot 

Signal=Permil/Ri[lhls=l.nch.Jde 

Street Name: Masonic Anza 
Approach: North Bounq South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L · - T R . L T R L T R L - T R 
------------1---------------11---------------11---------------11---------------1 
Min. Green: 56 56. 56 56 56 56 . 24 24 24 0 O O 
Y+R: 4·_5 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4...0 4.0 
------------1. ---------------1 I ---------------1 1-------------· - J 1----------. ----1 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol: 106 1229 60 74 1910 111 120 129. 115 0 0 0 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Loo 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
Initial Bs e: 106 1229 60 74 191() 111 120 129 ll5 0 0 0 
User Adj: 1. 00 1. QO 1. 00 1.00 1.00. 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Volume: 106 1229 60 74 1910 111 120 129 115 0 0 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 106 1229 60 74 1910 111 120 129 115 0 0 0 
PCE Adj: 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
MLF Adj: 1.00 1. 00 ·l.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 ·1.00 1ioo 1.00 1. 00 
Final Volume: 106 1229 60 74 1910 111 120 129 · 115 0 0 0 
------------1---------------11---------------11-------.-------11---------------1 
Saturation Flow Mod~le: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 ,1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Adjustment: 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.12 0.90 0.90 0.86 0.86 0.86 1. OD 1.00 1.00 
Lanes: 0.151.76 0.09 l:.00 2.84 0.16 0.66 0. 71 0. 63 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Final Sat.: 157 1821 89 228 .4863 283 1079 1159 1034 0 0 0 
------------1--------------- ! ·I--------------- I 1--------------- i 1-- . ------------1 
Capac~ty Analysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0. 67 0.67 
Crit Moves: **** 
Green Time: 58.0 58.0 
Volume/Cap: 1.05 1.05 
Uniform Del: 16.0 16.0 
IncremntDel: 38.0 38.0 
InitQueuDel; 0.0 0.0 
Delay Adj: 1.00 1.00 
Delay/Veh: . 54.0 54.0 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 
AdjDel/Veh: . 54.0 54.0 
LOS by Move: D D 
HCM2kAvgQ: 27 27 
Note: Queue reported is 

D. 67 0.32 

58.0- 58.0 
1. 05 a.so 
16.0 8.4 
38.0 2.8 
0.0 0.0 

1. 00 ·l.00 
54.0 11.2 
1. 00 1.00 
54. 0 11.~ 

D B 
27 1 

the number 

0.39 0.39 0.11 

**** 
58.0 58.0 2-1. 0 
0.61 0.61 0.42 
9.4 9.4 27.2 
0.3 0.3 0.3 
0.0 0.0 0.0 

1.00 1.00 1.00 
9.7 9.7 27.6 

1.00 LOO 1.00 
9.7 9. 7 27. 6 

A A C 
11 11 5 

of cars per· lane. 

432 
.. ---- -

0.11 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 

24.0 24.0 o . .o 0.0 0.0 
0.42 0.42 0. DO 0.00 o.bo 
27.2 27.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

1.00 1. 00 0. 00 0.00 0.00 
27.6 27.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 
27.6 27.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 

C C A A A 
5 5 0. 0 0 
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COMPARE Tue Jun 19 09:46:14 2012 

Level Of Service Computation Report 
20DO HCM Operations (Base Volume AHemative) 

Fulure+Projed PM (Mod. Opt 1) 

Intersection #17628: Anza/Masonic 

Signal=Permil/Rlghts=lnclude 
BaseVot 111 · 1910 74 

Lanes: 01 1 01 

~4t+~'* 
Signal=Prolecl 

Base Vol; Lanes: RIQhts=Include Vol C~LD!lle: 
Signal=Prolecl 

nla Righls=lnc:luda Lanes; .... ,20- D :.....,, . ... 
1 ·-4 

Cycle Time {sec): 90 ..... .- 0 
Loss Tune (sec): B. 

~ 0 

129 D -lti,- Critic:alV/C:· 0.929 .,._ D 

1 r 115 D 

Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 76.6 r 0 

Avg Delay (sec/veh): 44.2 0 

LOS: D 

~ 4 t. ~ ~ 
Lanes: 0 0 0 

BaseVot 1D6 1229- 60 
Signal=Permil/Righls=lnclude 

BaseVot 

0 

0 

0 

Street Name: Masonic Anza 
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound 
Movement: L - T R L T R L T R L T - R 
----·-------1---------------11---------------11---------------11------- -------, 
Min. Green: 56 56 56 56 56 56 24 24, 24 0 0 · O 
Y+R: 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 ·4.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.D 4.0 4.0 4.0 
------------1---------------11--------------- I I·-- . -----------1 1---------------1 
Volume Module: 
Base Vol: 106 1229 60 74 1910 111 120 129 115 0 0 0 
Growth Adj: 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 · 1.00 1.00 1.00 1:00 1.00 ·LOO 
Initial Bse: 106 1229 60 74 1910 111. 120 129 115 0 0 0 
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.0·0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
PHF Adj: 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
PHF Volume: 106 1229 60 74 1910 111 120 129 115 0 0 0 
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced Vol: 106 1229 60 74 1910 111 120 129 115 0 0 0 
PCE ·Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1:00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
MLF Adj: . 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1.00· 1.00 1.00 1. 00 
F-inalVolume: 106 1229 60 74 1910 111 120 129 115 0 0 0 
------·-----1---------------11---------------11---·-----------11------.--------1 
Saturation Flow Module: 
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 i900 1900 "1900 1900 !900 
Adjustment: o_.5o o.5o 0.50 0.13 0.94 o.~4 0.86 0.86 '0.86 .1.00 1.00 1.00 
Lanes: o.:i.5 1. 76 0. 0-9 1.00 1.89 0.11 0.66 0. 71• 0.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Final Sat.: 144 1672 82 253 3384 197 1079 1159 1034 0 0 9 
------------1---------------11- ·-------------11---------· - .---11----. -------- . I 
Capacity ~alysis Module: 
Vol/Sat: 0.73 0.73 o·. 73 0.29 0.56 '0.56 · 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Cr:i,t Moves: **** **** 
Green Time: 58.0 58.0· 58:0 58.0 58.0 58.0 24.0 24.0 · 2'4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Volume/Cap: 1.14 1.14. 1.14 Q.45 0.88 0.88 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Delay/Veh: 89.4 89.4 8.9. 4 .10.1 17.2 17.2 27. 6 27.6 27.6 O·. 0 0.0 0.0 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 I.DO 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Del/Ven: 89'. 4 89. 4 89.4 10.1 17.2 17 .2 27. 6 27.6 27.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
LOS by Move: F F F B B B ·c C C A A A 
HCM2kAvgQ: 32· 32 32 · 1 22 22 5 5 5 0 0 0 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane. 
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