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FILE NO. 130527 ORDINANCE NO.

[General Plan - San Francisco Bicycle Transportation Plan]

Ordinance re-adopting the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Transportation Plan; rescinding

- Ordlnance No. 0109-05 in lts entirety; amendlng the General Plan in connectlon with the

San Franmsco Bicycle Plan adopting modified environmental findings, and flndlngs
that the General Plan amendment is consistent with the General Plan and the eight
priority policies of Planniing Code, Section 101.1; and authorizing official atcts in
connection thereto. | |

NOTE: Additions are szn,qle under Zzne zz‘alzcs Times New Roman;

deletions are : Z
Board amendment additions are double-underlined underllned

‘Board amendment deletions are stﬂkethFeugh—neFmawl

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

Section 1. General Findings and Purpose. The Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San FranCISco hereby finds and determines that: |

(a) InJune 2005 the Board of Superwsors Planning CommISSIon and San Francisco
‘MunfiCIpal Transportation ‘Agency took various actlons related to the Blcycle. Plan: A Policy
Framework ("2005 Bicyb!e Plan"). Those actions were successfully challenged in California
Superior Court 'Cas.e No. 505509 on environmental grounds and the Superior Court issued an
injunction prohibiting the City from undertaking a variety of actions related to the 2005 Bicycle
Plan and bicycle facilities and directed the City to perform adequate environmental analysis
on the 2005 Bicycle Plan in accordance with the requirements of California Public Reeources
Code Sections 21000 et seq. ("CEQA").

| (b) On February 3, 2005, the Planning CornmiSSion conducted a duly noticed public

hearing on the proposed amendments to the General Plan in relétion to the 2005 Bicycle

Plan. Following such hearing, the Plenning Commission, by Resolution No. 16942 and

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener , Campos, Mar, Kim
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Motlon No. 16943 found such amendments to the General Plan to be consistent with the
Priority Policies of Plannlng Code Section 101.1 and with the General Plan as it was proposed |
for amendment, approved such General Plan amendments, and recommended such
amendments for approval by the Board of Superwsors Such resolutlon and motion are onfile
with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 050349, | |

(¢) On June 25, 2009, in Resolution No 17914, the Planning Commission rescinded .
Resolution lNo. 16942 and Motion No. 16943. |

(d) On June 25, 2009, in Resolution 17912 'the'Planning Commission certified an
environmental impact report prepared in accordance with the Callfornla Envrronmental Quality
Act ("CEQA"), Pubhc Resources Code section 21000 et seq., which certification was affirmed
by the Board of Supervisors in Motion MOQ 136. Also on June 25, 2009, the P!annlng

| Commission in Resolution 17914, recommended the adoptlon of General Plan Amendments

related to the 4009 San Francisco Brcyole Plan, and in Resolutlon 17813, adopted

enVIronmenta! ﬁndlngs and a statement of overriding consideration in support of the General

" Plani Amendments,

(e) On June 26, 2009, the San Franoisco Municipal Transportation Agency, in
Resolutlon 09- 105, adopted the 2009 Bicycle Plan and adopted environmental ﬁndrngs
lncludlng a. statement of overriding conSIderatlons '

(e) On August 12 2009, the Mayor of San FranCIsco signhed lnto law Ordinance 188-
09, which adopted the General Plan Amendments recommended by the Planning
Commlsswn in Resolution 1 7914, and incorporated by reference the environmental findings
and statement of overriding considerations adopted in Planning Commission Resolution
17913 and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agenoy Board of Director's Resolution 09-

105.

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener ' .
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(f) On J.anu}aryv 14, 2013, in Anderson v. City and County of San Francisco, A1 29910,
tne California Court of Appeal found that the environmental impact report for the 2009 Bicycle
Plan complied with CEQA in all respects. However, the Court also found that the City failed td
make a handful of environmental'ﬁndings réquired by CEQA relating to the infeasinility of
alternatives and significant environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated.

(9) The purpose of this Ordinance is to adopt é_nvironmental findings modified to.

'addresé the Court of Appeal’s concerns, and in doing so re-adopt the 2009 Bicycle Plan and

the General Plan Amendments previously adopted in'Ordinance 188-09.
Section 2. Environmental Findings. In accordance with the actions contémplated

herein, this Board adopts as its own the modified environmental findings of the San Francisco

Municipal Transportation Agency in Resolution 13-054, and the Planning Commission in

Resolution 18870, including a statement of overrid’ing benefits and a mitigation monitoring and

reporting program pursuant to CEQA. Said findings are on file with the Clerk of the Board of

~ Supeivisors in File No. 130527 and are mcorporated by "efprence herein.

Section 3. General Plan Findings'

(a) City Charter Section 4.105 requires that the San Francusco Planning Commission
(the “Planning Commission”) conSIder any proposed amendments to the City's General Plan |
and make a recommendatlon for approval or rejectlon to the Board of Supervisors before the
Board of Superwsors acts on the proposed amendments |

(b) The 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan ("2009 Bicycle Plan") 'proposes text
amendments and map amendments to the Transportation Element and Downtown Plan of the
City and County of San Francisco General Plan.  The General Plan text amendments and
description of the General Plan fnap amendments; which were previously adopted in
Ordinance 188-09, are contalned in this Ordinance for their re- adoptxon The General Plan

maps proposed for amendment are attached to this Ordinance and lncorporated herein by

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener
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reference. Copies of said maps are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File |

No. 130527 and are rncorporated herein by reference.

(c) The Board of Supervisors finds that this Ordinance is in conformity W|th the Pnonty
Pohcres of Section 101.1 of the Planning Code and, on balance, conSIStent with the General
Plan as it is proposed for amendment herern and hereby adopts the findihgs set forth in
P'anmng Commrssron Resolution No. 18870 and lncorporates such findings by reference as if
fully set forth herein. ' |

(d) This Board of SuperViéors pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, finds that this
ordinance will serve the publlc neceSS|ty, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in
Planning Commission Resolutlon No. 18870.

Section 4. Findings concermng the 2009 Blcycle Transportation Plan. The Board of
Supervrsors of the City and County of San Francisco hereby further finds and determines that: _

“(a) California Srreets and Highways Code Sections 890 et seq. is known as the

California Bicycle Transportatlon Act (the "Bicycle Transportation Act"). Section 891.2 of

Brcycle Transportation Act provrdes for the preparatron or update of a bicycle transportation
plan by a city or county in accordance with certain criteria.

(b) Section 891.4 of the Blcycle Transportation Act establishes a process for a city or
county to obtain funding from the State Bicycle Transportation Account for complying bicycle
transportation plans. In order to be eligible to apply for such funds and many other funds and
grants cities and counties must have an approved brcycle plan or certify that an exrstrng plan
has been updated.

(c) The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) prepared the 2009

Bicycle Plan in compliance with the requirements of the abovementioned Bicycle

1| Transportation Act. The 2009 Bicycle Plan is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No.

090868 and is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth herein. -

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener
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(d) On June 26, 2009, at a duly noticed public hearing, the MTA Board of Directors
adopted Resolution No. 09-105, which, among other actions, approved the 2009 Bicycle Plan

and recommend approval to this Board of Supervisors. Said Resolution is on file with the

Il Clerk of the Board in File No. 090868 and is incorporated herein by reference as though fully

set forth herein. On May 7, 2013, the MTA Board of Directors adopted Resolution No. 13-
054, which, among other actibns, re-approved the 2009 Bicycle Plan with environmental
findings as modifiéd to address the California Court of Appeal's concerns as expressed in
Anderson v. City and Qounz"y of San 'Francisco, A12991Q. Said Resolution'is on file with the
Clerk of the Board in File No. 130527 and rs incorporated herein by reference as though fully |
set forth herein. | ' |

| Section 5. Rescission of Board of Supervisors Ordinance No. 0109-05. The Board of
Supervisors hereby rescinds in its en’rirety"Ordinance No. 0109-05, Clerk of t'hé Board of
Supervisors File No. 050349.

Section 6. Amendments to-the General Plan. Sections, objectives, policies, and maps
of'_the Transportation Eleme_-nt of the San Francisco General Plan are hereby-amend‘ed-to read
as follows: | | |

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

HISTORY OF TRANSPORTATION IN SAN FRANCISCO

The Freeway Revolt and “Transit First” (1960—1989) .

City residents and politicians protested the proposed 1948 Trafficways Plaﬁ, fearing
that it would destroy ’rhe aity’s livability and character. This response, known as the “Freeway
Revolt”, led. to the deletion of the Western, Park Presid'ro and Crosstown freeways and, in
1959, the suspension in mid-construction of both the Embarcadero and Central Freeways. -
The ugliness and intrusiveness of these freeways,/' and the increased automobile traffic they

attracted, encouraged the Board of Supervisors to fu_rther reject new alternatives in.1966 for

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener’ : ,
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 5
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cross-town freeway connections, permitting only the construction of the Southern E reeway
(1-280). |

Instead of relying on freeways to meet its transportation needs, the city sought to place

‘greater emphasis on mass transportation. In 1973, the San'F»rancisco City Planning _

Commission and Board of Supervisors adopted the “Transit First Policy”, giying top prtority to

public transit rnvestments as the centerpiece of the city’s transportation policy and adoptrng

”street capacrty and parkrng policies to discourage increases in automobile traffic. This policy

encourages multi-modalism, including the use of transit and oz‘her Iransportation choices. including

bicycling and walking, rather than the continued use of z‘ha single-occupant vehicle.

Regional and local mass transit diversified and expanded during the 1970’s and
1980’s. Proposed in 1957, the Bay Area Rapid Transit System (BART) began East Bay and
West Bay service in 1 972-3, and transbay service in 1974. Commuter ferry servrce was

reinstated between Marin County and San Francisco in 1970. The Golden Gate Brldge

Highway andjlransrt District and SamTrans took over and expanded the Greyhound

commuter bus operations in the North Bay (1972) and on the Peninsula (1974), respectively.

In 1980 the Calrfornla Department of Transportation took over the Southern Pacific commuter

rail service on the Penlnsula (and renamed it CalTrain), and in 1992 the operatron of CalTrain

Was assumed by a Joint Powers Board representing San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa
Clara Counties. The San Francisco Municipal Rallway (Munl) upgraded its surface streetcar
operatlon to a surface and subway light-rail network in 1979 By the time of the 1989 Loma

Prreta Earthquake pubiic transportatlon in San Francrsco was a diverse, though not

' seamlessly coordinated, system of reglonal and local bus service, electric trolley buses

ferries, commuter tralns heavy and light rarl.transrt and cable cars After decades of poor

| coordination and large service gaps between different transit systems great strrdes were

made in linking and facrhtatlng transfers between local and regional transit services. Muni and _

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener
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BART introduced the “Fast Pass” allowing unlimited trips and free transfers between the two
systems for trips made jn San Francisco during one month. Plané were drawn for the Muni
Metro extension to Mission Bay, connecting CalTrain to Muni Metro énd BART, and for the F-
line cbnnec'tion between BART/Muni Metro, Upper Market, the Northern Waterfronf, the
Trénsbay Terminal and the Ferry Building. |

Nevertheless, decentralization of 't'he Bay Area con_tinued', making it difficult for mass

“transit to meet the needs of residents and commuters traveling to the outlying, suburban parts

-of the region. Manufacturing continued to diminish in importance as a sector of San

Francisco’s economy, which was becoming more dominated by su\ch' office sectors as

finance, adminiétration and service. Much of the growth in the industrial and manufacturing |
seétors of the Bay Area’s economy occurred in the East and Soufh Bay. The Port of Oakland, -
already at an advantége because of its proximity to mulitiple railheads and servers, assumed a

greater share of the Bay Area’s waterfront _traffic-aftef it had adapted to carge containerization,

| and the Port of San Francisco’s Belt Line Railroad became: obsolete and-was eventually

dismantied.”

GENERAL

POLICY 1.6: Ensure choices among modes of travel and accommodate each mode
when and where it is most appropriate. | |

San Francisco and the Bay Area have various means of travel. automobile, bus,
streetcar, walking, taxi, cable car, ferry, railroad, BART and bicycling. Flying is occasionally
used-as a means of intra-regional'trével. Each mode of travel has special advantages or

disadvantages for certain types of trips and for certain origins and destinations. The least

| costly of most convenient means to satisfy travel demand is not necessarily the best

investment in the context of comprehensive planning: cost or convenience must usually be

| balanced against effects on the environment and impact on land use and development:

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener
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patterns. However. it should be remembered that some modes such as walking and bicycling can be

utilized on many streets with minimal environmental and land use impact.

The followrng conditions listed under each mode choice are not mutually exclusrve and
may apply to more than one travel mode especially when the modes are compatrble with
each other: _

Mass transrt should be given priority forthe following kinds of trips and/or in the
described areas: '

o For work trips generally within avnd to San Francisco, and to other densely

developed parts of the region, especially to all major employment centers.

O For intercity trips between core areas of major cities and for trat/el to core areas
in general. |

O For trips occurring .generally during periods of high travel demands.

0 Where demand for travel between any two or more relatively compact or

densely developed areas is high.
4 o O - Inareas and around lnstltutlons where large numbers of people with limited
means or low automobile ownershlp reside or arrive at a destlnatlon
O Where travel demand exceeds the capacity of an area to absorb more \rehicular

traffic without substantial environmental damage or where further capacity for automobile

movement or storage Is very costly.

0O . Where required or usefulto stimulate development.

af For tnps to major recreatron areas and to sports, cultural and other heavily
attended events. _ »

O For trips to neighborhood commercial districts, especlally those that do not

contaln many automobile-oriented uses.

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener . .
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Automobiles éhould be accommodated for makihg the following.kinds of trips and/or in

the described areas: |
- 0 For trips occurring when and where transit is not well-suited for the purpose,

such as shopping for oversized or bulk items (as an alternative, retail delivery servicé_s should
be encouraged.) -

O Forintra-regional tripé outside fhe major cities and for intercity trips beMeen
non-core areas of the major cities. | B

d ‘Where business travel requires the use of an automobile for short-term and
int_ermittent trip'slf‘ | _ |

g . On streefs having the capacity to absorb additional vehicular traffic as an

alternative to freeway construction without substantial environmental damage or conflict with

land uses.

- Walking should be- given priority for the féllowing- kinds of trips and/orlin the specified
areas: |

O Inparks, on trails and in other recreational areas, and where the enjoyment of
slow movement and the preservation of the natural environment wduid be seve'rely |
compromised by automobile traffic.

0 For work trips génerally within San Francisco, especially the downtown area.

0 . Where conCentrétion of activity is high, particularly where streets are narrow and
the intervening distances are short, that more convenient access among. lnterrelated actnvntles
may be achieved by walking or llmlted dlstance people -movers than by other modes.

O In areas and around institutions where large numbers of people with limited

means or low automobile ownership reside or arrive as a destination.

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener . .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : : Page 9
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0 Where travel demand exceeds the capacity of an area to absorb more vehrcular
traffic wrthout substantial environmental damage or where further capacity for automobrle
movement or storage is very costly.

O - In neighborhood commercral districts, and where cultural and recreatronal
facrlrtres are clustered.

O Surroundrng transit centers and along transit preferentral streets, where the-
facrlrtatron of pedestrran traffic is necessary to successful and safe transit operation.

Bicycling should be given priority for the following kinds of trips and/or in the specified

areas:

a In parks, on treils, on roads of Darz‘icu‘lar scenic beauty, and in other recreational
areas, and where the enjoyment of slow movement and the presetvation of the natural
environment would be severely cornpromised by-automobile traffic.

0O . For work trips generaily within San Francisco, especially the downtown and other

dense areas, where automobile parking is scarce.

O Where concentration of acti\rity is high, particularly where streets are narrow and
the intervening distances are short, that more convenient access among interrelated activities
may be achieved by bicycling. _ o .o

O ﬁe—areas—aﬁd—areﬁﬁd-mmnenﬂm Where large numbers of people with limited

means or low automobile ownership reside or arrive as a destination;

EVIL 20 (NS Ry N T LI AP BN I S A nln ra G ppetla e noy ity Lonse partease abhile gmaa e et o
PV LVTLYOULT WO ITATIVT Y I viT glb eI Wullbbtob U7 I’Vll- UJIILI l-allpl L% 7 M\/LDJJUI ULLTTTITOUTICT [EE3v4 VoI CTILL W‘>
O In neighborhood commercial districts, and where cultural and recreational facilities are
clustered,
O For trips to sports, cultural and other heavily attended events.
Supervisore Avalos, Chiu, Wiener )
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| As a connector to and from transit, especially regional transit.

0 Along the alignment of the regional Bay Trail network linking shoreline recreational
destinations. | |

Taxis, water taxis, paratransit éervices and shuttles should be accommodated for the
following kinds of trips and/or in the specified areas: o |

O Where there are concentrations of off—péak, nighttime commercial, recreational
and cultural activity, particularly wheré that activity attracts a large proportion of tourists anciis
within a 5-minute taxi ride from Downtown. |

O Shopping trips where the volume of purchased goods Wbuld make the use of
public tranSit‘ inconventient or dif-ficult.. |

a In residential areas, or near facilities and institutions where the facilitation of

| door-to-door trips is an absolute priority.

O Adjacent to regional transit connection points.

0 "\ihefe the mode, such as a water taxi, affords a .trip of special scenic quality.

Freight carriers and delivery vehicles should be accommodated for making the
following kinds of trips and/or in the described areas: '

O Wheré there are concen’ira‘tions of industrial and man_ufacturing facilities that
depénd on the pro'cessing, delivery énd/or shipment of large quantities of géods and freight.

O For the bulk movement of refuse and other materials which would become a .
nuisance and health hazaird if stored or _accumulafed on site. |

O For the loading and unloading of goods- and freigh‘t-ét retail and commercial
establishments.

O At the transfer points where bulk equipment, goods and freight exchange modes

of travel, such as where land and water freight traffic interface.

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener ‘ » . . )
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a | Along rall or truck routes specifi cally needed to accommodate the movement,
both local and inter-regional, of the activities descnbed above.

In areas suited for the storage of bulk equipment, goods and freight.

REGIONAL _

POLICY 3.1: The existing capacrcy of the bridges, highways and freeways entering the
city should not be increased for single-occupant vehicles, and should be reduced where

possible. Changes. retrofits, or replacemem‘s fo existing brzd}zes and hz,qhwavs should include

dedzcaz‘ed priority for hich- occupancy vehches and transit, and gll bridees, where feaszble should

feature access for bicyclists and pedestrians. _

Much of the eXIstlng street infrastructure and parking facllltles within San Francisco are
at capacity and cannot accommodate significant increases in automobile traffic. Managing the
future transponatlon demand requres a balancmg of travel modes including a greater

emphasis on public transit, rlde—shanng, and other alternatives to single-occupancy vehicles.

7 Congestion pricing on key freeways and bridges should be implemented to help achieve this.

end. |
POLICY 4.6: Facilitate transfers between different transit modes and services by
establlshlng s1mpl|f|ed and coordinated fares and schedules a%a%y employing design and

technology features to make transferrlng more convenlent, and increasing accommodation of

bicycles on transit.

Examples include providing links.between transit platforms so that connections can be
made directly, with a minimum of walking and entry/exit of fare areas. Nionitors that announce
arrivals, departures and the progress of tranSIt vehicles and onentatlon maps should be

lnstalled to ease the uncertainty and anxiety of waiting passengers.

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener '
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Expanded peak-hour bicycle capacity and reduced peak-hour bicycle time restrictions would

encourage bicycling to and from transit at one or both ends of the transit trip - an attractive choz’c_e to -

driving alone. This extends the range and convenience of Z)oz‘h thet transit and the bicycle modes.

- POLICY 6.1: Designate expeditious routes for freight frucks béhNeen industrial and
commercial areas and the regional and state freeway system to minimize conflicts with
automobile traffic and bicycles and lncompatlblllty with other: Iand uses.

Itis very important fo coordznaz‘e truck route and Bzcvcle Route Network planning. Trucks and

bzcycles should be routed to separate streets where possible. Trucks’ Qreater width and length,

obslrucz‘ed rear sight lines, large turning radzus and the tena’ency for rear wheels to follow a smaller

circle than front wheels all present special concerns to cvclzsz‘s.

OBJECTIVE 8: MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE REGIONAL PEDESTRIANAND, HIKING,
AND BICYCLE ACCESS TO THE COAST, BAY AND RIDGE TRAILS.

- In addition to pedestrian continuity along all of these trails, continuous bicycle access should be

faczl itated along the Buy, de,qe and Coast T rails, which are szrtamf regional recreatzonal and

touristic facilities.

POLI CY 8.2 Clearly ldentlfy the citywide Pedestrian and Bicycle Networks where # they
intersect with the Coast, Bay and Rldge Trails.
POLICY 9.1: AHew-Accommodate bicycles on regional transit vekieles facilities. and

important regional transportation links, SUCh as #ains-andsferrias the City’s light rail vehicles.

wherever and whenever practically feasible.

Many commuters to San Francisco work outside of downtown and drive alone. contributing to’

peak hour congestion. If regional transit expanded peak-hour bicycle capacity and reduced peak hour

' bicycle time restrictions, these commuters could bicycle to and from transit at one or both end of their

iransit trip — an attractive choice to driving alone._This would also reduce parking demand at BART

and Caltrain stations. ferry terminals, and park-and-ride lots.

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener _ - )
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . _ Page 13
' : . 518/2013

164




ocooo'\lovm.hwme

N
N

13
14
15
16
17

18

19
20
21

22

23

24

25

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT

POLICY 14.1: Reduce road congestion on arterials through the lmplementatlon of

trafflc control strategies, such as trafzi c signal-light synchronization (consistent with posted speed
imits) and turn controls, that improve vehicular flow without impeding movement for
pedestrians and bicyclists.

The roadway space needed by bicyclists varies between four and six feet depending on the

presence of parked cars. The needs of bicyclists should be considered wherever lane widths, especially

curb lanes, are proposed to be chan,qed. Multiple turn lanes. designed to reduce congestion for autos.

can be confusing and difficult to negotiate for cyclists and pedestrians, and should not be used if

POLICY 14.4: Reduce con'ges'ti.on.by e'néouraging alternatives to the single occuba‘nt
auto through the reservation of right-of-way and enhancement of other fat:ilities dedicated to
multiple modes of transportétio-n-. '

Creating necessary and appropriate facilities for transit. bicyeles, carpools pedestrians. and

oz‘her modes oﬂ‘en requires eliminating general traffic lanes and reducing capacity for single occupant

autos. This trade-off is often necessary to create attractive and eﬁ‘iczent facilities to ensure safety.

reduce congestion, improve. nezghborhood livability, and accommodal‘e growth consistent with z‘he

Transit First policy,

VEHI.CLE‘ CIRCULATION

POLICY 18.2: Design streets for a level of traffic that serves, but will not cause a

detrimental lmpact on adjacent land uses nor eliminate the efficient and safe movement of fransit

vehicles and bicycles.

The need for traffic carriers must be balanced againét the adverse effects of héavy
traffic on the use of adjacent land and the quality of the environment. The needs of residents

for peace and quiet, safety from harm, and useful open space must be given cbnsiderati_on.

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener | : :
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, Each area and each street of the city have different characteristics which determine the level ..

of traffic which can be absorbed without serious adVerse impacts. The following factors should
be th‘e basis fer-a judgment on the acceptable.levels of traffic on a speciﬁc‘ street:
.The predominance of land uses fronting the street;
The distance between the curb and building liﬁe estabiished by sidewalk width or
setback; _
The presence or absence of buffering between street and building in the form of
landscaping, change in elevatien, or similar cond"ition;
" The level of pedestrian and bicycle traffic;
The proportion of the street which is residential in land use;
Whether residences face the street; '
- The presence ef hospitals, schools, parks, or simitar facilities onm‘l near the street.
The widening of streets at the expense of sidewalks or of setbacks should not occur

where space is necessary for pedestrian movement, buffering from noise, useful epen'space

| and landscaping. This is especially true in densely populated neighborhoods with little. public

or'\priv'ate open space. No additional sidewalk narrowings, tow—eway zones and ene-way
streets should be instituted in a residential neighborho_od if it would compromise the safety

and comfort of the pedestrian resident. Existing tow - away lanes should be phased out if they

| present a hazard to pedestrian safety. In addition, widening of streets should not occur at the

expense of bicycle travel. The roadway space needed by bicycliéts, whether between the line |
of traffic and the curb or the line of on-street parking, varies between four and six feet. The
needs, of bicyclists must be considered wherever the curb lane is proposed to be narrowed. -
Street restripings and widenings may be appropriate |n industrial areas where access for
oversize freight vehicles is important, but these projects should not reduce or eliminate the

efficient movement of transit vehicles and bicycles.
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POLICY 18.3: The existing sihglefoccupant vehicular capacity of the bridges,
highways and freeways entering the city should not be increased and should be reduced if :
needed to increase the capacity for high-occupancy vehicles, transit and other alternative
means of commuting, and for the safe and efficient movement of freight trucks. ‘Changes,

retrofits, or replacements to existing bridees and highways should include dedicated priority for hich-

occupancy vehiéles and transit, and all bridges. where feasible, should feature access for bicyclists and
pedestrians. . _

tis recognlzed that provision for further vehicular access into the city would conflict
wuth the environmental objectives.of the city, overload the city street system, and jeopardize
the C|ty s commitment to mass transit. This pohgy allows for the introduction of exclusive

transit, bike and carpool/vanpool lanes on bridges, 'highways and freeways where these lanes

| are compatible with the overall transportation system’s needs.

POLICY 19.2: Promote lncreased traffic safety, w;th special attent'on to hazards that

could cause-personal injury:

Various measures can be taken to reduce aeﬁd%collzszons espec:lally those mvolvmg

serious personal injury. Partzcular attention needs to be given to zmprovzng bicyclists’ safety since

condzz‘zons z‘hat may be inconsequential to automobiles can be disruptive, disabling. or even life

threatening to bicyclists, and are the cause of many bicyclist collisions. I some cases redesign of

the roadway and of intersections to reduce conflicts between vehicles, bicyclists and
pedestrians is required; in others all that is necessary is to improve clarity of signs and of
routing so that there is less driver uncertainty and hesitation.

MASS TRANSIT

POLICY 21.7: Make convenient transfers between transit lines, systems and modes

“possible by establishing common or closely located terminals for local and regional transit
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Syetems—ema{ by coordinating fares and schedales, and by providing bicycle access and secure bicycle
parking. , . _
| POLICY 21.9: Improve pedestrian and bicycle access to transit facilities.
Pedestrian access to and from major destinations and the serving transit facility should
be direct and uncomplicated. Bicyclists should be accommodated on regional and trunkline

transit vehicles - including lz',éhr‘ rail vehicles - wherever feasible, and at stations through the

provision' of storage lockers and/or secured bicycle parking.
BICYCLES |
MAP 13 (Bicycle Route Map) shall be amended to reflect the blcycle network as
proposed in the Bicycle Plan and introductory text shall be amended as foilows:
- The bicycle is a desirable alternative to the automobile as a means of urban

transportatron in San Francrsco It can successfuﬂy be used for most transportation needs

including commuting, shopping, errands and recreation. Actrve encouragement of bicycle use

as an alternative to automobile use, whenever possible, is essentlal in light of the continually
in'oreasing traffic congestion oaused py motorized vehicles which aggravates air pollution,
increases noise levels and consumes valuable erban space. The bicycle is a p-ractioal and
economical transportation lalternative which produces no emissions or noise. In addition, each
bicycle user enjOye health benefits through increased physical activity.

To enable a large number of San Franciscans to use the bicycle as a transportation

option, several significant needs must be'met. The needs include, among othere; slafe and

comfortable space on the roadway for bicyclists, a system of identifiable bicycle routes that

will direct bicyclists to major destinations, safe and secure bicycle parking, enforcement of laws

protecting and regulating cyclists' rights, safety, and responsibilities, and education of both the

bicyclists and motorists about the safe sharing of the roadways.
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OBJECTIVE 27: ENSURE THAT BICYCLES CAN BE USED SAFELY AND

. CONVEN_IENTLY AS A PRIMARY MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION, AS WELL AS FOR

RECREATIONAL PURPOSES. -

Refer to the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan as a guide for achieving this objective.

POLICY 27.1: Expand and improve access for blcycles on city streets and develop a.
well- marked comprehensrve system of bike routes in San Francisco. _

. Itis essential that the city have a Bicycle Route Network which provrde safe and
reliable through travel to all areas of the city. The Blcycle Route Network will necessarily be

mostly on city streets, will provide space for the bicyclist, and may or may not have bicycle

lanes or other markings that separate the bicyclist's space from the automobile driver's space.

Bicycle routes should be clearly identified, with signage, for motorists, bicyclists, and “
pedestrians—and. They should conform to the neewige#eﬁstandards of-the most recent
California Highway DeSIQn Manual-and the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHT O) in its ‘Gunde for | Development of Brcyole Fac’lrtles, which

L_n Lo acdnntad ha, tla Lodns
NS UT hl [Ea ATy vya v v U_}' VIT 7

wayr-Administration-as-its des,g,: stamdard— whichever is more
rigorous. Use of‘these guides will prowde maximum opportunlty to qualify for state and
federal fundlng and will aSSISt in av01d|ng city llabllrty based upon design. Advisory and
permissive guidelines should be observed whenever possrble._ _

The Bicycle Route Network should provide efficient access from all neighborhoodsto
the many popular business, cultural, entertainment, and educational destinations in the city,
and between those destina_tions. -Special attention should be paid to commuters to the

downtown areas ard connectione to the regional bicycle network. and the zdentzf‘catzon of

recommended routes to school for students. Nevertheless, bicycle access must be provxded and
enhanced i necessary, whether or not the streets are designated as ‘bicycle routes,’ to enable

all resndents and visitors to use blcycles as a viable means of transportatlon
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Where possible, opportunltles should be taken to develop bicycle-priority corndors

' such as veloways (bicycle-only facmtles) bicycle boulevards and any other innovative

'solutlons to improve blcycle transportation space within the city.

POLICY 27.2: Develop a rational classification system of bicycle preferential streets

The blcycle preferential streets system should consider the multi-modal functlons of the

- street, the topography, and the existing and potential volume of bicycle traffic on the street.

Streets and pathways‘in the bike route system that are relatively level, do not have conflicts
wnth hlgh volumes of pedestnan traffic, and do not have the primary functlons of frelght routes,
major arterials and pnmary transit streets should be designed and treated to prioritize the
movement of bicycles. Other streets and paths on the bike route system s.hould be designed _
and treated to balance the other modes of transportation with the movement of bicycles.

As with transit preferential streets. general trafﬁé should be routed away from the bicycle

|\ preferential streets system wherever possible, except when they are arterial streets. Note that some

 bicycle preferential streets may have to be primary or secondary arterials or transit preferential

streets, if feasible alternatives do not exist. In general. bicycle preferential streets should include

design treatments that encourage all segments of the bicycle population, not only experienced cyclists.

POLICY 27.3: Remove conflicts Eliminate-hazards 10 bicyclists on city streets.

City departments should give particular attention to el’iminatihg conflicts hasards on the
Bbicycle Route Netwprk routes. _Conﬂz‘cz‘s Hazards which may be inconsequential to automobiles

can be disruptive, disabling, or even life threatening to bi,cyclists, and are offen contributing

factors in collisions involving bicyclists the-eause-of merr-cpelist-aecidents. Design elements hasards

such as sewer grates parallel to travel, unpaved or poorly paved shoulders, rough and/or

obsolete railroad tracks_(especially those crossing cyclists’ path at a diagonal), and conventional

speed bumps all pose conflicts dangerens-conditions for cyclists and should be removed
ebiminated. Intermittent disruptions hezards-such as uneven bad road surfaces, cracks and pot
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holes, and refuse such as broken glass should be removed Ellﬁ%a-fed—prompﬂy The city should

give increased attention to maintenance and more frequent cleaning to Bicycle Roure Network

bieyele-route streets because of the increased needs of cyclists for a debris-free hasardfree

road surface. Bicycle routes should be well it. Although Drzorztv shall be given to bicycle routes,

- conflicts to cyclist should be removed on all city streets.

POLICY 27.6: Accommodate brcycles on local and regional transit facrlrtres and
|mportant regional transportation links wherever and whenever feasible,

The ability to lntegrate bicycle use and regional transportatlon systems is essential to
maximizing the bicycle’s transportation utility. The Bay Area is fortunate to have a number of
quality public transportation servrces. The expansion of bicycle access on each of these
systems increases the bicycle’s range and usefulness and further decreases the number of
auto trips made i in the Bay Area

Every effort must be made to maximize bicycle access on BART, CalTrain, all ferry
systems, and on AC Transit,-SamTrans and G_olden Gate Transit buses and on selected
M'unicipal Railway routes. Further, CalTrans shuttle service across the Bay Bridge should be

expanded so it is available at all hours. Twenty-four hour access to all Bay Area brrdges is

| essential to maintain these vrtal links within the bicycle transportation system.

Many commuters to San Francisco work outside of downtown and drive alone, conlrzbuz‘m,q to

peak hour congestion. If rez-tonal transit expanded peak- hour bicycle capaciry ana’ reduced peak hour

bicycle time restrzctzons these commuz‘ers could bicycle to and from transit at one or both end of their

z‘ranszz‘ z‘rzp an amactzve choice to driving alone. T, his would also reduce parkm,q demand at BART

stations and par. k—and rzde lots.

 Add a new policy 27.11 as follows: -

POLICY 27.11: Ensure completion of the Bay and Ridge Trails in San Francisco.
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The Bay Trail is a planned 500-mile hiking and bicycling trail that will form a continuous loop

aroimd San Francisco Bay and San -Prablo Bay, linking the shorelines of nine counties and 47 cities.,

The trail functions as a regional recreational and commute route along the edge of the bay and across

seven toll bridges. Over 250 miles are complete, but there are numerous gaps to fill.

The Bay Trail alignment in San Francisco is part of the city bicycle network extending 20 miles

along the length of the city shoreline from the Golden Gate Bridee to Candlestick Point State

Recreation Area. Approximately 12 miles are complete. Improving the remaining segments will ensure

dész',qnated bicycle access along the shoreline of the city linking the city bicycle network to adiacent

counties and the regional trail system.

The Bay Area Ridgé. Trail is another regional trail that is being developed in the Bay. The trail

is envisioned as a 550+ mile recreational trail encircling San Francisco Bay that is aligned along the

ridge tops. The Bay Area Ridge Trail ultimately will be a 550+ mile trail encircling the San Francisco

Bay along the ridge tops. The Ridge Trail is opento hikers. bicyclists and in some areas is available

fdr equestrian use. Approximatelv 310 miles of the Ridge Trail have been dedicated for public use. but

there are sienificant eaps to fll.

" In San Francisco, much of the Ridge Trail is in place, primarily running on public rights-of~way

and use is limited to pedestrians. hikers and bicyclists. The Ridge Trail alignment links a number of

parks in San Francisco, primarily those along the City’s primary ridgeline and hilltops, including Twin

Peaks, the Golden Gate APanhandle. and the Presidio. The trail alignment continues across the Golden

Gate Bridee, establishing the connection with the Bay Area Ridge Trail in Marin County and the North

- Bay. While the trail alignment is in place in San Francisco. improvements to Ridge Trail Segments in

San Francisco would improve the City Bicycle and Pedestrian trail network as well as the regional

trail network in Cities and Counties throughout the Bay Region.
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POLICY 28.1: Provide secure bicycle parking i in new governmental commercial, and

reSIdentla[ developments.

Bicycle parking should be provided in all new public and pnvate buﬂdlngs Jikhglamﬁqg
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existing faectlities—as well asto-new-constimetion. The Planning Code Should provide clearer

regulatzon ,quzdance and exemptions for bicycle parking, as well as the necessary monitoring and

forceme.zz, of requirements. Review, update and consolidate the Planning Code criteria for bicycle

QG?‘KJUO' in garages and new or remodeled government and commercial buzldzngs T?ze Planning Code

should be revzewed fo reconcile contmdzcz‘zons and amended to foree a more comprehenswe approach

to bzcvcle commuting facilities. Thzs approach should include such elements as expanded shower

access and zmproved commercial district bz'cycle parking unbundled ﬁ'om auz‘omobile parkz'n,q space

requirements. The Planning Code should require a greater residential bicycle parking requzrement

Slructured as a ratio of a’wellzn,q units rather than as a ratio of auto parking spaces.

In order to provide additional Storage options to bicyclists, consider requirements that building

owners gllow tenants to bring their bicycles into buildines unless Class I bicycle parking is provided.

In addition. consider requirements for bicycle parking in each individual building of large. multiple-

building develovment;. |
POLICY 28.3: Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient.

Bicycle parking facilities must provide reliable security, adequate bicycle support,

safety, and must be conveniently located;. Bicycle parkine facilities are preferably Jocated
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where bicycles are sheltered from the weather and visib'le to attendants and security guards,

accessible (such as by key or code) only to those who have parked bicycles. or located entirely inside

non-garage parts of the building. If these resources are present, bicyclists will use such bicycle

parking in increasing numbers.
Proper bicycle parking design is critical to its usefulness and effectiveness. Bicycle parking-

must be of a design to support the bicycle without da.mage and permit at least the frame and

one wheel to be locked with a U-lock,_but provide reasonable security with any type of lock.

Bicycle parking facilities should be conveniently located at building entrances, provide:

_sufficient space for access, and be physically separated from automobile aréas_. Bicycle

| parking in publicly-accessible garages should be well signed to notify the public of the presence of bike

parking (e.g.. at garage entrances and other appropriate locations). as well as direct cyclists to the

location of the parking. Also, maintain g SEMTA bicycle parking outreach campaion invarious

formats to provide relevant bicycle parking information such as oarage locations with bicycle parking

- and bicycle locker availability.

Prepare additional guidelines for the placement and design of bicycle parking within City

rights-of-way, including‘curbsidé on-street bicycle parking where feasible. and “sleeve” ring racks on .

parking meters.

Add a new policy 28_-:5 és follows:

POLICY 28.5: Prqvide bicycle parking at major recreational facilities and at all laree SpOrts,

cultural, or other heavily attended events.

Provide convenient, secure, and inexpensive bicycle parking at major recreational facilities and

large sports, cultural, or other heavily attended events to encourage bicycle use and further decrease

automobile use. In order for cyclists to consider using bicycle transportation to go to and from these

Jacilities and events. safe and secure bicycle parking must be provided. Such parking should be ample

and should be of a high security type. Free valet bicycle parking, such as provided at the baseball
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stadium, has proved very successful. Promotional maz‘erzals for these events and facilities should

Qghlz,qhz‘ the provision of secure bicycle parkmg esz)eczallv if valet bicycle parking is provided

|| 4dd a new policy 28.6 as follows-

-POLICY 28.6: Provide for improved regulation of bicycle parking.

The Planning Code should provide for the citywide regulation of bicycle parking facilities. A

comprehensive review of the existing regulatory structure could improve the monitoring of

requirements in new and renovated buz’ldingrS' existing parking garages requiring increased

enforcement; city schools and Zocal colleges resza’em‘tal development requiring new ratios based on

the number and occupancy of housing units and bedrooms: and city-owned and cztv—leased buildings

requiring zncreased bzcvcle parking capacity. City leases should be negoz‘zaz‘ed to include the requzrea’

level of bicycle parkm,q through z‘he efforts of the Real Estate Department and the MTA. OBJ ECTIVE
29:

C'TY GOVERNMENT SHOULD PLAYA LEADERSHIP ROLE IN INCREASING

| BICYCLE USE.

City government shbuld play a leadership role in enabling more people to use the bicycle as

their primary means of transportation. According to the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan, the The

VCIty should prowde the facnlltles programs and regulatory structure to enable such use, and

should encourage the use of bicycles for work trips as an alternative g city cars.

POLICY 29.1: Consider the needs of bicycling and the improvement of bicycle |

accommodations in all city deCISlOnS%W%GGM%H—QHﬁ%ﬁ%%.

Genuine recognition and active accommodation of bicyclists’ needs by all city
departments in decisions r_elated to transportation and land use is essential tfo the .

development of a significanf bicycle transportation presence in San Francisco. Bicycle

Il planning should be integrated into all short-range and long—ranze plannzno in all relevant City

departmenz‘s Coora’znatzon between the Department of Parking and Traffic’s Bicycle Program, other
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City departments, and the Bicycle Advisory Committee should be z_'mproved. A working group should

| be created with representatives from relevant City departments. and should meet on a quarterly basis

fo discuss departmental and agency issues relevant to bicvcle planning. In addition, periodic meetings

should be held between the SEMTA and the Planning Department to update bicycle parking

compliance status and review bicycle parking information.

Often, minor and inexpensive adjustmenté at a project’s design phase can provide
considerable benefits to bicyclists. Furthermore, inclusion of accommodations for eyt:lists

when a project is designed can avoid expensive retrofitting later.

Through the cooperative efforts of the City’s Real Estate Department. the Planning Department. |

and the SEMTA. pursue a citywide policy that provides secure bicycle parking at all City buildings in

areas fo be specified by the individual agencies. subject to safety resulations and available space.

Coordination with the San Francisco Police Department (SEPD) should focus on making

bicycle theft investication a higher priority, creating a better system for returning recovered bicycles to '

their owners,

POLICY 29.2 Integrate bicycle pianning into regular short—range and long-range
planning activities for all city departments.
Every effort should be made to ensure that bicycle transportatiovn is given thorough
consideration in all planning activities. Full integration of bicycle transbortation requires
evaluation of the range of impacts which any transportation or development proposal may
have upon bicycle use and blcycllsts safety. This applies not only to C|ty departments but aiso
to the various other entities whose activities affect mobility in San Francisco. Insofar as is
possible, eity deeartments should endeavor to develop an effective network of bicycle facilities
aiwd policies. }

Ensure adequate and appropriate environmental review under the California Environmental

Quality Act for the Bicycle Plan and all discretionary actions under the Bicycle Plan that may have a
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direct or indirect physical envzronmenz‘al impact. Conszder updating the transportation impact

grzdelznes to_include analvszs of bicycle-related issues when evaluating zmpacts of new projects .

Work with the responszble San Francisco agencies to collect where approprzaz‘e bzcvcle counts;

an inventory of existing bicycle parking within a two—block radzus of the study site: and the project’s

potential impacts on any existing or proposed bikeways.

POLICY 29.3 Designate appropriate staff to coordilnate all bicycle related activities.

A successful bicycle program requires cooperation among a variety of city departments |
including the Departments of City Plannlng, Parking and Traffic, Public Works, the Chref
Admrnlstrators Offrce the Public Transportation Department and the Transportatron
Authorrty as well as various State and other government agencies. Appropriate staff shou.d

be desrgnate_d to be respon.srble for the coordination of bicycle-related activities to ensure that

|- projects and plans that involve many departments are carried out effectiyeiy. Work with the

responsible San Francisco agencies to collect where appropriate: bicycle counts; an inventory of

existing bicycle parking wz'z‘hirt a two-block radius of the study site: and the project’s potential impacts

on any existing or proposed bikeways.

CITYWIDE PARKING
POLICY 30.4: Restrict long term automobile parking at rapid transit stations in the city

in favor of development of effective feeder transit service and enhanced access for pedestrians

» ana’ bzcyclzsz‘

. Many of the rapid transit stations in San Francisco are located in densely developed

i downtown areas or in residential or shopping areas where additional automobile rmpacts are

undesrrable These stations are located in such a manner that they may generally be reached

by San Francrsco resrdents either by connecting transrt 6%, by walking, or by bzcvclzng The
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cémmuter use of the automobile to park at a rapid trénsit statioh in San Francisco should be -
discouraged. While it is desirable to provide bicycle storage and parking facilities at rapid
lransit stations, long-term automobile parking facilities are undesirable because such facilities
would attract automobile traffic and otherwise be disruptive to the neighborhoods where they

would be located.

4dd a new policy 30.8 as follows:

POLICY 30.8: Consider lowering the number of automobile parking spaces requz’red in

buildings where Class I bicycle parking is provided.

- POLICY 34.2: Use existing street space to increase residential parking where off-
street facilities are inadequate.
* Local streets are of such width in many areas that improved parking conditions can be

obtained by-shifting from parallel to diagonat or perpendicular parking without a major

“investment. Care must be taken, however, to avoid conflicts with transit operations and safe

bicycle mevement (considering both adequate lane width and potential conflicts with vehicles

backing out of parking spaces). and to ensure that the street is more than a parking lot. Proper
landscaping is required to prevent lights from shining into dwellings at night and breaks in
rows of cars should be provided to avoid the monotony and unsightliness of unending rows of

vehicles. Back-in diagonal or perpendicular parking should be considered as an option to reduce

bicycle-motor vehicle conflicts.

POLICY 34.5: Minimize the construction of new.curb cuts in areas where on-street -
parking is in short supply and locatc_é them in @ manner such that they retain or minimally
diminish the number of existing on-street parking spaces.

It is desirable t¢ maintain a balance in the supply of adequate on- and off-street

parking. The creation of curb cuts to increase the supply of off-street parking often deprives

il the neighborhood of a community on-street parking space in ekchange for a private one. New
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buildings may be designed sb that entrances to off-street park'ing are pooled or configured to

‘minimize curb cuts and preserve the supply of on-street parking. An increased number of curb

cuts also increases the number of potential conflicts between motor vehicles and bicycles.

URBAN GOODS MOVEMENT

POLICY 40.2:- Discourage access to off-street freight loading and service vehicle

facilities from transit preferential streets, expedestrian-oriented streets and alleys, or on the -

Bicycle Route Network by providing alternative access r'outes.to facilities.

POLICY 40.3: Off-street loading faéilities and spaces in the downtown area should be
enclosed and accessible by private driveways designed to minimize conflicts with pedestrian,
transit,_bicycle. and automobile traffic. _

Séction 6. The objective, policies, and rﬁap of the Downtown Plan of the San
Francisco General Plan are hereby amehdec_l o read as follows

DOWNTOWN.PLAN |

BICYCLES

- OBJECTIVE 19: PROVIDE FOR SAFE AND CONVENIENT BICYCLE USE AS A
MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION

shopping prrpeses: The number of people that choose the bicycle instead of the automobile as their

main mode of transportations is steadily rising. As streets become more congested and more

‘accommodations are made for bicyclists, seme-many people are finding that they can move about

the city more quickly, enjoyably and economically on bicycles.
POLICY 19.1: Include facilities for bicycle users in governmental, commercial, and

residential developments.

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener . i
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also-be-provided in-major-new-eonstrmetion - —Secure and conveniently locared bicycle parking should be

provided in newly constructed developments, regardless of the provision of auto parking. Provision

should also be made for bicycle parking in conjunction with (but not solely dependent upon)

automobile parking in existing and new parking lots and earaces.

POLICY 19.2: Accommodate bicycles on regional transit facilities and important
regional transportation links. | | _
There should be more opportunity for cyclisfs to commute to San Francisco with their

bikes by using regional transit modes such as BART, Caltmin the ferry system, Golden Gate

_Tmnszt AC Transit, SamTrans, and the Caltrans Bay Bridge é%eyele—skwﬂe—aﬁd#ams All Certain

it commute buses should alse prov1de carrymg racks for bicycles.

Map 6: Transportation System, should be amended to reflect changes in the bicycle
network. | |

Section 7 In furtherance 6f this Ordinance, the Board of SupeNisors takes the
following additional actions related to the re-adoption. of the 2009 Bicycle Plan and related
General Plan arﬁendments:

‘- (@) The Board hereby directs the Planning Department tb make ény ﬁecesséry
changes to the Land Use Index of the General Plan to address the Generél Plan amendments
to the Transportation Element. l' |
I/

I
"
1

/i

1
/i

Supervisors Avalos, Chiu, Wiener v . .
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(b) The Board hereby directs the Planning Department in consultatron wrth the City
Attorney, to make any necessary changes to the San Francisco General Plan to address the
Amendments expressed herein. In adopting this Ordinance, it is the Board s express intent to
only modify the environmental frndrngs adopted in Ordinance 188-09 and incorporated therein
by reference, and to re-adopt the General Plan Amendments as expressed in 188-09 in their

entirety.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNISy). HERRERA, City Attorney

/4{ Nin %ZD/\ |

v udrey Pearsdn
Deputy City Aftorney

n:\land\i2013\060177\00845307.doc
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FILE NO. 130527

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

" [General Plan - San Francisco Bicycle Transportation Plan]

Ordinance re-adopting the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Transportation Plan; rescinding
Ordinance No. 0109-05 in its entirety; amending the General Plan in connection with the
San Francisco Bicycle Plan; adopting modified environmental findings, and findings
that the General Plan amendment is consistent with the General Plan and the eight
priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and authorizing official acts in
connection thereto. ' ‘ :

Existing Law
Currently, the San Francisco General Plan includes policies related to bicycle transportation. -

Amendments to Current Law

This Ordinanbe would re-adopt the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Transportation Plan and
related General Plan amendments previously adopted in Ordinance 188-09.

Background Information

In August 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance 188-09, which
adopted the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Transportation Plan and amended the
Transportation Element, the Downtown Area Plan and made corresponding revisions to the
Land Use Index of the San Francisco General Plan. In adopting Ordinance 188-09, the Board
also made findings required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public
Resources Code section 21000 et seq., including a mitigation monitoring and reporting -
program and a statement of overriding considerations.

On January 14, 2013, in Andersen v. City and County of San Francisco, A129910, the
California Court of Appeal found that the environmental impact report (EIR) for the 2009
Bicycle Plan complied with CEQA in all respects. However, the Court also found that the
findings adopted pursuant to CEQA in connection with the General Plan Amendments did not
adequately set forth the reasons for rejecting as infeasible the alternatives identified in the
EIR, and did not adequately discuss several significant environmental impacts that cannot be
mitigated. This action re-adopts the previously adopted General Plan Amendments as
described above, and makes environmental findings under CEQA modified to address the

Court of Appeal’s concerns.

This Ordinance only re-adopts the General Plan Amendments previously adopted in
Ordinance 188-09 with the modified environmental findings. No other amendments to the

General Plan are proposed.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : . Page 1
- 5/8/2013
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SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

RESOLUTION No. 13-054 .

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Muniéipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), was the
primary agency responsible for bicycle planning and development of the 2009 San Francisco
Blcycle Plan; and,

WHEREAS, The California Bicycle Transportation Act (Sections 891.2 and 891.4 of the
California Streets and Highways Code) provides for the preparation of a bikeways plan by a city or
county and submission of this plan to the California Department of Transportatlon for review and
approval; and,

WHEREAS Section 891.4 of the California Streets and Highways Code provides that any
city or county which has received approval from the California Department of Transportation for
its bikeways plan may apply to the Department of Transportation for Bicycle Transportation
Account funds for bikeways and related facilities which implement such a plan; and,

WHEREAS The SFMTA Board of Directors endorsed the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle
Plan for purposes of initiating environmental review under the California Environmental Quality
Act, California Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq. (“CEQA”), and approved a proposed
scope of work for the environmental review at its January 30, 2007 meeting, and endorsed changes
‘to the Plan for the purpeses of environmental review and approved a revised scope of work at its
December 4, 2007 meeting;-and,

WHEREAS, The 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan complies with Section 891.2 of the
California Streets and Highways Code and is consistent with the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission’s 2009 Reglonal Transportatlon Plan, the “Tr anspoxtatlon 2035 Plan for the San
" Francisco Bay Area;” and,

WHEREAS, The San Francisco P]annmg Department published a Draft Environmental

. Impact Report (“DE[R”) on the San Francisco Bicycle Plan on November 26, 2008, circulated it
for public review in accordance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, 14 California Code of
Regulations, Sections 15000 ef seq., and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code
(“Chapter 31”), held a public hearing on the DEIR on January 8, 2009, prepared responses to-
comments on the DEIR and published the Comments and Responses document on June 11, 2009,
which, together with the DEIR, all supporting documents and materials and additional information
that became available, constitute the Final Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™); and,

WHEREAS On June 25,2009, the San Francisco Planmng Commission certified the EIR
~ for the 2009 San Francisco Blcycle Plan published on June 11, 2009; and,
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WHEREAS, On June 26, 2009, the SFMTA Board of Directors, in Resolution 09-105,
adopted the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan, adopted findings under the CEQA, including a
statement of overriding considerations and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program; and,

WHEREAS, Also at its June 26, 2009 meeting, the SFMTA Board of Directors, in
Resolution 09-106, incorporated by reference the CEQA findings adopted in Resolution 09-105
and approved or ratified traffic modifications required to implement 45 of the 60 near-term
projects listed in the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan; and,

WHEREAS, On January 14, 2013, the California Court of Appeal_, in Anderson v. City and
County of San Francisco, California Court of Appeal No. A129910, found that although the FEIR
complied with CEQA in all respects, the findings adopted pursuant to the CEQA in connection
with the adoption of the 2009 Bicycle Plan and the traffic modifications did not adequately set
forth the reasons for rejecting as infeasible the alternatives identified in the EIR, and did not
adequately discuss several significant environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated; and,

WHEREAS, Staff has prepared modified CEQA findings, attached as Enclosure 2, which
respond to the Court of Appeal’s concerns; and now, therefore be it : ‘

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board of Directors adopts and incorporates by reference, as
though fully set forth herein, the modified CEQA Findings set forth in Enclosure 2, re-adopts the
2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan as previously approved in Resolution No. 09-105, and re-
approves the traffic modifications required to implement 45 of the 60 near-tern projects listed in
the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan that were approved or ratified by Resolution No. 09-106.

I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency Board of Directors at its meeting of May 7, 2013.

Iy —

Secretary to the Board of Directors .
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agenc
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AN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

. May 22,2013

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Transmitta] of Planning Department Case Number 2011.0397M, T:
' Two Proposed Ordinances:

1. General Plan Amendments w1th Amended CEQA Findings Related to
the 2009 Bicycle Plan
BOS File No: __120527 __ (pending)

2. Planning Code Amendments Related to New Bicycle Parking
Requirements
BOS File No: _ 130520 (pending)

Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval of Twoe. Proposed Ordinances

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

This transmittal includes Planning Commission Resolutions on two pieces of Planning
Commission proposed legislation:

1) General Plan Amendments related to the 2009 Bicycle Plan: Ordinance proposing to

re-adopt the General Plan Amendments related to the 2009 Bicycle Plan with
amended CEQA findings pursuant to a Court of Appeal decision on January 14, 2013.

2) Planning Code Amendments on Bicycle Parking: Ordinance proposing to repeal the

existing . Planning Code requirements for bicycle parking and adding new
requirements, which are summarized below. :

On August 9% 2012 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”)
conducted aduly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the

initiation of a proposed Ordinance on bicycle parking requirements.

On April 4th, 2013 the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearmg at a regularly

scheduled meeting to consider the initiation of a proposed Ordmance re-adopting the General.

Plan Amendments related to the 2009 Bicycle Plan.

f

On May 16%, 2013 the Commission coriducted a duly noticed pubhc hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting to consider adoption of both proposed Ordinances.

www.sfplanning.org
185

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



Transmital Materials . CASE NO. 2011.0397M.T
General Plan Amendments Related to the 2009 Bicycle Plan &
Planning Code Amendments for Bicycle Parking

~ The Ordinance amending the General Plan includes revisions to the Transportation Element, the
Downtown Area Plan, and correspondmg revisions to the Land Use Index of the General Plan.
This Ordinance would re-adopt the General Plan amendments originally adopted by the Board of
Supervisors in August 2009 in Ordinance 188-09. On January 14, 2013, the California Court of
Appeal found that although the environmental impact report prepared for the 2009 Bicycle Plan
was adequate in all respects, also found that the City failed to make a handful of findings related
to the infeasibility of alternatives identified in the EIR and findings related to significant
environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated. This Ordinance re-adopts the General Flan
Amendments and makes findings under CEQA which have been amended to address the issues
found by the Court of Appeal.

The proposed Ordinance amending the Planning Code regulations related to bicycle parking
would repeal Sections 155.1 to 155.5 of the Planning Code in their entirety and add new Sections
155.1 to 155.4 regarding bicycle parking requirements. This Ordinance also amends other sections-
of the Code to update requirements related to bicycle parking. The major proposals of this
Ordinance include but are not limited to: :

* Increasing bicycle parking requirements and calibrat'ing'the requirements for all use
categories; -

» Differentiate requirements for long-term (Class 1) and short-term (Class 2) requirements;

» ' Establishing clear and easy to implement triggers for bicycle parking requirements:
addition of a dwelling unit, enlargement by 20%, change of use when bicycle parking
requirement would increase by 15%, addition of vehicle parking, and alterations when
DBI determines such alteration would trigger the bicycle parking requirements per State
law. ' ' '

*  Allowing conversion of auto parking to bicycle parking

*  Requiring City-owned bulldmgs to comply with new requu'ements within one year since
this Ordinance is effective

The Planning Commission certified an environmental impact report on the 2009 B1cyc1e Plan in
Resolution 17912 on June 25, 2009, which was affirmed by the Board of Supervisors in Motion
M09-136. On May 9, 2013, the Planning Department staff determined that no further
envu-onmental review was required in relation to the Planning Code amendments herein.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Transmital Materials : . CASE NO. 2011.0397M,T
General Plan Amendments Related to the 2009 Bicycle Plan &
Planning Code Amendments for Bicycle Parking

At the May 16% hearing, the Commission voted to recommend approval of the two proposed
Ordinances to amend: 1) the Planning Code as described above and 2) to readopt the previously
adopted General Plan Amendments with amended CEQA findings. Please find attached
documents relating to the Commission’s action. If you have any questions or require further
information please do not hesitate to contact me or project planner, Kimia Haddadan.

Sincerely, .

AnMarie Rodgers
Manager of Legislative Affairs

Ce via electronic transmittal:

Mayor's Office, Jason Elliot

Supervisor David Chiu '

Supervisor Scott Weiner

- Supervisor Jane Kim

Supervisor John Avalos

City Attorneys Judy Boyajian, and Audrey Pearson -

Attachments (one copy of thé following):

Planning Commission Resolution No. 18870
Planning Commission Resolution No. 18871 :
Planning Commission Executive Summary for Case No. 2011.0397TM: Note this Executive
Summary is being provided as a stand-alone document, only certain attachments that were before
the Commission are included (Exhibit A, B, and D). Other attachments are available by contacting
the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103,
Amended CEQA Findings for the General Plan Amendments in track changes - for informational
purposes.
Draft Ordinance: General Plan Amendments related to the 2009 B1cyc1e Plan (ongmal sent via
" interoffice mail)
Draft Ordinance: Planning Code Amendments for Blcycle Parking Legislation (or1gmal sent via
mterofﬁce mail)

SAN FRANCISCO . '3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . »
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Transportation Element -| San Francisco General Plan
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Recommended Near-Term and Long-Term
Improvements to the Bicycle Route Network

Near-Term Bicycle Improvement Projects
=essmmae | ONg-Term Bicycle Improvement Projects Tﬁe,‘“"f ‘

R sian
e Minor Improvements to Bicycle Route Network: :

—— Existing Bicycle Route Network

@ Long-Term Transbay Transit Center Connection

SAN FRANGISCO .
PIANNING DEPARTIRENT

Data Source:
'1 8 8 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA)
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SAN FRANCISCO L
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission 5 sonst.
' : Suite 400
. : : San Francisce,
Resolution No. 18870 CAAT0S-2470
' Reseption:
General Plan Amendment 416.558.6378
HEARING DATE: MAY 16, 2013 15,556,640
P‘Ianning;
Date: May 9, 2013 lnfoﬂg;hgom _
Case No.: 2011.0397 M » S 413.558.8377
Project Address:  General Plan Amendments to Bicycle Policies
Initiated by: John Rahaim, Director of Planning

Staff Contact: Kimia Haddadan — (415) 575-9068
‘ kimin haddadan@sfgov.org :
Reviewed by: AnMarie Rodgers, Manager, Legislative Affairs
anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Approval :

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOFPT AN
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN RELATED TO THE SAN
FRANCISCO BICYCLE PLAN ]NCLUD]ZNG REVISIONS TO THE
TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT AND THE DOWNT OWN AREA PLAN, ANY
CORRESPONDING REVISIONS TO THE ‘LAND USE INDEX OF THE
GENERAL PLAN, MAKING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS AND
FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND PRIORITY
POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION101.1.

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the San Francisco Charter empowers the Planning Commission to establish and
update the City’s General Plan, and calls for the General Plan to contain “goals, policies and programs for
the future physical development of the City and County of San Francisco.” The Charter calls for the
Planning Commiission to periodically recommend for approval or rejection to the Board of Supervisors
proposed amendments to the General Plan, in response to changing physical, social, economic,
environmental or legislative conditions. :

WHEREAS, General Plan Amendments related to the 2009 Bicycle Plan were originally recommended by
the Planning Commission to the Board of Supervisors for the Board’s approval on June 25, 2009 in
Resolution 17914. On June 25, 2009 (in Resolution 17912), .the Planning Commission certified an
environmental impact report (EIR) prepared for the 2009 Bicydle Plan, and (in Resolution 17913), adopted
findings pursuant to CEQA, including a mitigation monitoring and reporting program. On January 14,
2013, in Anderson v. City and County of San Francisco, A129910, the California Court of Appeal found that the
EIR on the 2009 Bicycle Plan complied with CEQA in all respects but also found that the findings adopted
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Resolution No. 18870 Case No 2011.0397M
Hearing Date: May 16, 2013 General Plan Amendments Related to the 2009 Bicycle Plan

pursuant to the CEQA in connection with the General Plan Amendments did not adequately set forth the
reasons for rejecting as infeasible the alternatives identified in the EIR, and did not adequately discuss
‘'several significant environmental impacts caused by the Project that cannot be mitigated;

WHEREAS, On April 4, 2013, The Commission initiated amendments to re-adopt the previously adopted
General Plan Amendments, including changes to the Transportation Element and the Downtown Area Plan
of the General Plan; and

Whereas, On June 25, 2009, by Motion No. 17912, the Planning Commission certified as adequate, accurate
and complete the Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") for the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan. On
August 4, 2009 in Motion .M09—136, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors affirmed the decision of the
Planning Commission to certify the FEIR and rejected the appeal of the FEIR certification. In accordance
with the actions contemplated herein, the Commission has reviewed the FEIR, and adopts and incorporates
by reference, as though fully set forth herein, the findings, including a statement of overriding
considerations and the mitigation monitoring and reporting program, pursuant to the California
~ Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code section 21000, et seq), Attachment A to this
Resolution;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Commission hereby rescinds Resolution
No. 16942 and Motion No. 16943 concerning General Plan amendments related to the
2005 Bieycle Plan; and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, The Commission, for the reasons set
forth herein, finds that the proposed- General Plan amendments are, on balance,
consistent with the General Plan and the priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1;
and :

_ BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the
Planning Commission does hereby find that the public necessity, convenience and
general welfare require the approval of the attached ordinance, approved as to form by
the City Attorney, and directs staff to make corresponding updates to the Land Use
Index of the General Plan, and recommends approval of these amendments as though
fully set forth herein to the Board of Supervisors; and

FINDINGS

The Commission re-affirms the following findings originally adopted. in -
Resolution 17914: .

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) has been working
on a plan to encourage increased bicycle use as an alternate mode of
transportation and to make bicycle travel safer throughout the City. It published
and is seeking adoption of the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Transportation Plan to
accomplish these objectives. While the San Francisco General Plan already
contains objectives and policies that discuss bicycle use and other transportation
modalities in use in San Francisco, the 2009

SAN FRAHGCISCO ’ 2
PLANNING DEPARTMERT ) .
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Resolution No. 18870 AR Case No 2011.0397M
Hearing Date: May 16, 2013 .-~ - General Plan Amendments Related to the 2009 Bicycle Plan

Bicycle Plan establishes proposals to encourage improved bicycle facilities,

" including a system of bicycle routes that are not reflected in the City’s General
Plan and calls for programs to install related bicycle faciliies on public
rights-of-way and other public and private improvements to encourage and
facilitate increased bicycle use throughout the City.

In response to changing patterns of travel and increasing use of transit and
bicycle use and walking as alternatives to travel by private automobile in the

- City, staff believes General Plan amendments are appropriate. Staff recommends
that the Planning Commission consider amending the General Plan to more
closely reflect this shift in travel mode choice and facilitate increasing levels of
and safer bicycle use in the future.

The proposed General Plan amendments.are related to the 2009 Bicycle Plan,
which proposes to encourage increased bicycle use and improve bicycle safety in
San Francisco. The General Plan amendments would revise Objectives, Policies,
text, and figures/maps to the Transportation Element and the Downtown
Area Plan of the General Plan. Bicycle use in San Francisco and across the
nation is increasing and the proposed General Plan amendment acknowledges
this shift in transportation mode. It would revise the General Plan to
encourage additional bicycle use, particularly in the downtown and in other
dense neighborhoods where parking is limited. The amendment call for transit
providers to allow bicycle users to use transit to reach their destinations where
appropriate, and to encourage alternatives to single-occupant vehicular use.

Although the General Plan already contains policies regarding bicycle use, more people
are using bicycles to reach their destinations in the City and throughout the region and
the General Plan does not apprOpriately' address this travel mode shift. Though the
objectives, policies and figures were accurate at the time that the General Plan was
published, they no longer accurately characterize increasing use of alternative travel
modes, including increased use of transit, bicycle and walking.

The goals of the 2009 Bicycle Plan are, on the whole, consistent with San
Francisco General Plan Objectives and Policies. However, the General Plan contains a
number of Objectives, Policies and figures that do not fully reflect the proposed goals
and measures that may be used to implement the City’s Bicycle Plan. Planning staff
therefore recommends that the Planning Commission consider adopting an amendment
to the General Plan, including a number of conforming revisions to the Transportation
Element and the Downtown Area Plan. If adopted, the General Plan would more
closely reflect current conditions and opportunities to improve bicycle facilities and
increase bicycle safety in the City.. A draft Board of Supervisors ordinance, attached
hereto as Exhibit M-2, would amend the General Plan. the City Attorney’s Office has
reviewed the draft ordinance and approved it as to form. Staff recommends
adoption of the Resolution concerning minor amendments to the General Plan.

SAW FRANCISGD . .
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Resolution No. 18870 : Case No 2011.0397M
Hearing Date: May 16, 2013 General Plan Amendments Related to the 2009 Bicycle Plan

Planning Code Section 101 1(b) establishes eight priority policies and is-a basis by
which differences between competing policies in the General Plan are resolved. The
project is consistent with the eight priority policies in that:

1. The General Plan amendment will not negatively affect existing,
’ neighborhood-serving retail.

2. The General Plan .amendment will not affect existing housing -or - '
neighborhood character. Most new multi-unit housing would provide
secure bicycle parking / storage space for residents.

3. . The General Plan amendment W]]l not decrease the City’s supply of
affordable housing.

4. The Project will not result in impacts to MUNI, as most MUNI vehicles
including MUNI Coach service allows multi-modal use with bicyclists.
The project would not re to improve the pedestrian qualities of streets by
reducing neighborhood parking needs.

5. “The General Plan amendment will not result in displacement of the City’s
industrial and-service sectors for commercial office development.

6. . The General Plan amendment will not negatively affect e the City’s
- preparedness for an earthquake.

7. The Gérierai Plan amendment will not affect Historic Res_ources.

8. The General Plan amendment will not affect any City parks or open‘
spaces or their access to sunlight. - '

The proposal will promote the following relevant objectives and policies of the General
Plan. Analysis of applicable General Plan Objectives and Policies has determined that
the proposed action is, on balance, consistent with the General Plan, as it proposed to be
amended. Below are specific policies and objectives that support the proposed actions.

AIR QUALITY ELEMENT

Objective 3:
DECREASE THE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT BY COORDINATION
OF LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION DECISIONS.

The General Plan amendment and implementation of the Bicycle Plan will encourage increased
- bicycle use and reduced travel by private automobile, reducing air quality impacts.

SAR m,amscu
PLANN] DEPARTMENT
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Resolution No. 18870 T Case No 2011 0397M
Hearing Date: May 16, 2013 e General Plan Amendments Related to the 2009 Bicycle Plan

' COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF

THE TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.

OBJECTIVE 6:
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS

EASILY ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.

Policy 6.2:
Promote economically vital neighborhood commercial districts which foster small

business enterprises and entrepreneurship and which are responsive to the economic
and technological innovation inthe marketplace and society.

It is often difficult to find parking in the City’s dense downtown and neighborhood commercial
districts. Policies in the General Plan and the City’s Bicycle Plan will tend to reduce the demand
for parking by encouraging—more individuals-to travel by bicycle, and transit, thereby reducing
the demand for increased on and offstreet parking.

POLICY 6.7
Promote high quality urban-design on commercial streets.

The General Plan amendment would encourage increased use of bicycles to access neighborhood
commercial districts and neighborhoods throughout the City. This may tend to reduce vehicular
traffic and demand on land resources for parking, freeing up space for bicyclists, pedestrians, and
pedéstriun improvements to be installed on public sidewalks.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 3
ASSURE THAT NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS HAVE ACCESS TO NEEDED.
SERVICES AND A FOCUS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITIES.

Policy 3.4
Locate neighborhood centers so they are easily accessible and near the natural center of

activity.

The project would encourage increased blcycle use and provide another travel mode to reach
neighborhood facilities.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 15

ShH FRANCISCO -
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Resolution No. 18870 Case No 2011.0397M
.Hearing Date: May 16, 2013 . General Plan Amendments Related to the 2009 B1cycle Plan

INCREASE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF TRANSPORTATION AND ENCOURAGE
LAND USE PATTERNS AND METHODS OF TRANSPORTATION WHICH USE LESS
ENERGY.

Policy 15.1

Increase the use of transportation alternatives to the automobile.

Policy 15.2 ,
Provide incentives to increase the energy efficiency of automobile travel.

Policy 15.3
Encourage an urban design pattern that will minimize travel requirements among
working, shopping, recreation, school and childcare areas.

The project would encourage increased bicycle use and may‘ thereby reduce automobile travel
within the City for work, shopping and recreational trips.

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 6
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE N'EIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
AREAS EASILY ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDEVTS

Policy 6.1

Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of nelghborhood—servmg
goods and services in the city's neighborhood commercial districts, while
recognizing and encouraging diversity among the districts.

Policy 6.4
Encourage the location of neighborhood shoppmg areas throughout the city so
that essential retail goods and personal services are accessible to all residents.

Policy 6.7
Promote high quality urban design on commercial streets.

- The Project will facilitate travel to neighborhood commercial streets by encouraging use
of bicycles rather than autos for shopping trips. Proposed amendment would support
installation of bicycle parking and storage facilities in neighborhood commercial areas.

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

Policy2.8 _
Develop a recreational trail system that links city parks and public open space,

SAR FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEFARTMENT
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ridge lines and hilltops, the Bay and ocean, and neighborhoods, and fies into the
regional hiking trail system.

The Project will not negatively z:mpact existing public parks. and will encoﬁrage bicycle
use to, among other thmgs access public open space facilities throughout the City and
beyond

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE2
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING
DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT. - - -

Pohcy 21
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and reglon
as the catalyst for desirable development, and coordinate new facilities with

public and private development.

Policy 2.4
Organize the transportation system to reinforce community identity, improve
linkages among interrelated activities and provide focus for cormumunity

actvities.

The Project will also encourage bicycle use and reduced use of the private automobile.
Policy25
Provide incentives for the use of transit, carpools, vanpools, walking and
bicycling and reduce the need for new or expanded automobile and automobile.
parking facilities.

- The Project will encourage bicycle and intermodal transit / bicycle use for increasing
percentages of work, shopping and recreational travel, reducing the impact and need for
additional automobile parking facilities.

Pohcy 182 ,
Design streets for a level of traffic that serves, but will not cause a detrimental

impact on adjacent land uses.

New streets will be designed to accommodate neighborhood traffic and incorporate traffic calming
measures such as corner sidewalk bulbs to reduce the distance pedestrians have to cross the street,
and incorporation of street trees and street furniture that will encourage an active pedestrian life.

SN FRAI r:ascu
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The Project would support more multi-modal travel, including walking and bicycle use to
access multi-modal transit centers and encourage transit connections.

OBJECTIVE 27 _
ENSURE THAT BICYCLES CAN BE USED SAFELY AND CONVENIENTLY AS
A PRIMARY MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION, AS WELL AS FOR
RECREATIONAL PURPOSES.

OB]ECTIVE 28
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENTENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR
BICYCLES.

Policy 28.1 '
- Provide secure bicycle parking in new governmental, commercial, and
residential developments.

The Project encourages bicyélé use. New development will be required to provide secure
bicycle parking, including new residential development and commercial uses.

OBJECTIVE 34:

. RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE
CITY’S STREET SYSTEM AND LAND USE PATTERNS,

Policy 34.3:

Permit minimal or reduced off-street parking supply for new buildings in
residential and commercial areas ad]acent to transit centers and along transit
preferenhal streets.

Pohcy 34.4: :
Regulate off-street parking in new housing so as to guarantee needed spaces
without requiring excesses and to encourage low auto ownership in neighborhoods
that are well served by transit and are convenient to neighborhood shopping.

The Proposed amendment would help to implement and extend the reach of
Transportation policies designed to reduce the amount of required parking when facilities
are provided for alternate transportation modes, mcludmg better access to transit and
increased bicycle use and facilities.

SAN FHAHCISCD :
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" Exhibit C

DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 18
ENSURE THAT THE NUMBER OF AUTO TRIPS TO AND FROM

DOWNTOWN WILL NOT BE DETR]]\/IENTAL TO THE GROWTH OR
AMENITY OF DOWNTOWN.

Pohcy 18.3
Discourage new long-term commuter parking spaces.in and around downtown.

Limit long-term parking spaces serving downtown to, the number that already
exists.

OBJECTIVE1Y
PROVIDE FOR SAFE AND CONVENIENT BICYCLE USE AS A MEANS OF
* TRANSPORTATION. :
Policy19.1 _
Include facilities for bicycle users in governmental, commercial, and residential

~ developments.

Policy 19.3.
Provide adequate .and secure bicycle parking at transit terminals.

The am nendment would encourage incr eased bicycle use for work and shopping trips to the
Downtown C-3 Districts.

I hereby certify that the foregomg Resolution was ADOPTED by the San
Francisco Planning Commission on May 16, 2013.

Jonas P. Ionin

Acting Commission Secretary

AYES: . Antonini, Borden, Fong, Hillis, Sugaya
NOES: |

ABSENT:

ADOPTED: 6-0

www.sfplanning.org
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' ATTACHMENT A
SAN FRANCISCO BICYCLE PLAN PROJECT AND RELATED ACTIONS

[REVISED] CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS: FINDINGS OF
FACT, EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND ALTERNATIVES, AND
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION

In determining to approve the proposed San Francisco Bicycle Project and related approval
actions (the “Preferred Project” or “Project”), the San Frandsco_Planrxjng Commission (“Planning
Commission” or “Commission”) makes and adopts the following findings of fact and statement
of overriding considerations and adopts the following recommendations regarding mitigation
measures and alternatives based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding
and under the California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Sections
21000 et seq. (“CEQA”), particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for
Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. (“CEQA
Guidelines”), particularly Sections 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco
Administration Code. :

L - Introduction; Preject Description; Planning Commission Actions to be Taken
This document is organized as follows:

Section I provides a description of the Preferred Project, the environmental review process for
the project, the Planning Commission actions to be taken, and the location of records;'

Section ]I identifies the impacts found not to be signjﬁcant that do not require mitigation;

k\ Section 1]1 1den11f1es potenha]ly—s1gmﬁcant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to
1ess—ﬂ1an-s1gmﬁcant levels through mitigation;

Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than
significant levels;

Section V discusses why a subsequeht or supplemental EIR is not required;

Section VI evaluates the different project alternatives, and sets forth the economic, legal, social,
technological, and other considerations, and incorporates by reference the reasons set forth in
Section VII, that support the rejection as infeasible of the alternatives and design options
analyzed, and presents the reasons for selecting preferred design options for the specified bicycle
projects; and

San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings(Revised) : Page 1
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Section VII presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in
support of the Planning Commission’s actions deépite the significant environmental impacts
which remain. This section also sets forth additional reasons for rejecting as infeasible the
Alternatives not incorporated into the Project, as describéd in Section VL

Attached to these findings as Exhibit 1 is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(“MMRP”) for the mitigation measures that have been proposed for adoption for the Bicycle
Plan. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is required by CEQA Section 21081.6
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. It provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure
Jisted in the Final EIR (“FEIR”) that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact.
- Exhibit 1 also specifies the agency responsible for implementation of each measure and
establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. | ' '

These findings are based upon substantial eviderice in the entire record before the Planning
Commission. The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the EIR or
responses to comments in the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide

an exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for these findings.
a. Project Description

The San Francisco Bicycle Plan Project would provide for the approval of the 2009 Bicycle Plan
and implementation of near-term bicycle route improvement projects (near-term improvements)
and minor improvements such as signage and pavement marking changes. It also identifies
long-term bicycle route network improvement projects (long-term improvements). The Bicycle
Plan includes policy goals, objectives, and actions to support the implementation of these and
related changes, at this time and in the future. By enacting these changes, the Preferred Project’s
overall goal is to increase safe bicycle use; the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals are to (1) refine and
expand the existing bicycle route network; (2) ensure plentiful, high-quality bicycle parking to
complement the bicycle route network; (3) expand bicycle access to transit and. bridges;
(4) educate the public about bicycle safety; (5) improve bicyde safety through targeted
enforcement; (6) promote and encourage safe bicycling; (7) adopt bicycle-friendly practices and
policies; and (8) prioritize and increase bicycle funding. The priméry Project sponsor is the
Municipal Transportation Agency.

Policy Actions

In order to accomplish its goals, the 2009 Bicycle Plan would implement policy actions,
near-term improvements, and minor improvements, and consider long-term improvements. The
Bicycle Plan also proposes amendments to the San Francisco General Plan and Planning Code.
Each proposed policy; near-term improvement, long-term improvement, and minor
improvement is described in Chapter IV, Pioject Description, and analyzed in Chapter v,

San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) ’ Page 2
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. Subsections V.A.2 through V.A.5, pp. V.A.2-1 through V.A.5-30, of the DEIR. Applicable changes
to the General Plan and Planning Code are. pfoposed to reflect the updated Bicycle Plan policies.

Minor Improvements

Minor improvements are treatments that may be implemented as necessary to improve
conditions for bicycle use within the City on the bicycle network. They include the following
design elements to improve bicycle travel: minor pavement marking and signage changes such
as the installation of colored pavement materials or sharrows (shared lane markings) or minor
changes to parking and traffic lane configurations; minor changes to intersection traffic signal
timing plans; the installation of bicycle boxes at certain intersections; and bicycle parking within
the public right-of-way, induding bicycle racks on sidewalks meehng certain criteria and
on-street bicycle parking. Environmental analysis for the minor improvements is presented in
Subsection V.A4, (p V. A 4-1), of the DEIR. ‘

Long—Term Improvements

Long-term improvements are bicycle route network improvement projects that consist of either
- major improvements to éegments of the existing bicycle route network or are potential future
additions of new streets and pathways to the bicycle route network. These proposed long-term
improvements-include a wide range of potential design features that will improve the overall
connectivity and safety of the bicycle route network. Currently, neither a schedule nor specific
designs for these projects have been developed. ' |

The anticipated Iong—term improvements may include, but are not limited to, the following
design elements to improve bicycle travel along identified streets: signage changes; pavement
marking such as the installation of colored pavement materials and the installation of sharrows;
modifications to bus zones and parking configurations such as changes to the location,
configuration, and number of metered or unmetered parking spaces and loading zones; changes
to the locations and configurations of curbs, sidewalks and medians (including both planted and
unplanted), including widening of roadways; reconfiguration of intersections to improve bicycle -
crossings, including installation of bicycle traffic signals; the installation of traffic calming
devices, including designation of bicycle boulevards that prioritize bicycle travel over other
transportation modes; installation of bicycle lanes, pathways or other bicycle facilities, including
in conjunction with the narrowing or removal of traffic lanes; the removal of parking spaces, and
the designation of shared bicycle and transit lanes.

The impacts of these future improvements are evaluated at a program level in this analysis with
regard to the Preferred Project footprint (the affected street right-of-way and park land). Once
fully developed, these future improvements, individually or collectwely, may require further
project-level environmental analysis that would consider the potential environmental effects of

San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) _ ' Page 3
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these improvements. The program-level analysis for these long-term improvements is presented
in.Chapter V, Subsection V.A.5, p. V.A.5-1, of the DEIR.

b. Environmental Review a
The Planning Departmént determined that an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) was
required for the Project and issued a Notice of Preparation and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting
on June 5, 2007. The Planning Department held a public scoping meeting on- June 26, 2007 and
published the initial study for the Bicycle Plan Project on March 15, 2008. The Planning
Department published the Draft EIR and provided public notice of the availability of the Draft
EIR for public review and comment on November 26, 2008.

On November 26, 2008, a Notice of Completion and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to
the State Clearinghouse. Notices of availability for the Draft EIR of the date and time of the
public hearings were posted on the Planning Department's website on November 26, 2008.

‘The Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the Draft EIR on January 8,
2009. At this hearing, opportunity for pubiic comment was given, and public comment was
received on the Draft EIR. The Planning Department accepted public comments on the Draft EIR
from November 26, 2008 to January 13, 2009. The Department's Comments and Responses
document also respoﬁded to comments submiited as-late as fanuary 19, 2009.

The Planning Department published-the Comments and Responses on'the Draft EIR on June 11,
2009. This document includes responses to environmental comments on the Draft EIR made at
the public hearing on January 8, 2009 as well as written comments submitted on the Draft EIR
from November 26, 2008 to January 13, 2009 and comments submitted after the official close of
public comment. The comments and responses document also contains text changes to the Draft
EIR made by EIR preparers to correct or clarify information presented in the Draft EIR, including

changes to the Draft EIR text made in response to comments.
c Planning Commission Actions
The Planning Commission is being requested to take the following actions to-approve and
implement the Preferred Project.
+ Adopt Revised CEQA findings and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

¢ Approve and recommend adoption of amendments to the General Plan related to the San
Francisco Bicycle Plan, by the Board of Supervisors. '

e Approve and recommend to the Board of Supervisors related amendments to the San
Francisco Planning Code. '

San Francisco Bicyde Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) - Page 4
202



d. Locafion of Records

The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the Project are based includes,
but is not limited to, the following;

The San Francisco Bicycle Plan;
The EIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR;

' All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the

Planning Commission relating to the EIR, the proposed approvals and entitlements, the

‘Project, and the alternatives (“Options”) set forth in the EIR;

All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning
Commission by the environmental consultant and subconsultants who prepared the EIR,
or incorporated into reports presented to the Planning Commission;

All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from
other public agencies relating to the Project or the ElR'

All applications, letters, testimony and presentations presented to the City by the project
sponsor and its consultants in connection with the Project;

All mformatlon (including written evidence and testimony) presented at any public
hearing or workshop related-to the Project and the EIR;

For documentary and information puzposes, all locally-adopted land use plans and
ordinances, including, without limitation, general plans, specific plans and ordinances,
together with environmental review documents, findings, mitigation monitoring

- programs and other documentation relevant to planned growth in the area;

The MMRP; and

All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section

2116.76(e)

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the
public review. period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the Final
EIR are located at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco. Linda
Avery, Commission Secretary, is the custodian of these documents and materials.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) ' Page 5
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IL. Impacts Found Not To Be Significant, Thus Requiring No Mitigation

Finding: Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Commission
finds that the implementation of the Preferred Project would not result any significant
environmental impacts in the following areas: Land Use; Aesthetics; Population and Housing;
Parking; Wind and Shadow; Recreation; Utilities and Service Systems; Public Services; Geology
and Soils, Hydrology/Water Quality; Hazards/Hazardous Materials; Mineral/Energy Resources;
Agricultural Resources. Each of these topics is analyzed and discussed in detail including, but
not limited to, in the Initial Study (IS).

II1L. Findings of Potentially-Significant Impacts that can be Avoided or Reduced to a
Less-Than-Significant Level

Finding: The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requireé agencies to adopt
mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a. project’s identified significant
impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible.

The findings in this Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the IS
and FEIR. These findings discuss mitigation measures as proposed in the IS and FEIR and
recommended for adoption by identified parties, including the primary Project sponsor,-the
MTA Board, which can be implemented by City agencies or departments.

As explained previously, Exhibit 1, attached, contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. It provides a
table setting forth each miﬁgaﬁon measure listed in Chapter V of the EIR that is required to
reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit 1 also specifies the agency responsible for
implementation of each measure, establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule.

Mitigation Measures as part of Project Approval: The Planning Commission finds that, based
on the record before it, the mitigation and improvement measures proposed for adoption in the
FEIR are feasible, and that they can and should be carried out by the identified agencies at the
designated time. There also are mitigation measures that address those impact areas where the
measure may reduce an impact, yet not to a level of insignificance. These impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable. Such impacts and the mitigation proposed for adoption that would
reduce, but not eliminate these impacts, are discussed in more detail in the following section of
these Findings. The record demonstrates that the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency, subject to approval from its Board of Directors, has agreed to adopt all mitigation and
improvement measures identified in the FEIR. This Planning Commission urges other agencies
to adopt and implement applicable mitigation measures set forth in the FEIR that are within the
. jurisdiction and responsibility of such entities. The Planning Commission acknowledges that if
such mitigation measures are not adopted and implemented, the Project may result in additional

San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) . Page 6
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significant unavoidable impacts. For this reason, and as discussed in Section VI, the Planning |

Commission is adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations as set forth in Section VII.

All mitigation measures identified in the FEIR that would reduce or avoid significant adverse
environmental impacts and improvement measures that would lessen environmental impacts
which are less-than-significant are proposed for adoption and are set forth in Exhibit 1, in the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

Initial Study

4. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

1. Impact — Potential disturbance to archeological resources, historic resources, paleontological

_resources, and human remains

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Implementation of the Preferred Project would involve ground disturbance that could
result in potential impacts to archeological resources, historic resources, paleontological
resources, and human remains. ’

asure 1: Archaeological Resources: Accidpntal Discovery and Conclusion

Mitigation Me

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 1, which would
require the project sponsor to distribute the Planning Department archeological resource
“ALERT” sheet to prime contractors. Should any indication of an archeological resource
be encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the Project, the project Head
Foreman and/or Project Sponsor shall immediately notify an Environmental Review
Officer (ERO) and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the
vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what addluonal measures should
be undertaken.

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project
site, the Project Sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archeological consultant.
The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is

~ warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if wa.tranted spemﬁc.

additional measures to be implemented by the Project Sponsor.

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an

archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. The project

archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to
the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological

San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) Page?7
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resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in

the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken.

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California
Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1)
copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The
Major Environmental Analysis division of the Planning Department shall receive three
copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523
series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or
interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and

distribution than that pljésented above.

12. Biological Resources

1. Impact - Potential disturbance to biological resources

a)

Potentially-Significant Impact

The Preferred Project would not have the potential to degrade the quality of the

" environment, reduce fish or wildlife habitat, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop

below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. Biological
resources that could be affected by the Preferred Project would be trees located along

streets or sidewalks where improvements would be implemented and any migratory

birds nesting in such trees at the time of tree removal. Existing requirements regarding
tree removal and California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) regulations with
respect to migratory nesting birds would ensure that impacts would be less than

significant.

Mitigation Measure 3: Biological Resources and Conclusion

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3. To implement
California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, the Project Sponsor would conduct a field
survey 14 to 21 days prior to construction activities that would result in vegetation
removal during the breéding season (February 1 through August 31). A qualified
biologist shall determine if active nests of native birds are present in the construction
sone. In the event an active nest is discovered in areas to be disturbed, removal of the
nesting substrate shall be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged
(typically 3 to 4 weeks for most small passerines), as determined by the biollogist,vand
there is no evidence of second nesting attempts, unless the California Department of Fish

San Francisco Bicycle Plan Eﬁ{, CEQA Findings (Revised) Page 8
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and Game (and the US. Fish and Wildlife Service for migratory birds) authorize
otherwise. No surveys are required and no impact would occur if vegetation removal,
grading. or other heavy construction activities would occur between September 1 to
January 31, outside the nesting season.

Final EIR .

A.

- Transportation -

1. Transportation Impact to passenger loading on the south side of Broadway between Franklin

Street and Van Ness Avenue from Project 1-1 under EXJstmg plus Project conditions (Impact
TR-P1-1a).

a)

Pbtenﬁa]ly—Sigg_ ificant Impact

Implementation of Project 1-1, would construct bicycle lanes on Broadway between Polk

. 'Street and Webster Street. This would result of the parking lane removal on the south

side of Broadway between Franklin Street and Van Ness Avenue, school children loading

- activities in front of Saint Brigid School could continue to occur in the afternoon (before 4

b

p-m.), but passenger loading activities would have to be prohibited during the Weekday

- AM peak period (7:00 am. to 9:00 a.m )because of City of San Francisco Transportation

Code Section 38N which prohibits blocking of a bicycle lane during peak periods. This
prohibition would represent a significant impact en-passenger loading for the students of .
Saint Brigid School under Existing plus Project conditions for-the AM peak hour -as a
result of Project 1-1.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact o passenger loadmg on the south side

of Broadway between Franklin Sixeet and Van Ness Avenue from Project 1- 1 under
Ex15t|.n i i

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above wou_ld be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of nﬁtigation measure M-TR-P1-1a, which
would require that an alternative school passenger drop-off location would have to be
identified to accommodate passenger loading demand, such as expanding the existing
passenger drop-off location along the east side of Franklin Street between Pacific Avenue
and Broadway on the west side of the school building. Alternatively, the passenger drop
off zone on Broadway could be maintained by eliminating the proposed eastbound
bicycle lane between Franklin Street and Van Ness Avenue and having bicydlists share
the curb lane with motor vehicles, similar to existing conditions. With the
implemernitation of either of these mitigation measures, the significant unpact on loading

for the students of Saint Brigid School would be reduced to less than significant under

Existing plus Project conditions for Project 1-1.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised)- Page 9
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2. Transporta’aon Impact to passenger loading on the south side of Broadway between Franklin
Street and Van Ness Avenue from Project 1-1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

(Impact TR-P1- -1b).

2)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Implementation of Project 1-1 would result in a significant impact to passenger loading
for students of Saint Brigid School under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions as a -

result of Projéct 1-1.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to passenger loading on the south side
of Broadwav between Franklin Street and Van Ness Avenue from Project 1-1 under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P1-1b) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of miﬁgatidn measure M-TR-P1-1b. Refer
to Mitigation Measure 1-1a, above for mitigation of this impact. With the implementation
of either of these mitigation measures, the significant impact on loading for the students
of Saint Brigid School would be reduced to less than significant under 2025 Cumulative
plus Project conditions for Project 1-1.._ ' ‘

3. Transportation Impact to passenger loading on the north side of Broadway between
Buchanan and Webster Streets from P ro]ect 1-1 under Existing plus Project conditions
(Impact TR-P1-1c).

a) P

b)

otenﬁa]ly—Sigm ﬁ cant Imp act

Implementation of Project 1-1 would result in the elimination of one westbound travel
Jane on the north side of Broadway between Buchanan and Webster Streets. School
children loading activities in front of Hamlin School would also be prohibited during the
weekday AM peak period. This prohibition would represent a significant impact on
passenger loading for the students of Hamlin School under Existing plus Project

conditions.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to passenger loading on the north side -
of Broadwav between Buchanan and Webster Streets from Project 1-1 under Existing plus
Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P1-1¢) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M-TR-P1-Ic, which
will extend the existing passenger loading zone on the north side of Broadway near
Webster Street towards the east, all the way to Buchanan Street. The passenger zone

San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) Page 10
: L

208"



extension would be located to the right of the proposed bicycle lane and would be
operational during school arrival and dismissal periods only (typically from 7:00 to 8:30
am. and from 2:00 to 3:30 p.m.). This mitigation would reduce or eliminate incidents of
double parking related to passenger loading and alleviate any associated congestion.
With the implementation of this mitigation measure, the significant impact regarding
loading for the students of Hamlin School would be reduced to less than significant
under Existing plus Project conditions for Project 1-1. :

4. Transportation Impact to passenger loading on the north side of Broadway between
Buchanan and Webster Streets from Project 1-1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Impact TR-P1-1d). '

a)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Similar to that described above for Slgmﬁcant Impact TR-P1-1c, above, Project 1-1 would
result in a significant impact to passenger loading for students of the Hamlin School
under 2025 Cumulative f)lus Project conditions as a result of Project 1-1.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to paesenger loading on the north side
of Broadway between Buchanan and Webster Streets from Project 1-1 under 2025

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M-TR-P1-1d. Refer
to Mitigation Measure M-TR-P1-lc, above, for mitigation of this impact. With the
implementation of this mitigation measure, the significant impact on loading for the
students of Hamlin School would be reduced to less than significant under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project 1-1.

5. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Van Ness Avenue and North Point from Project
1-3 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P1-3a).

2)

Po&nﬁa]ly—Sigyﬁ icant Impact

Implementation of Project 1-3, would construct bicycle lanes on North Point Street
between The Embarcadero and Van Ness Avenue. This would result in the three-way
controlled intersection at Van Ness Avenue/North Point Street would operate at LOS E
under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project 1-3.
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b) Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Van Ness Avenue and North
Point from Project 1-3 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Mifigation
Measure M-TR-P1-3a) and Conclusion. ’ ' :

- The City finds the potentié]ly—signiﬁcant impacts listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M-TR-P1-3a. Per
the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), a signal warrant
analysis was conducted to determine the feasibility of signalization of the Van
Ness/North Point Street intersection. Signalization of the intersection would improve the
intersection operations from LOS E to LOS B, and therefore would result in no significant
impacts under 2025 Cumulative conditions for Project 1-3.

6. Transportation Impact to Muni line 10 from combined Project 2§1 and Project 2-16 Modified
Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-10).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Implementation of combined Project 2-1 and Project 2-16 Modified Ophon 1 would
construct b1cyc1e lanes on 2 Street between King Street and Market Street and would
construct bicycle lanes on Townsend Street between 8% Street-and The Embarcadero. This
would result in Muni bus line 10 experiencing significant-delays.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transpertation Impact to Muni line 10 from combined Project
2-1 and Project 2-16 Modified Option hmder Existing plus Project conditions (Mitigation
Measure M-TR-P2-10) and Conclus1on '

- The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M-TR-P2-1o. The
implementation of combined Projects 2-1 and 2-16 Modified Option 1 under Existing plus
Project conditions would add approximately 863 seconds (14.4 minu’geé) of delay for
Muni bus line 10. With mitigation as described for the 2nd Street/Harrison Street, and 2»d
Street/Folsom Street intersections (Mitigaion Measures M-TR-P2-lc, M-TR-P2-le,
M-TR-P2-1f, M-TR-P2-1g, M-TR-P2-1h, M-TR-P2-1i, and M-TR-P2-1j), approximately 27
seconds of delay southbound and 266 seconds (4.4 minutes) of delay northbound would
be added to Muni bus line 10. The total added delay of 293 seconds (4.8 minutes) would
be less than the transit delay threshold of six minutes. Therefore, impacts to Muni bus

~ line 10 for combined Projects 2-1 and 2-16 Modified Option 1 under Existing plus Project
conditions would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
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7. Transportation Impact to Muni line 10 from Project 2-1 Modified Option 1 under Existing
plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-1s).

‘b)

Potentially-Signi 'cantﬁn act

Project 2-1 Modified Option 1, would construct bicycle lanes on 2 Street between King
Street and Market Street. A significant transit impact to Muni bus line 10 would occur as
a result of individual Project 2-1 Modified Option1 under Existing plus Project
conditions

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni line 10 from Project 2-1
Modified Option1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure
M-TR-P2-1s) and Conclusion. :

- The City finds the potenﬁa]ly—sigmﬁcantlimpacts listed above would be reduced to a

less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M-TR-P2-1s. The
implementation of individual Project 2-1 Modified Option I under Existing plus Project
conditions would add approximately 845 seconds (14.1 minutes) of delay for Muni bus
line 10. With mitigation as described for the 2nd Street/Harrison Street, and 2nd
Street/Folsom Street intersections (Mitigation Measures M-TR-P2-1c, M-TR-P2-1e,
M-TR-P2-1f, M-TR-P2-1g, M-TR-P2-1h, M-TR-P2-1i, and M-TR-P2-1j), approximately 27
seconds of delay southbound and 249 seconds (4.2 minutes) of delay northbound would
be added to Muni bus line 10. The total added delay of 276 seeonds (4.6 minutes) would
be less than the transit delay threshold of six minutes. Therefore, impacts to Muni bus
line 10 for individual Project 2-1 with Option 1 under Existing plus Pro]ect conditions
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

8. Transportation Impact to Muni line 10 from Pro]ectb 2-1 Modified Opfion1 under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-1u).

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impéct

A sigm'ﬁcant transit impact would occur to Muni bus line 10 as a result of individual
Project 2-1 Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportaﬁon Impact to Mum line 10 from Project 2-1
Modified thibn 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure
M—TR—PZ-lu) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M-TR-P2-1u. The
implementation of individual Project 2-1 Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus
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Project conditions would add approximately 450 seconds (7.5 minutes) of delay for Muni
bus line 10. With mitigation as described for the 2nd Street/Harrison Street, and 2nd
Street/Folsom Street intersections, delay would be reduced by approximately 170 seconds
(2.8 minutes) southbound. with approximately 403 seconds (6.7 minutes) of delay added
northbound to Muni bus line 10. The total added delay of 233 seconds (3.8 minutes)
would be less than the transit delay threshold of six minutes. Therefore, impacts to Muni
bus line 10 for individual Project 2-1 Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus
Project conditions would be reduced to a less—than-signiﬁcant level.

9 Transportatlon Impact to commercial freight loading on 27 Street between Market Street and
Bryant Street from Project 2-1 Modified Op’ﬂon 1 under Existing plus Project conditions
(Ilnpact TR-P2-1aa). '

a) D otenhally—Slgglﬂcaﬁt Impact

A significant impact on commercial freight loading would occur along 27¢ Street between
Market and Bryant Streets as a result of Project 2-1 Modified Op’aon 1 under Existing

plus Pro]ect conditions.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to_commercial freight Joading or 2nd

Street between Market Street and Brvant Street from Project 2-1 Modified. ODthLl 1 under

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified to mitigate this commercial freight
loading impact. Hence, a significant commercial freight loading impact would result
along 2nd Street, between Market Street and Bryant Street, with implementation of
Project 2-1 Modified Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions.

10. Transportatlon Impact to commercial freight loading on 2 Street between Market Street and
Bryant Street from Project 2-1 Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Impact TR-P2-1cc).

| a) Potentially-Significant Impact

A significant lmpact on commeraal freight loading would occur along 2nd Street between
Market and Bryant Streets as a result of Project 2-1 Modified Option1 under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions.
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b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to commercial freight loading on 2nd

Street between Market Street and Bryant Street from Project 2-1 Modified Option 1 under
2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-1cc) and

Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified to mitigate this commercial freight
loading impact. Hence, a significant commerdial freight loading impact would result
along 274 Street, between Market Street and Bryant Street, with implementation of Project
2-1 Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions. :

11. T]Eansportation Impact to the intersection of 7% Street and Townsend from Project 2-16
Modified Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-16c).

a)

b)

P‘otentially' -Significant Impact

Project 2-16 Modified Option1 would construct bicycle lanes on Townsend Street
between 8% Street and The Embarcadero. The 7th Street/Townsend Street intersection
would operate at LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions and a significant impact
would occur at 7th Street/Townsend Street intersection with the mplementahon of
Project 2-16 Modified OpthI'l 1

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of 72 Street and

Towmsend: from Proiect 2-16 Modified
Mitigation Mezasure M=TR-P2-16¢) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced to a

less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigatién measure M-TR-P2-16c. Six

seconds of green time shall be added to the eastbound Townsend Street approach and six
seconds of green time shall be reduced from the northbound 7th Street approach, to
improve the 7th Street/Townsend Street intersection operations from LOS F to LOS D.
Hence, this mitigation measure would reduce the project impacts of Project 2-16
Modified Option 1 to a less-than-significant level.

12. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 4% Street and Townsend from Project 2-16
Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-16g).

a)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions the 4th Street/Townsend Street
intersection would operate at LOS E and a significant impact would occur at this
intersection with the implementation of Project 2-16 Modified Option 1.
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b) Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of 45 Street and Townsend
Street from Project 2-16 Modified Option1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions (Mifigation Measure M-TR-P2-16g) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M-TR-P2-16g. The
westbound Townsend Street approach shall be modified from a permitted phase fo a
protected signal phase. In addition, five seconds of green time shall be added to the
westbound Townsend Street approach and five seconds of green time shall be reduced
from the southbound 4th St-reét approach. This ‘would improve the 4th Street/Townsend
Street intersection operations from LOS E to LOS D. Hence, this mitigation measure
would reduce the project impacts of Project 2-16 Modified Option1 to a less-than-
significant level for 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions.

13. Transportation Impact to the mtersectlon of Masonic Avenue and Fell Street from combined
Project 3-1 Option 1 and Project 3-2 Option 1 under Ex15tmg plus Pro]ect conditions (Impact
TR-P3-1a).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

~ Project 3-1 would involve intersection improvements at Fell Street and Masonic Avenue
intersection. Project 3-2 would construct bicyele lanes on Masonic Avenue between Fell
Street and Geary Boulevard. Implementation of Option1 of Projects 3-1 and 3-2
combined under Existing plus Projecf conditions would result in the intersection of
Masonic Avenue/Fell Street operating at LOS E.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue
and Fell Street from combined Prolect 3-1 Option1 and Project 3-2 Option1 under

The City finds the potenﬁa]ly—signjﬁcant impacts listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M-TR-P3-1a. Four
seconds of green time shall be added to the northbound and southbound directions of
Masonic Avenue and four seconds of green time shall be reduced from the westbound
Fell Street direction. With these adjustments, Masonic Avenue/Fell Street intersection
operations would improve to LOS D. Hence, this mitigation measure would reduce
impacts from combined Project 3-1 and 3-2 Option1to a less-than-significant level under
Existing plus Project conditions.
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14. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Fell Street from Projecf 3-2
Option 2 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P3-2f).

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Project 3-2 would construct bicycle lanes on Masonic Avenue between Fell Street and
Geary Boulevard. Under Existing plus Project conditions the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street
intersection would operate at LOS E and a significant impact would occur at the Masonic
Avenue/Fell Street intersection with the implementation of Project 3-2 Option 2

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue

and Fell Street from Project 3-2 Option2 under Existing plus Project conditions

(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P3-2f) and Conclusion.

~ The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced to a

less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M-TR-P3-2f. Four
seconds of green time shall be added to the northbound and southbound Masonic
Avenue directions, with a corresponding reduction in gfeen time in the westbound Fell
Street direction of four seconds. With these adjustments, the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street
intersection operations would improve. to LOS D. Hence, this mitigation measure would
reduce the project impacts to a less-than-significant level for Project 32 v&hOpﬁoﬁZ
under Existing plus Project conditions. :

. Transportation Impact to Muni lines 9, 9X, 9AX and SamTrans 292 from-combined Modified

Project 5-2 and Project 5-4 Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

(Impact TR-P5- 4f)
a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Implementation of combined Modified Project 5-2 and Project 5-4 Modified Option 2

* would install a combination of bicycle lanes and sharrows in both directions on Alemany

Boulevard between Bayshore Boulevard and Rousseau Street and would install a
combination. of bicycle lanes and sharrows on Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar
Chavez Street and Silver Avenue. This would result in Muni bus lines 9, 9X, 9AX and
SamTrans 292 experiencing significant delays.
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b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni lines 9, 9X, 9AX and
SamTrans 292 from combined Modified Project 5-2 and Project 5-4 Modified Option 2
under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-4f) and

Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts,listed'above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M-TR-P5-4f. The
implementation of Modified Project 5-2 and Project 5-4 Modified Option 2 combined
under 2025 Cumulative plus Project Condifions would add approximately 417 seconds
(7.0 minutes) of total delay for Muni bus lines 9, 9X, 9AX and SamTrans 292. With
mitigation as described above in Mitigation Measure 5. 4f, transit delay would be reduced
to approximately 70. seconds (1.2 minutes) of delay northbound and 13 seconds of delay
southbound. The total added delay of approximately 83 seconds (1.4 minutes) would be
less than the transit delay threshold of six minutes. Therefore, impacts to transit for Muni
bus lines 9, 9X, 9AX and SamTrans 292 for Modified Project 5-2 and Project 5-4 Modified
Option 2 combined under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions would be reduced to

. a less-than-significant level.

16. Transportation Impact to Muni lines 9, 9X, 9AX and SamTrans 292 from Project 5-4 Modified
Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-4g).

a) Potentially-Significant Irnpact

Implementation of Project 5-4 Modified Option 2 would install a combination of bicycle
lanes and sharrows on Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar Chavez Street and Silver
Avenue. This would result in Muni bus lines 9, 9X, 9AX and SamTrans 292 experiencing

| significant delays.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni lines 9, 9X, 9AX and
SamTrans 292 from Project 5-4 Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project

- conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-4¢) and Conclusion.

" The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M—TR—P5-4g.v The
implementation of Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for
Project 5-4 only would add approximately 417 seconds (7.0 minutes) of total delay for
Muni bus lines 9, 9X, 9AX and SamTrans 292. With mitigation as described above in
‘Mitigation Measure 5.4e, transit delay would be reduced to approximately 70 seconds
(1.2 minutes) of delay northbound and 13 seconds of delay southbound. The total added
delay of approximately 83 seconds (1.4 minutes) would be less than the transit delay
threshold of six minutes. Therefore, impacts to transit for Muni bus lines 9, 9X, 9AX and
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SamTrans 292 for Project 5-4 only with Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumnulative plus
Project conditions would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

B. Air Quality

No significant impacts were identified in relation to air quality.
C Noise

No significant impacts were identified in relation to noise.

Iv. Significant Impacts That Cannot Be Avoided or Reduced to a Less Than Significant

Level

~ Finding: Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Planning
Commission finds that, where feasible, changes or alterations have been required, or
incorporated into, the Project to reduce the significant environmental impacts listed below ‘as
identified in the FEIR. Based on substantial evidence in the whole record, including the expert
opinion of Planning Department staff, the Planning Commission also finds that for some impacts
identified in the FEIR, as noted below in this Section IV, no feasible mitigation measure were
identified in the FEIR, and those impacts remain significant and unavoidable. The Commissior:
determines that the following sig.niﬁcént impacts on the environment, as reflected in the FEIR,
are unavoidable, and under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3) and (b), and CEQA
Guidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the Commission determines -that the
alternatives are infeasible, as describéd in Section VI below, but that the impacts are acceptable
due to the overriding considerations, which are described in Section VII below. This finding is
supported by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding. Also, as set forth above, the
mitigation measures identified in this section and in Exhibit 1, the Mitigation Monitoring and
. Reporting Program, are adopted as part of the Project even though the impacts will remain
significant and unavoidable. '
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A. Transportation
Program Level
Bicycle Route Network Goals, Objectives and Action Items

17. Predictable indirect Transportation Impacts in the project area from the approval of a policy
to implement improvements to streets and paths proposed as near-term improvements

(Impact TR-A1.1).

"a) Potentially-Significant Impact

'Action 1.1 of the Bicycle Plan is to implement improvements fo streets and paths

identified as proposed near-term bicycle improvement projects and implement minor
ilnpfovements to other streets and paths on the existing bicycle route network, if feasible.
Impact TR-AL1l, the indirect impacts from approval of a policy to implement
improvements to streets and paths proposed as near-term improvements, and to
implement minor improvements to other streets and paths on the existing bicycle route
‘network, or in the case of bicycle parking, to implement minor improvements within the
street right-of-way, would include construction of the aforementioned improvements.
The indirect results of this action would, therefore, include all-of those environmental
impacts identified under the sections of the transportation study for the Bicycle Plan
related to the project-level impacts of the near=term improvements and the program-level
impacts resulting from implementation of the minor improvements. The results of this
analysis are summarized in Subsections V.A.3-and V.A.4 of the Draft EIR. The mitigation
measures identified in Subsection V.A.3 of the Draft EIR would lessen some of the
impacts that may result from implementation of the near-term improvements. No
significant impacts were identified from the minor improvements in Subsection V.A.4 of
the Draft EIR. However, there would be some environmental impacts from the near-term
improvements that would remain significant and unavoidable as described in Subsection
V.A.3 of the Draft EIR. '

b) Mitigation Measures for the 60 near-term improvements that would be implemented by
the San Francisco Bicycle Plan (M-TR-A1.1) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant -level with implementation of mitigation measure - _
M-TR-A1.1, which includes all the mitigation measures that would be implemented in
association with the 60 near-term projects. These are discussed in greater detail below.
Mitigation Measures defined in Subsection V.A3 of the Draft EIR shall be implemented
in association with the 60 near-term improvements proposed and implemented under the
Bicycle Plan. As set forth elsewhere herein, some of the impacts would be reduced to a
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less-than-significant level within implementation of identified mitigation measures. In
other instances, mitigation measures have been identified which would mprove
conditions, but not reduce impacts to a less than significant level. For those identified
significant impacts with respect to traffic, transit, and loading in Subsection V.A.3 of the
Draft EIR for which no feasible mitigation measures have been identified, the impacts
remain significant and unavoidable.

18. Predictable indirect Transportation Impacts in the project area from the approval of a policy
‘to implement improvements to streets and paths proposed as long-term improvements
(Impact TR-A1.2).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Action 1.2 of the Bicycle Plan is to complete the required design and engineering for
improvements to streets and paths identified as proposed long-term  bicyde
improvement projects and implement, if feasible. Predictable indirect impacts from
approval of a policy to implement improvements to streets and paths proposed as
long-term improvements on the existing bicycle route network as well as additions to the
network would include construction of the aforementioned improvements. The indirect.
results of this action would, therefore, include all of those environmental impacts

identified under the sections of the transportation impact study for the Bicycle Plan
related to the program-level impacts of the long-term improvements. The results of this
analysis are summarized in Subsection V.A5 of the Draft EIR and include
potentially-significant and significant and unavoidable impacts. As has been previously
stated, the specific desighs for the long-term improvements are unknown at this time.
The mitigations measures identified in Subsection V.A.5 of the Draft EIR would lessen
some of the impacts that may result from implementation of the long-term
improvements. However, there would be some that would remain significant and
unavoidable. o

b) Mitigation Measures for the long-term improvements that would be implanted by the

San_ Francisco Bicycle Plan (M-TR-A1.2) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure A1.2, which
includes all the mitigation measures that would be implemented in association with the
long-term improvements of the Bicycle. These are discussed in greater detail® below
(M-TR-LT1.1, M-TR-LT12, M-TR-LT1.3, M-TR-LT14, M-TR-LT2], M-TR-LT2.2,
M-TR-LT2.3, M-TR-LT2.4, M-TR-LT3.1, and M-TR-LT3.2). Mitigation Measures discussed
and defined in Subsection V.A.5 of the Draft EIR shall be implemented in association
with long-term improvements propdsed and implemented under the Bicycle Plan.
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Specific designs for the long-term improvements are unknown at this time. ‘Once specific
project designs for the long-term improvements are developed and analyzed for potential
environmental impacts with respect to traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycles and
loading, mitigation measures may be identified and implemented. Consequently, the
impacts remain potentially significant and unavoidable at this time. ’

19. Predictable indirect TransPOrtation Impacts in the project area from the collaboration
between the SEMTA and other agencies to ensure that San Francisco continues to implement
.the Transit-First Policy (Impact TR-A1.4). '

a)  Potentially-Significant Impact

Action 1.4 of the‘Bicycle Plan is to Work‘ with other City agencies to ensure that San
Francisco continues to implement the Transit First Policy. Predictable indirect impacts
from the collaboration between the SFMTA and other agencies to ensure that San
Francisco continues to implement the Transit-First Policy could include the construction
of improvements or implementation of other changes to meet Transit-First Policy goals.
The indirect impacts of Action 1.4 would, therefore, include potential impacts identified
under the environmental review for all sections of the Bicycle Plan such as those
discussed in the analysis of the potential impacts of the near-term improvements,
long-term improvements, and minor improvements, as well as impacts that may result
from future projects which would be similar to those discussed in this analysis. Physical -
improvements known at this time are analyzed in Subsections V.A.3, V.A.4, and V.A.5 of
the Draft EIR. As discussed in Subsection V.A.4 of the Draft EIR, no significant impacts
would result from implementation of the minor improvements. Mitigation measures
have been identified in Subsections V.A.3 and V.A.5 of the Draft EIR that would address
some of the significant impacts for near-term and long-term improvements. However,
there are some impacts that would remain significant and unavoidable, and those are
also discussed in the above referenced Subsections.

b) Mitigation Measures that would be implemented for the San Francisco Bicycle Plan
(M-TR-A1.4) and Conclusion.

- The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure Al.4,
which includes all the mitigation measures that would be implemented in association

- with the near-term, long-term, and minor improvements of the Bicycle Plan. These are
discussed in greater detail below. The indirect impacts of Action 1.4 could result in the
implementation of improvements to support the City’s Transit First Policy. Therefore, it
would incdlude potential impacts identified under all sections of this environmental
review for the Bicycle Plan such as those discussed in the transportation impact analysis
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of the potential impacts of the near-term improvements, long-term improvements, and
minor improvements as well as impacts that may result from future projects which
would be similar to those discussed in this analysis. Physical improvements known at
this time are analyzed in Subsections V.A.3, V.A.4, and V.A.5 of the Draft FIR. As
discussed in Subsection V.A 4 of the Draft EIR, no significant impacts would result from
implementation of the minor improvements. Mitigation measures have been identified
in Subsections V.A.3.and V.A5 of the Draft EIR that would address some of the
significant impacts for near-term and long-term improvements. However, there are some
impacts that would remain significant and unaV01dable and those are also discussed in
the above referenced sections.

General Plan Amendments, Environmental Review, and Citywide Coordination Goals,
Objectives and Action Items

20. Impacts from the incorporation of the Bicycle Plan into the General Plan, and amendment of
sections of the Area Plans relevant to bicycling (Impact TR-A7.1).

a)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Action 7.1 of the Bicycle Plan is to acknowledge this Bicycle Plan in the General Plan and
amend sections of the General-Plan that are relevant to bicyding, including the
Transportation Element and relevant Area Plans, according to the goals of this Bicycle
Plan. Incorporation of the Bicycle Plan into the General Plan, and amendment of sections
of the Area Plans relevant to bicycling would accomplish the goals otherwise described
in this Bicycle Plan. An indirect result of this action would, therefore, suPport the
construction of improvements or implementation of other changes presented as part of

. the Bicycle Plan and analyzed in Subsections V.A.3, V.A.4, and V.A5 of the Draft EIR.

b)

Some of these improvements would have a significant impact on the physical
environment. The indirect impacts of these actions would include the significant impacts
identified for the near-term and long-term improvements in Subsections V.A.3 and V.A.5
of the Draft EIR, including potential worsening of traffic levels-of-service, potential
slowing of transit movement in the City, and potential reduction of truck loading spaces.
Some of these significant u:npacts have been determined to be 51gmﬁcant and
unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures that would be implemented for near-term and long-term
improvements associated with the San Francisco Bicycle Plan (M-TR-A7.1) and

Conclusion.

. The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but

would femain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
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mitigation measure M-TR-A7.1 which includes all the mitigation measures that would be
implemented in association with the near-term, long-term, and minor improvements of
the Bicycle Plan. As described under the mitigétion measures M-TR-A1.1 and M-TR-A1.2
above for potential significant impacts TR-A1.2 and TR-A 1.2 resulting from Actions Al.1
and Al.2, Mitigation Measures defined in Subsections V.A.3 ahd.V.A.S of the Draft EIR
shall be implemented in association with improvements proposed and implemented
under the Bicycle Plan for potential indirect impacts resulting from Action 7.1.

21. Impacts from the collaboration between the SFMTA and Planning Department to coordinate
updates to the General Plan in accord with subsequent updates and amendments to the
Bicycle Plan and bicyde route network (Impact TR-A7.3).

a) Potentially—Siggjﬁca'nt Impact

Acﬂon 7.3 of the Bicycle Plan is to work with the Planning Department to coordinate in
making General Plari amendments as subsequent amendments and updates to the Bicycle .
Plan and bicycle route network occur. Collaboration between the SFMTA and Planning
Department to coordinate updates to the General Plan in accord with subsequent updates
and amendments to the Bicycle Plan and bicyde route network .could accomplish the
goals otherwise described in this Bicycle Plan. An indirect result of this action may be the
construction of imprevements or implementation of other changes similar to those
presented as part of the Bicycle Plan and analyzed here ‘with respect to potential impacts
on traffic, transit, parking, pedestrians, bicycles, and loading in Subsection V.A.3, V.A.4,
and V.A.5 of the Draft EIR. Future improvements resulting from Action 7.3 may result in
significant impacts on the physical environment similar to those described in the Draft
EIR with respect to trafﬁc,- transit, and loading for the near-term and long-term
improvements in Subsections V.A.3 and V.A.5 of the Draft EIR, including potential
worsening of traffic levels- of-service, potential slowing of transit movement in the City,
and potential reduction of truck loading spaces. Some of these significant impacts have
been determined to be 51gmﬁcant and unavoidable. Therefore, there may be indirect
significant impacts as a result of Action 7.3.

b) Mitigation Measures that would be implemented for the San Francisco Bicycle Plan
(M-TR-A7.3) and Conclusion. '

- The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-A7.3, which like includes all the mitigation measures that
would be implemented in association with the near-term and long-term improvements of
the Blcycle Plan. As described under the mitigation measure M-TR-Al.4 above for
potential significant impact TR-A1.4 resulting from Action A1 4, Mitigation Measures '
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‘defined in Subsections V.A.3 and V.A5 of the Draft EIR shall be implemented in
association with improvements proposed and implemented under the Bicycle Plan for
potential indirect impacts resulting from Action 7.3.

22. Impacts from the process to develop an Area Plan or updéte an existing Area Plan to reflect
Bicycle Plan polices (Impact TR-A7.4).

2

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Action 7.4 of the Bicycle Plan is ensure that.all current and proposed Area Plans’
objectives and policies on balance are consistent with the goals of the San Francisco
Bicycle Plan. Whenever updates or revisions are considered to existing Area Plans,
especially those that do not now contain sections on bicycling, these Area Plans should
include sections on bicycling consistent with the goals of the Bicycle Plan. The process to
develop an Area Plan or update an existing Area Plan to reflect Bicycle Plan policies as
appropriate may indirectly result in the construction of bicycdle facility irnprovemeﬁts or
implementation of other changes within an Area. These improvements could result in
impacts similar to those summarized in Subsection V.A.3, V.A.4, and V.A.5 of the Draft
EIR with respect to potential impacts on traffic, .transit, parking, pedestrians, bicycles,
and loading. Some of these improveﬁxents may have a significant impact on the physical
environment. The indirect impacts of these actions would include environmental impacts
similar to the identified significant impacts that may result from implementation of the
near-term and long-term improvements in Subsections V-A.3, and V.A5 of the Draft EIR,
including potential worsening of traffic levels-of-service, potential slowing of transit
movement in the City, and potential reduction of truck loading spaces. Mitigation
measures have been identified to address some of these significant impacts. However,

. there are some for which no feasible mitigation measures have been identified. Therefore,

there may be indirect and unavoidable significant impacts as a result of Action 7.4.

Mitigation Measures that would be implemented for the San_Francisco Bicycle Plan .
(M-TR-A7.4) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-A7 4, which includes all the mitigation measures that would be
implemented in association with the near-term and long-term improvements of the
Bicycle Plan. As described under the mitigation measure M-TR-A1.4 for potential indirect
impact TR-A1.4 resulting from Action A1l.4, Mitigation Measures defined in Subsections

 V.A3 and V.A5 of the Draft EIR shall be implemented in association with improvements

proposed and implemented under the Bicycle Plan to address potential indirect impacts
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resulting from Action 7.4, which is to develop an Area Plan or update existing Area Plan
to reflect Bicycle plan policies. »

B1cyc1e Fu_ndmg Goals and Objectives

23. L"npacts from the collaboration between the SFMTA and other agencies to identify funding to
assist in achieving the Bicycle Plan goals and objectives (Impact TR-A8.1).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Action 8.1 of the Bicycle Plan is to work with appropriate agencies to identify funding to
assist in achieving the goals and objectives set forth in this Bicycle Plan. Collaboration
between the SFMTA and other agencies to identify funding to assist in achieving the
Bicycle Plan goals and objectives would involve the exchange of information which
would have no direct impact on the physical environment. However, success in
identifying funding sources would result in implementation of projécts to support the
Bicycle Plan goals and objectives. This action would, therefore, support the construction
of improvements or implementation of other changes presented as part of the Bicycle
Plan and analyzed in Subsections V.A.3, V.A.4, and V.A.5 of the Draft EIR; some of these
improvements would have a significant impact on the physical environment as identified
in the analysis, induding potential Wbrsening of traffic levels-of-service, potential
slowing of transit movement in the City, and potential reductior of truck loading spaces.

b) Mitigation Measures that would be implemented in association with the near-term and
long-term improvements of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan (M-TR-A8.1) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-A8.1. As with M-TR-Al.1 and M-TR-A1.2 discussed above,
Mitigation Measure M-TR-A8.1 includes all the near-term and long-term miﬁgaﬁon
measures that would be implemented in association with the Bicycle Plan. These
mitigation measures will address the potential indirect impacts resulting from Action 8.1.

Project Level

24. Transportatiohllmpact to loading along North Point Street east of Columbus Avenue from
Project 1-3 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P1-3b).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Due to double-parked _\}ehicles and the removal of general travel lanes, a significant
Joading impact may occur along North Point Street east of Columbus Avenue as a result
of Project 1-3 under Existing plus Project conditions, . '
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b)

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact_to loading along North Point Street

east of Columbus Avenue from Project 1-3 under Existing plus Project conditions
(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P1-3b) and Conclusion. :

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified to mitigate this loading impact.
Therefore, a significant and unavoidable loading impact may occur along North Point
Street east of Columbus Avenue with lmplementatlon of Pro]ect 1-3 under Existing plus
Project conditions.

25. Transportation Impact to loading along North Point Street east of Columbus Avenue from
Project 1-3 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P1-3c).

a)

by

Potentially-Significant Impact

Due to double-parked vehicles and the removal of general travel lanes, a significant
loading impact may occur along North Point Street east of Columbus Avenue as a result °
of Project 1-3 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportaﬁoh Impact to loading along North Poi.nt Street

east of Columbus Avenue from Project 1-3 under 2025 Cumu]auve plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P1-3¢) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identiﬁed to mitigate this loading impact.

 Therefore, a significant and unavoidable loading impact may occur along North Point

Street east of Columbus Avenue with implementation of Project 1-3 under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions.

26. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 24 Street and Bryant Street from Project 2-1
Modified Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-1a). '

.a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

The intersection of 2nd Street/Bryant Street would operate at LOS E under Existing plus
Project conditions for Project 2-1 Modified Option 1.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of 2nd Street L Street and

Brvant Street from Project 2-1 Modified Option 1 under. EXlStIIIE plus Project conditions

(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-]a) and Conclusmn

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the 2nd Street/Bryant Street
intersection under Existing plus Project conditions for Option 1. Hence, a significant and
unavoidable impact would occur at this intersection with the implementation of Project
2-1 Modified Option 1.
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27. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 2n¢ Street and Bryant Street from Project 2-1
Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-1b).

a) Potentially-Signifi icant Impact

The intersection of 2nd Street/Bryant Street would operate at LOS F under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project 2-1 Modified Option 1.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of 2»4 Street and
Bryant Street from Project 2-1 Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-1b) and Conclusion.

No feasible miﬁgaﬁbn measures have been identifiéd for the 2nd Street/Bryant Street
intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option 1. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur.

28. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 2n¢ Street and Harrison Street from Project 2-1
Modified Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-1c).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

The intersection of 2nd Street/Harrison Street would operate at LOS E under Existing
plus Project conditions for Project 2-1 Modified Option 1.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of 2°d Street and
Harrison Street from Project 2-1 Modified Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions

- (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-1c) and Conclusion.
The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but

would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-P2-1c. It is proposed that five seconds of green time be added
to the northbound 274 Street approach and five seconds of green time be reduced from the
eastbound Harrison Street approach. This would improve the intersection operations
from LOS F to LOS E. It has been ensured that the minimum green times required for
pedestrians to cross the 274 Street/Harrison Street intersection have been maintained even
after the green time adjustments to the signal. Nevertheless, this mitigation measure-

_ would not reduce the project impacts to a less-than-significant level for Project 2-1
Modified Option 1.
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29. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 2n¢ Street and Harrison Street from Project 2-1
Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-1e).

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

The intersection of 2nd Street/Harrison Street would operate at LOS F under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project 2-1 Modified Option 1.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of 21d Street and

Harrison Street from Project 2-1 Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-1e) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-P2-1e. It is proposed that five seconds of green time be added
to the northbound 2nd Street approach and five seconds of green time be reduced from
the eastbound Harrison Street approach,_thus improving the 2nd Street/Harrison Street

 intersection operations and reducing average delay by 50.2 seconds. Nevertheless, this

mitigation measure would not reduce the project impacts to a less-than-significant level
for Project 2-1 Modlﬁe qptlon 1.

30. Transpo;taﬁon Impact to the intersection of 2n4 Street and Folsom Street from Project 2-1
Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-1i).

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

The intersection of 2nd Street/Folsom Street would operate at LOS F under 2025

.Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project 2-1 Modified Option 1.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of 2»d Street and
Folsom Street from Pro]ect 2-1 Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulatwe plus Project

conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-1i) and Conclusion.

. The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but

would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-P2-1i. It is proposed that the southbound 2nd Street approach
be modified from a protected phase to a permitted phase with no changes to green time
allocation. This would improve the 2nd Street/Folsom Street intersection operations and
reduce the average delay. Nevertheless, this mitigation measure would not reduce the
project impacts to a less-than-significant level for Project 2-1 Modified Option 1.
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31. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 2~ Street and Howard Street from Project 2-1
Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-1k).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

‘The intersection of 2nd Street/Howard Street would operate ‘at LOS F under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project 2-1 Modified Option 1. '

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of 2»d Street and
Howard Street from Project 2-1 Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-1k) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the 2nd Street/Howard Street
intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions. Hence, a significant and
unavoidable traffic iinpact would occur at the 2nd Street/Howard Street intersection with
the implementation of Project 2-1 Modified Option 1. |

32. Transportatioh Impact to Muni bus line 10 from combined Project 2-1 Modified Option 1 and
Project 2-16 Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact
TR-P2-1q). ) '

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Muni bus line 10 would experience éig‘xﬁ.ﬁcant delays as a result of combined Projects 2-1
and 2-16 Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 10 from Project 2-1

Modified Option1 and Project 2-16 Modified Option1 under 2025 Cumulative plus

Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-1q) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-P2-1q. The implementation of combined Projects 2-1 and 2-16
Modified Option1, under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions, would add
approximately 672 seconds (11.2 minutes) of delay for Muni bus line 10. With mitigation
as described for the 2nd Street/Harrison Street, and 2nd Street/Folsom Street
intersections, (M-TR-P2-1c, M-TR-P2-le, M-TR-P2-1f, M-TR-P2-1g, M-TR-FP2-1h,
M-TR-P2-1i; and M-TR-P2-1j) delay would be reduced by-approximately 169 seconds (2.8
minutes) southbound with approximately 625 seconds (10.4 minutes) of delay added
northbound to. Muni bus line 10. The total added delay of 495 seconds (7.6 minutes)
would be greater than the transit delay threshold of six minutes. Therefore, a significant
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transit impact to Muni bus line 10 would occur resulting from combined Projects 2-1 and
2-16 Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions.

33. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 5% Street and Bryant Street from Project 2-2
Modified Option 2 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-2b).

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Project 2-2 would construct bicycle lanes on 5% Street between. Market Street and

 Townsend Street. The intersection of 5th Street/Bi'yant Street would operate at LOS F

under Existing plus Project conditions for Option 2 of Project 2-2.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the infersection of 5% Street and

Bryant Street from Project 2-2 Modified Option 2 under Existing plus Project conditions
(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-2b) and Conclusion. :

" No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the 5th Street/Bryant Street
intersection under Existing plus Project conditions for Option 2. Hence, a significant and

unavoidable impact would occur at the 5th Street/Bryant Street intersection with the
implementation of Project 2-2 Modified Option 2. '

34. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 5% Street and Bryant Street from Project 2-2
Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-2d).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact
The intersection of 5th Street/Bryant Street would operate at LOS F under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project 2-2 Modified Option 2. '

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of 5% Street and
Bryant Street from Project 2-2 Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulatwe plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-2d) and Conclusion . :
No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the 5th Street/Bryant Street
intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option2. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the 5th Street/Bryant Street
intersection with the implementation of Project 2-2. Option 2
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35. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 5* Street and Howard Street from Project 2-2
Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-2e).

a) Potentially- Siggﬁca.nt Impact

The intersection of 5th Street/Howard Street would operate at LOS F under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project 2-2 Modified Option 2.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of 5% Street and
Howard Street from Proiect 2-2 Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-2¢) and Conclusion

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the 5th Street/Howard Street
intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option 2. Hence, a

icant and unavoidable impact would occur at the 5th Street/Howard Street
intersection with the implementation of Project 2-2.

36. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 5% Street and Brannan Street for Project 2-2
Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-2f).

a) Potentially-SignificantTmmipact

The intersection of 5% Street and Brannan Street would operate at LOS F under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project 2-2 Modified Option 2. :

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of 5% Street and
Brannan Street from Project 2-2 Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions (Mitigation Measure M—TR—PZ-ZQ and Conclusion

No fea51b1e mitigation measures have been identified for the 5% Street and Brannan Street
intersection from Project 2-2 Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions. Hence, a significant and unavoidable impact would occur at this intersection
with the implementation of Modified Project 2-2 Option 2..

37. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Church Street, Market Street and 14t Street from
combined Project 2-3 Option 1 and Project 2-11 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Impact TR-P2-3b).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Project 2-3 would construct bicycle lanes on 14% Street between Dolores Street and
Market Street. Project 2-11 would construct bicycle lanes on Market Street between 17%
Street and Octavia Boulevard. Implementation of Projects 2-3 and 2-11 combined under
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b)

2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions would result in the intersection of Church
Street/Market Street/14th Street operating at LOS F.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Church Street,

Market Street and 14t Street from combined Project 2-3 Option1 and Project 2-11

Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure
M-TR-P2-3b) and Conclusion '

No feasible n'ﬁﬁgation measures have been identified for the Church Street/Market
Street/14th Street intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for
Option 1. Hence, a significant and unavoidable impact would occur at this intersection
with the implementation of Option 1 of combined Project 2-3 and 2-11.

38. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 10% Street, Brannan Street, Potrero Avenue, and
Division Street from combined Project 2-4 and Project 2-6 Modified Option 1 under Existing
plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-4a).

a)

Potentially-Significant Impact

. Combined Project 2-4 Modified Option 1 and Project 2-6 Modified Option2 would

construct bicycle lanes on Sanchez Street from 17 Street to 16% Streei, on 17t Street
between Church Street and Potrero Avenue, on Potrero Avenue between 17+ Street and
Division Street, on Kansas Street between 16® Street and 17% Street, and on Division
Street between 9th Street and 11th Street. Implementation of combined Preject 2-4

" Modified Option1 and Project 2-6 Modified Option2 under Existing plus Project

b)

conditions would result in the intersection of 10t Street, Brannan Street, Potrero Avenue,
and Division Street would operate at LOS E.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to_the intersecon of 10t Street

Brannan Street, Potrero Avenue, and Division Street from combined Project 2-4 Modified

Option 1 and Project 2-6 Modified Option 2 under Existing plus Project conditions
(Mitigation Measure M—TR—P2-4ab and Conclusion . '

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the 10% Street/ Brannan

Street/Potrero Avenue/Division Street intersection under Existing plus Project conditions. -
Hence, a significant impact would occur at the 10% Street/ Brannan Street/Potrero

" Avenue/ Division Street intersection with the implementation of combined Project 2-4

Modified Option 1 and Project 2-6 Modified Option 2.

{
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39. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 10® Street, Brannan Street, Potrero Avenue, and
Division Street from combined Project 2-4 and Project 2-6 Modified Option 1 under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-4b).

a) Potentiallyv -Significant Impact |

Combined Project 2-4 Modified Option1 and Project 2-6 Modified Option 2 would
construct bicycle lanes on Sanchez Street from 17% Street to 16% Street, on 17% Street
between Church Street and Potrero Avenue, on Potrero Avenue between 17t% Street and
Division Street, on Kansas Street between 16% Street and 17% Street, and on Division
Street between 9th Street and 11th Street. Implementation of combined Project 2-4
Modified Option 1 and Project 2-6 Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions would result in the intersection.of 102 Street, Brannan Street, Potrero Avenue, :
and Division Street would operate at LOS F.” T T T T

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportaﬁon Impact to the intersection of 10 Street,
Brannan Street, Potrero Avenue, and Division Street from combined Project 2-4 Modified
Option1_and Project 2-6 Modified Option2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-4b) and Conclusion

No feasible mitigation measures have beer identified for the 10% Street/ Brannan
Street/Potrero Avenue/Division Street intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
_conditions. Hence, a sigmificant impact would occur at the 10% Street/ Brannan
Street/Potrero Avenue/ Division Street intersection with the implementation of combined
Project 2-4 Modified Option 1 and Project 2-6 Modified Option 2.

40. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Potrero Avenue and 16% Street from Project 2-4 ‘
Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-4d).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Project 2-4 would construct bicycle lanes on 17% Street between Corbett Avenue and
Kansas Street, including connections to the 16® Street BART Station via Hoff Street or
Valencia Street and 17% Street to Division Street via Potrero Avenue. Under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project 2-4 Option 2, the Potrero Avenue/16th
Street intersection would operate at LOS F, and a significant impact would occur at this
intersection with the implementation of Project 24 Option 2.
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b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Potrero Avenue

and 16t Street from Project 2-4 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulatlve plus Project conditions
(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-4d) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Potrero. Avenue/16th Street
intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option2. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Potrero Avenue/l16th Street
intersection with the implementation of Project 2-4 Option 2.

41. Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 9 from Project 2-4 Option 2 and Project 2-6 Option 2
under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-4e). ‘

a)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Project 2-4 would construct bicycle lanes on 17% Street between Corbett Avenue and
Kansas Street, including connections to the 16% Street BART Station via Hoff Street or
Valencia Street and 17* Street to Division Street via Potrero Avenue. Project 2-6 would

- construct bicycles lanes on Division Street between 9% Street to 11 Street. Muni bus line 9
‘would experience significant delays under 2025 Cumulative plus Project condlhons for

combined Pro]ects 2-4 and 2-6 Option 2.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 9 from Project 2-4
Option 2 and Project 2-6 Qp tion 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions
(@'ﬁg‘aﬁon Measure M-TR-P?-3¢) and Conclusion :

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for delay on Muni bus line 9 for
combined Projects 2-4 and 2-6 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions.
Hence, a significant and unavoidable impact would occur for Muni bus line 9 with
implementation of combined Projects 2-4 and 2-6 Option 2.

42. Transportation Impact to SamTrans bus line 292 from Project 2-4 Option 2 and Project 2-6.
Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-4f).-Mitigation
Measure for the Transportation hnpaét to SamTrans bus line 292 from Project 2-4 Option 2
and Project 2-6 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Pro]ect conditions (Mitigation Measure
M-TR-P2-3d) and Conclus1on

a)

SamTrans bus line 292 would experience significant delays under 2025 Cumulative plus
Project conditions for combined Projects 2-4 and 2-6 Option 2.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-4f and Conclusion

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for delay on SamTrans bus line 292
for combined Projects 2-4 and 2-6 Option2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
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conditions. Hence, a significant and unavoidable impact would occur for SamTrans bus
line 292 with implementation of Projects 2-4 and 2-6 combined with Option 2.

43. Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 9 from Project 2-4 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative
plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-4g). '

)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Muni bus line 9 would experience significant delays under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions for individual Project 2-4 Option 2. ‘ : '

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 9 from Project 2-4
Option2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions _(Mitigation Measure
M-TR-P2-4g) and Conclusion '

'No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for delay on Muni bus line 9 for

individual Project 2-4 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur for Muni bus line 9 with
implementation of Project 2-4 Option 2.

' 44, Transportation Impact to SamTrans bus line 292 from Project 2-4 Option 2 under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-4h).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact
SamTrans bus line 292 would experience significant delays under 2025 Cumulative plus
Project conditions for individual Project 2-4 Option 2.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to SamTrans bus line 292 from Project
2-4 Option2 under 2025- Cumulative plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure
M-TR-P2-4h) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for delay on SamTrans bus line 292
for Project 2-4 Option2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur for SamTrans bus line 292 with
implementation of individual Project 2-4 Option 2.
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45. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Fremont Street and Howard Street from
combined Project 2-7 and Project 29 under Existing- plus Project conditions (Impact

46.

TR-P2-7a).
a) Potentially-Significant Impact

b)

Project 2-7 would construct bicyde lanes on Fremont Street between Harrison Street and
Howard Street. Project 2-9 would construct bicycles lanes on Howard Street between The
Embarcadero and Fremont Street. The intersection of Fremont Street/Howard Street
would operate at LOS E under Existing plus Project conditions for combined Projects 2-7
and 2-9. '

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Fremont Stregt

and Howard Street from combined Project 2-7 and Project 2-9 under Existing plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-7a) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation meastire M-TR-P2-7a. The cycle length at the Fremont Street/Howard Street
infersection shall be increased by 35 seconds, so that the intersection will operate at
LOSE with 549 seconds of delay. However, 54.9 seconds. of delay is close to the
threshold of 55 seconds of delay which is deemed unsatisfactory operation. Therefore,
this mitigation measure would not reduce the project impacts of combined Projects 2-7
and 2-9 to a less-than-significant level for Existing plus Project conditions.

Fransportation Impact to the intersection of Fremont Street and Howard Street from
combined Project 2-7 and Project 2-9 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact
TR-P2-7b). '

a)

Potentially-Significant Impact

The intersection of Fremont Street/Howard Street would operate at LOS F under 2025

- Cumulative plus Project conditions for combined Projeéts 2-7 and 2-9.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Fremont Stieet

and Howard Street from combined Project 2-7 and Project 2-9 under 2025 Cumulative

plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-7b) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant level even with implementation of mitigation measure
M-TR-P2-7b. The Fremont Street/Howard Street intersection operates at LOS D with 54.9
seconds of delay under Existing plus Project conditions relative to Existing conditions,
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with mitigation shown in Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-7a. This is determined to be a
significant impact since it is close to the threshold of 55 seconds of delay which is deemed
unsatisfactory operation. As a consequence, a corresponding LOS deterioration is
expected at this intersection for 2025 Cumulative plus Project compared to 2025
Cumulative conditions. Therefore, a significant and unavoidable impact would occur at
the Fremont Street/Howard Street intersection. |

47. Transportation Impact to the infersection of Fremont Street and Howard Street from Project
2-9 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-9a). ’

a) Potenﬁally—Siggjﬁcan’c Impact

Project 2-9 would construct bicycles lanes on Howard Street between The Embarcadero
and Fremont Street. The Fremont Street/Howard Street intersection would operate
unsatisfactorily at LOS E under Existing plus Project conditions for Project 2-9.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Fremont Street

and Howard Stréet from Project 2-9 under Existing plus Project conditions (Mitigation

Measure M-TR-P2-9a) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant level even with implementation of mitigation measure
M-TR-P2-9a: It is proposed that the cycle length at the Fremont Street/Howard Street
intersection be increased by 35 seconds. With this improvement, the intersection will
operate at LOS D with 54.9 seconds of delay. However, 54.9 seconds of delay is close to
the threshold of 55 seconds of delay which is deemed unsatisfactory operation. Therefore,
this mitigation measure would not reduce the project impacts of Project 2-9 to ‘a
less-than-significant level for Existing plus Project conditions and the impact would
remain significant and unavoidable.

48. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Fremont Street and Howard Street from Project
2-9 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-9b).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

The intersection of Fremont Street/Howard Street would operate at LOS F under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project 2-9.
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b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the infersection of Fremont Street

and Howard Street from Project 2-9 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions
(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-9b) and Conclusion. )

' The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but

would remain at a significant level with implementation of mitigation measure
M-TR-P2-9b. It is proposed that lane configuration adjustments be made to the
westbound Howard Street direction to improve LOS and reduce the delay at the Fremont

‘Street/Howard Street intersection. The westbound Howard Street approach shall be

modified from one through lane and one shared through-right turn lane, into two
through lanes and one exclusive right-turn lane. The LOS will remain at level F.
Therefore, this mitigation measure would not reduce the project impacts of Project 2-9 to
a less-than-significant level for 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions and the impact
would remain significant and unavoidable.

49. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Chi;rch Street, Market Street, and 14 Street from
Project 2-11 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-11b).

a)

b)

Potenﬁally—Siggj ficant Impact

Project 2-11 would construct bicycle lanes on Market-Street between 172 Street and
Octavia Boulevard. The intersection-of Church Street/Market Street/14% Street would
operate at LOS F under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Pro;ecf 2-11 Option 1
for the PM peak hour.

Mitigation Measure for the Trahsportation pact to the intersection of Church Street,
Market Street, and 14 Street fromr Project 2-11 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus
Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-11b) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Church Street/Market

Street/14% Street infersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option 1.
Hence, a significant .and unavoidable impact would occur at the Church Street/Market
Street/14% Street intersection with the implementation of Project 2-11 Option 1.

50. Transportation Impact to loading on the north side of Market Street near Noe Street from
Project 2-11 Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-11c).

a)

Potentially-Significant Impact

A significant impact to loading would result on the north side of Market Street near Noe
Street from implementation of Project 2-11 Option1 under .Existing plus Project
conditions.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) ' Page 39

2317



b) - Mitigation Measure for the Transportaﬁon Impact to loading on the north side of Market
Street near Noe Street under Existing plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure

M-TR-P2-11¢) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified. Therefore, a significant and
unavoidable loading impact would occur on Market Street near Noe Street with
implementation of Project 2-11 Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions.

51. Transportation Impact to loading on the north side of Market Street near Noe Street from
Project 2-11 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-11d).

a) Potentially—Siggjﬁcant Impact

A significant impact to loading would result on the north side of Market Street near Noe
Street from implementation of Project 2-11 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to loading on the north side of Market
Street near Noe Street from Project 2-11 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-11d) and Conclusion. ’

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified. Therefore, a significant and
unavoidable loading impact would occur on Market Street near Noe Street with
implementation of Project 2-11 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions. -

52. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 27 Street and Townsend from Project 2-16
Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-16a).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Project 2-16 would construc:t-bicyde lanes on Townsend Street between 8 Street and The
Embarcadero. The 2 Street/Townsend Street intersection would operate unsatisfactorily
at LOS E under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions and a significant impact would
occur at this intersection with the implementation of Project 2-16 Modified Option 1.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the infersection of 204 Street and

Townsend from Project 2-16 Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-16a) and Conclusion.

- No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the 27¢ Street/Townsend Street
intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option1. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the 24 Street/Townsend Street
intersection with the implementation of Project 2-16 Modified Option 1.
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53. Transportation Impact to the intersection of 7% Street and Townsend from Project 2-16
Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-16e)

N

b)

Potentially-Significant In;LP_éct

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions the 7% Street/Townsend Street
intersection would operate at LOS F and, a significant impact would occur at this
intersection with the implementation of Project 2-16 Modified Option 1.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the infersection of 7% Street and

Townsend from Project 2-16 Modified Option1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-16e) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potenﬁa]ly—sigrﬁﬁcant impacfs listed above would be reduced but

- would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-P2-16e. It is proposed that lane configuration adjustments be

made to the eastbound Townsend Street direction to improve LOS and decrease the
amount of average delay. However, the LOS would remain at LOS F. Therefore, a
significant impact would occur at the 7t Street/Townsend Street intersection with the
implementation of Project 2-16 Modlﬁed Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Pro]ect
conditions.

54. Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 30 from Project 2-16 Modified Option 1 under
Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-16h).

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

A significant transit impact would occur to Muni bus line 30 under Existing plus Project
conditions for Project 2-16 Modified Option 1. ~ :

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 30 from Project 2-16
Modified Option1 under Existing plus Project _conditions (Mitigation Measure

M-TR-P2-16h) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-P2:16h Feas1b1hty of the following rm’agahon measures has not
yet been determined. There is a range of potential treatments to address the issue at this
intersection. One would be repositioning of the bus zone along the south side of
Townsend Street. Another treatment would be reconfiguring the approach lanes to the
intersection of 4th and Townsend Streets. Finally, installation of discontinuous bicycle
lanes at the approach of the 4% Street/Townsend Street intersection could also be
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considered. Therefore, a significant transit impact would occur with implementation of
Project 2-16 Modified Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions. :

55. Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 45 from Project 2-16 Modified Option1 under
Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-16i). ‘

56.

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

A significant transit impact would occur to Muni bus line 45 under Existing plus Project
conditions for Project 2-16 Modified Option 1.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 45 from Project 2-16

Modified Option1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure
M-TR-P2-16i) and Conclusion.

Refer to Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-16h above for mitigation of this transit impact.
However, without determination of the feasibility of these measures, a significant and
unavoidable transit impact would occur to Muni bus line 45 under Existing plus Project
conditions for Project 2-16 Modified Option 1.

Transportation Impact to-Muni bus line 30 from Project 2-16 Modified Option 1 under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-161).

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

A significant transit impact would occur to Muni bus line 30 under 2025 Cumulative plus
Project conditions for Project 2-16 Modified Option 1. ‘

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 30 from Project 2-16-
Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure

M-TR-P2-16]) and Conclusion.

Refer to Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-16h above for mitigation of this transit impact.
However, without determination of the feasibility of these measures, a significant and

" unavoidable transit impact would occur to Muni bus line 30 under 2025 Cumulative plus

Project conditions for Project 2-16 Modified Option 1.

57. Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 45 from Project 2-16 Modified Option 1 under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P2-16m).

a)

Potentially-Significant Impact

A significant transit impact would occur to Muni bus line 45 under 2025 Camulative plus
Project conditions for Project 2-16 Modified Option 1.
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b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact o Muni bus line 45 from Project 2-16

Modified Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure

M-TR-P2-16m) and Conclusion.

Refer to Mitigation Measure M-TR-P2-16h above for mitigation of this transit impact.
However, without determination of the feasibility of these measures, a significant and-
unavoidable transit impact would occur to Muni bus line 45 under 2025 Cumulative plus
Project conditions for Project 2-16 Modified Option 1.

58. Transportation Impdct to the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Fell Street from combined
Project 3-1 and Project 3-2 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulatlve plus Project conditions (Impact

59.

a)

b)

v'_\,amulatlve lus Project conditions

TR-P3-1b).

Potentially-Significant Impact

The intersection of Masonic Avenue/Fell Street would operate at LOS E under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions for combined Projects 3-1 and 3-2 Option 1.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue

and Fell Street from combined Project 3-1 and Project 3-2 Option 1. under 2025
iigation Measure M-TR-P3-1b) and Conclua1on

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street

intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Optionl. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street

intersection with the implementation of combined Projects 3-1 and 3-2 Option 1.

Trahéportaﬁon Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Turk Street from Project
3-2 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P3-2a).

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions the Masonic Avenue/Turk Street
intersection would operate at LOS F in the AM Peak hour and a significant impact would
occur at the Masonic Avenue/Turk Street intersection with the implementation of Project
3-2 Option 1. '

‘Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue

and Turk Street from Project 3-2 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulatlve plus Project conditions
(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P3-2a) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Masonic Avenue/Turk
Street intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project 3-2
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Option 1. Hence, a significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Masonic
Avenue/Turk Street mtersectlon in the AM Peak hour with the implementation of Project
3-2 Option 1.

60. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Turk Street from Project
3-2 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P3-2b).

a). Potentially-Significant Impac

Under 2025 Cumulatlve plus Project conditions the Masonic Avenue/Turk Street
intersection would operate at LOS F in the AM Peak hour and a 51gmf1cant impact would
occur at thls intersection with the implementation of Project 3-2 Option 2. : :

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masomc Avenue’
and Turk Street from Project 3-2 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P3-2b) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Masonic Avenue/Turk
Street intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions in the AM peak hour
for Project 3-2 Option 2. Hence, a significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the
Masonic Avenue/Turk Street intersection with the implementation of Project 3-2
Option 2.

61. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Fulton Street from P 11)1er*+
3-2 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P3-2c).

a) Poten‘uallV—Suzmﬁcant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulaﬁve plus Project conditions for the AM peak hour the Masonic
Avenue/Fulton Street intersection would operate at LOS F and a significant impact would
occur at the Masonic Avenue/Fulton Street intersection with the implementation of
Project 3-2 Option 1. '

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to. the intersection of Masonic Avenue
and Fulton Street from Project 3-2 Option1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P3-2¢) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Masonic Avenue/Fulton
Street intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for the AM Peak hour.
Hence, a significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Masonic Avenue/Fulton
Street intersection with the implementation of Project 3-2 Option 1.
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62. Transportation Impact fo the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Fulton Street from Project
3-2 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P3-2d).

a)

b)

Potentially—Siggjﬁcant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option 2, the Masonic Avenue/Fulton
Street intersection would operate at LOS F in the AM Peak hour and a significant impact
would occur at the Masonic Avenue/Fulton Street intersection with the implementation
of Project 3-2 Option 2. '

Mitigation Measure for the'Transportation Irﬁpact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue
and Fulton Street from Project 3-2 Option2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P3-2d) and Conclusion. '

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Masonic Avenue/Fulton
Street intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions the AM Peak hour.

" Hence, a significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Masonic Avenue/Fulton

Street intersection with the implementation bf.Project 3-2 Option 2.

63. Tran_éportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Fell Street from Project 3-2
Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P3-2e). '

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Under Existing plus Project conditions the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street intersection would
operate at LOS E and a significant impact would occur at the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street
intersection with the implementation of Project 3-2 Option 1.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue

and Fell Street from Project 3-2 Option 1 under Existing plus Project condmons

Mitication Measure M- TR P3-2e) and Conclusmn

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street
intersection under EXisting plus Project conditions for Option 1. Hence, a significant and
unavoidable impact would occur at the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street intersection with the
implementation of Project 3-2 Option 1.
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64. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Fell Street from Project 3-2
Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P3-2g). '

a) Potentially-Significant Impact '

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street
intersection would operate at LOS F and a significant unpact would occur at the Masonic
Avenue/Fell Street intersection with the implementation of Project 3-2 Option 1.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the infersection of Masonic Avenue
and Fell Street from Project 3-2 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions
(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P3-2¢) and Conclusion. '

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street
intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option 1. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street
intersection with the :melementatlon of Pro]ect 3-2 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus
Pro]ect conditions.

65 Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Fell Street from Project 3-2
Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR- Pq—Zh)

a) Potentially—Siggjﬁcant IInp_act

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street
intersection would operate at LOS E and a significant impact would occur at the Masonic
Avenue/Fell Street intersection with the implementation of Project 3-2 Option 2.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue
and Fell Street from Project 3-2 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions
(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P3-2h) and Conclusion. '

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street
intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option2. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Masonic Avenue/Fell Street
intersection with the implementation of Project 3-2 Option 2.
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66. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Geary Boulevard from
Project 3-2 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P3-2i).

2)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions the Masonic Avenue/Geary Boulevard
intersection would operate at LOS E and a significant impact would occur at the Masonic

Avenue/Geary Boulevard intersection with the implementation of Project 3-2 Option 1.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue

and Geary Boulevard from Project 3-2 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P3-2i) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for Option1 under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions. Hence, a significant and unavoidable impact would
occur at the Masonic Avenue/Geary Boulevard intersection with the implementation of
Project 3-2 Option 1. '

67. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Masonic Avenue and Turk Street from Project
3-2 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P3-2j).

a)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project condifions the Masonic Avenue/Turk Street

intersection would operate at LOS F and a significant impact would occur at the Masonic
Avenue/Turk Street intersection with the implementation of Project 3-2 Option 1.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impéct to the intersection of Masonic Avenue

and Turk Street from Project 3-2 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Pr01ect conditions

Mitigation Measure M-TR- P3—2]) and Conclusion.

The City finds ‘the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of

- mitigation measure M-TR-P3-2j. It is proposed that ten seconds of green time be added to

the northbound Masonic Avenue direction, with a corresponding reduction of green time
in the eastbound Turk Street direction of ten seconds, to improve intersection operations
to LOS E. However, the Masonic Avenue/Turk Street intersection would continue to
operate at an 'u.nacceptable LOS; therefore, the traffic impact would remain significant
even after this mitigation measure is implemented for Project 3-2 Option 1. '
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68. Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 43 from combined Project 3-1 and Project 3-2
Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P3-2Kk).

a) | Potentially-Significant Impact

Under Existing plus Project conditions combined Projects 3-1 and 3-2 Option 1 would
result in a significant transit impact for Muni bus line 43 in the PM peak hour.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 43 from combined
Project 3-1 and Project 3-2 Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Mitigation
Measure M-TR-P3-2k) and Conclusion. - '

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the delay on Muni bus
line 43 under Existing plus Project conditions for Option 1. Therefore, a significant and
unavoidable transit impact would occur to Muni bus line 43 as a result of combined
Projects 3-1 and 3-2 Option 1-under Existing plus Project conditions in the PM peak hour.

69. Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 43 from combined Project 3-1 and Project 3-2
Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P3-21). '

Potentially-Significant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions, combined Projects 3-1 and 3-2 Option 1
would result in a significant transit impact for Muni bus line 43 in the PM peak hour.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 43 from combined
Project 3-1 and Project 3-2 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P3-21) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified and a significant and unavoidable
transit impact would occur to Muni bus line 43 as a result of combined Projects 3-1 and
3-2 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions in the PM peak hour.

70. Transportation Impéct to the Muni bus line 43 from Project 3-2 Option 1 under Existing plus
Project conditions (Impact TR-P3-2m). .

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

‘ “Under Existing plus Project conditions individual Project 3-2 Option 1 would result in a
significant transit impact for Muni bus line 43 in the PM peak hour.
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b)

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 43 from Project 3-2

Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P3-2m
Conclusion.

- No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for Option 1 under Existing plus

Project conditions in the PM peak hour. Therefore, a significant and unavoidable transit
impact would occur to Muni bus line 43 as a result of individual Project 3-2 Option 1
under Existing plus Project conditions in the PM peak hour.

71. Transportation Impact to the Muni bus line 43 from Project 3-2 Option 1 under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P3-2n).

72.

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions, individual Project 3-2 Option 1 would
result in a significant impact to transit for Muni bus line 43 in the PM peak hour. '

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Irnpa& to Muni bus line 43 from Project 3-2.
Option1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure

M-TR-P3-2n) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified and a significant and unavoidable
transit impact would occur to Muni bus line 43 as a result of individual Project 3-2
Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions in the PM peak hour.

Loading impact on Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar Chavez and Industrial Streets as a
result of Pro]ect 5-4 Modified Option2 under E)ash_ng plus Project conditions.” (Impact

- TR-P5-4h).
a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Project 5-4 Modified Option 2 would construct bicycle lanes and sharrows on Bayshore
Boulevard between Cesar Chavez Street and Silver Avenue except between Oakdale and
Jerrold Avenues, where the existing southbound Class III bicycle route would remain on
Jerrold Avenue, Barneveld Avenue, and Loomis Street and the existing northbound Class
II bicycle route would be relocated from Bayshore Boulevard to Oakdale Avenue,
Loomis Street, Barneveld Avenue and ]errold Avenue. ‘

Under Existing plus Project conditions Bayshore. Boulevard would experience a
significant loading impact, and therefore, a significant impact would occur at this
intersection with the implementation of Project 5-4 Modified Option 2.
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b) Mitigation Measure for the loading impact on Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar
Chavez and Industrial Streets as a result of Project 5-4 Modified Option 2 under Existing

plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR—P5—411_) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified. Therefore, a significant loading
impact would occur on Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar Chavez and Industrial Streets
with unplementaﬂon of Project 5-4 Modified Option2 under Existing plus Project

conditions.

73. Loading impact on Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar Chavez and Industrial Streets as a’
result of Project 5-4 Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions.

(Impact TR-P5-4i).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Project 5-4 Modified Option 2 would construct bicycle lanes and sharrows on Bayshore
Boulevard between Cesar Chavez Street and Silver Avenue, except between Oakdale and
Jerrold Avenues, where the existing southbound Class Il bicycle route would remain on .
Jerrold Avenue, Barneveld Avenue, and Loomis Street and the existing northbound Class
I bicycle route would be relocated from Bayshore Boulevard to Oakdale Avenue,
Loomis Street, Barneveld Avenue and Jerrold Avenue. Under 2025 Cumulative plus
Project conditions Bayshore Boulevard would experience a significant loading impact,
and therefore, a significant impact would oceur at this intersection -with the
implementation of Project 5-4 Modified Option 2.

b) Mitigation Measure for the loading impact on Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar
'Chavez and Industrial Streets as a result of Project 5-4 Modified Option 2 under 2025
i M-TR-P5-4i) and Conclusion.

Cumulative plus Project conditions

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified. Therefore, a significant loadiﬁg
impact would occur on Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar Chavez and Industrial Streets
with implementation of Pro;ect 5-4 Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus

Project conditions.

74. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Evans Avenue and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-5 Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-5a).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Project 5-5 would construct bicycle lanes on Cesar Chavez Street between 1-280 and US
101 Freeways. Under Existing plus Project conditions the Evans Avenue/Cesar Chavez
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Street intersection would operate at LOS F, and therefore, a significant impact would
occur at this intersection with the implementation of Project 5-5 Option 1

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Evans Avenue

and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-5 Optlon 1 under Emsﬁng plus Project condiﬁons
(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-5a) and Conclusion. ’ -

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Evans Avenue/Cesar
Chavez Street intersection under Existing plus Project conditions for Option 1. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Evans Avenue/Cesar Chavez
Street intersection with the implementation of Project 5-5 Option 1 under Existing plus
Prbject conditions. :

75. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Evans Avenue and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-5 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-5b).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions the Evans Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street
intersection would operate at LOS F, and therefore, a significant impact would occur at
this intersection with the implementation of Project 5-5-Option 1.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Evans Avenue

and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-5 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-5b) and Conclusion. '

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Evans Avenue/Cesar
Chavez Street intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option 1.
Hence, a significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Evans Avenue/Cesar
Chavez Street intersection with the implementation of Project 5-5 Option 1 under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions. ‘

76. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Mission Street and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-6 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6a).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Project 5-6 would construct bicycle lanes on Cesar Chavez/26™ Sireet between Sanchez
Street and US 101. Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions the Mission
Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection would operate at LOS F in the AM Peak hour and
therefore, a significant impact would occur at the Mission Street/Cesar Chavez Street
intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 1.
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b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Mission Street -

and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
COI’ldlthl’lS (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5- 6a) and Conc1u51on

The City finds the potenﬂally—51gmﬁcant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of -
mitigation measure M-TR-P5-6a. Lane configuration adjustments to the eastbound and
westbound directions on Cesar Chavez Street would improve LOS and reduce the delay
at the Mission Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection from LOS F to LOS E. The removal
of on-street parking along Cesar Chavez Street (applying either Option 1 or 2 of proposed
possible Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6w in conjunction with proposed possible
Mitigation Measures M—TR—PS—6e, M-TR-P5-6h, M-TR-P 5-6j, M-TR-P 5-6k, M-TR-P 5-61,
M-TR-P.5-6m, M-TR-P 5-60, and M-TR-P 5-6q for which feasibility has not yet been
determmed) is proposed which would provide an'additional through lane along the

~ eastbound and westbound: Cesar Chavez Street approaches. However, because of the
uncertainty regarding the feasibility of this mitigation measure, a significant impact may
occur at the Mission Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection in the AM Peak hour with
the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 1.

77. Tra.nsportahon Impact to the intersection of Mission Street and Cesar Chavez Street from
Preject 5-6 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6b).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

The Mission Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection would operate unsatisfactorily at’

LOSE in the AM Peak hour under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project

5-6 Option 2. Therefore, a significant impact would occur at the Mission Street/Cesar
" Chavez Street intersection with implementation of Proj'ect 5-6 Option 2.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Mission Street
and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6b) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
ﬁﬁﬁgatibn measure M-TR-P5-6b. Lane configuration adjustments to the eastbound and
westbound directions on Cesar Chavez Street would improve LOS and reduce the delay
at this intersection. The removal of on-street parking along Cesar Chavez Street (applying
either Option 1 or 2 of proposed possible Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6w in conjunction
with proposed possible Mitigation Measures M-TR-FP5-6e, M-TR-P5-6h, M-TR-P 5-6j,
M-TR-P 56k, M-TR-P 5-6, M-TR-P 5-6m, M-TR-P 5-60, and M-TR-P 5-6q for which
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feasibility has not yet been determined) is proposed which would provide an additional
through lane along the eastbound and westbound Cesar Chavez Street approaches.
However, because of the uncertainty regarding the 'feasibih'ty of this mitigation measure,
a significant impact would occur at this intersection with the implementation of Project
5-6 Option 2.

78. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Guerrero Street and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-6 Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6c).

a) Potent[al‘ly—Sigrg ificant Impact

‘Under Existing plus Project conditions the Guerrero Street/Cesar Chavez Street
intersection would operate at LOS F in the AM Peak hour, and therefore, a’sigm'ﬁcanf
impact may occur at the Guerrero Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection with the
implementation of Project 5-6 Option 1.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Guerrero Street

and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions
(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6¢) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed -above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant ‘and unavoidable level even with implementation of
r_ﬁitigation measure M-TR-P5-6c Lane configuration adjustments to the westbound
direction on Cesar Chavez Street would improve LOS and reduce the delay for this
intersection. The removal of on-street parking along Cesar Chavez Street (applying either
- Option 1 or 2 of proposed possible Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6w in conjunction with
proposed possible Mitigation Measures M-TR-P5-6e, M-TR-P5-6h, M-TR-P 5-6j, M-TR-P
5-6k, M-TR-P 5-61, M-TR-P 5-6m, M-TR-P 5-60, and M-TR-P 5-6q for which feasibi]ity has
not yet been determined) is proposed which would provide an additional through lane
along the westbound Cesar Chavez Street approach. However, because of the ﬁncertainty
regarding the feasibility of this mitigation measure, a significant impact may occur at the
Guerrero Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6

Option 1.

79. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Guerrero Street and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-6 Option 2 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6d).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Under Existing plus Project conditions the Guerrero Street/Cesark Chavez Street
intersection would operate at LOS F, and therefore, a significant impact would occur at
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b)

the Guerrero Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection Wi’rh the iInplerhentaﬁon of Project
5-6 Option 2. '

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Guerrero Street -

and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 2 under Existing plus Project conditions

(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6d) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Guerrero Street/Cesar
Chavez Street intersection under Existing plus Project conditions for Option 2. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Guerrero Street/Cesar Chavez

Street intersection with the irriplementation of Project 5-6 Option 2.

80. Transportation Ifnpac’c to the intersection of Guerrero Street and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-6 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6e).

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions the Guerrero Street/Cesar Chavez Street
intersection would operate at LOS F, and therefore, a significant impact would occur at
the Guerrero Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection with the implementation of Project

5-6 Option 1. .

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Guerrero Street
and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions

(Mitigation Measure M- TR-P5-6e) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potenha]ly—mgmﬁcant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-P5-6e. Lane configuration adjustments to the westbound
direction of Cesar Chavez Street would improve LOS and reduce the delay at the
Guerrero Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection. The removal of on-street parking along
Cesar Chavez Street (applying either Option1 or 2 of proposed possible Mitigation
Measure M-TR-P5-6w in conjunction with proposed possible Mitigation Measures
M-TR-P5-6e, M-TR-P5-6h, M-TR-P 5-6j, M-TR-P 5-6k, M-TR-P 5-61, M-TR-P 5-6m, M-TR-P
5-60, and M-TR-P 5-6q for which feasibility has not yet been determined) is proposed
which would provide an additional through lane along the westbound Cesar Chavez
Street approach. Nevertheless, this mitigation measure would not reduce the project
impacts to a less-than-significant level for Project 5-6 Option 1.
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81. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Guerrero Street and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-6 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6).

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Pfoject conditions the Guerrero Street/Cesar Chavez Street '
intersection would operate at LOS F, and therefore, a significant impact would occur at
this intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 2.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Guerrero Street

and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6f) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Guerrero Street/Cesar
Chavez Street intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option 2. -
Hence, a significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Guerrero Street/Cesar

Chavez Street intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 2.

82. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Mission Street and Cesar Chavez Street-from
Project 5-6 Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6g).

a)

b)

Potenﬁaﬂy—Si@ﬁ. icant Impact

Under Existing plus Project conditions the Mission Street/Cesar Chavez Street
intersection would operate unsatisfactorily at LOS F, and therefore, a significant impact
would occur at this intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 1.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Mission Street
and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions

(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6g) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Mission Street/Cesar Chavez
Street intersection under Existing plus Project condiﬁoris for Option1. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Mission Street/Cesar Chavez
Street intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 1.
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83. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Mission Street and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-6 Option 2 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6h).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Under Ex1stmg plus Projéct conditions for Option 2 the Mission Street/Cesar Chavez
Street intersection would operate unsatisfactorily at LOS E, and therefore, a significant
impact may occur at this intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 2.

b) Mitigation Measure' for the Trans?ortaﬁon Impact to_the (intersecﬁon of Mission Street
" and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 2 under Existing plus Project conditions
(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6h) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but -
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-P5-6h. It is proposed that lane configuration adjustinents be
made to the eastbeund and westbound directions on Cesar Chavez Street, to improve
LOS and reduce the delay at the Mission Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection. It is
further proposed that on-street parking be removed (applying either Option 1 or 2 of
proposed- possible Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6w in conjunction with proposed
possible Mitigation Measures M-TR-P5-6e, M-TR-P5-6h, M-TR-P" 5-6j, M-TR-P 5-6k,
M-TR-P 5-6], MTRPSém,MTRPS 60, andMTRP5—6qforwh1chfea51b1htyhasnot
yet been- determined) along Cesar Chavez Street in the eastbound and” westbound
directions which-would provide an additional through lane in both directions. These lane
adjustments would decrease the delay and improve LOS from E to D. However, because
of the uncertainty of the feasibility of this mitigation measure, a significant impact may
occur at the Mission Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection with the implementation of
Project 5-6 Option 2. In addition, bicycle lane discontinuity could occur at this location.

84. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Mission Street and Cesar Chavez Street from -
Project 5-6 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6i).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option 1, the Mission Street/Cesar -
Chavez Street intersection would operate at LOS F, and therefore, a significant impact
would occur at this intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 1.
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b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Mission Street

and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6i) and Conclusion. '

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Mission Street/Cesar Chavez

Street Intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option 1. Hence, a

significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Mission Si:reet/Cesar Chavez
Street intersection w1th the implementation of Project 5-6 Opuon 1.

85. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Mission Street and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-6 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6j).

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant ﬁnp act

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option 2, the Mission Street/Cesar
Chavez Street intersection would operate at LOS F, and therefore, a significant impact

- would occur at this intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 2.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact fo the intersection of Mission Street
and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions {Mit a_ﬁon Measure M-TR-P5-6j) and Concliision.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of

~mitigation measure M-TR-P5-6. Lane configuration adjustments to the eastbound and

westbound directions on Cesar Chavez Street would improve LOS and reduce the delay
at the Mission Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection. It is proposed that on-street
parking be removed (applying either Option1 or 2 of proposed possible Mitigation
Measure M-TR-P5-6w in conjunction with proposed possible Mitigation Measures
M-TR-P5-6e, M-TR-P5-6h, M-TR-P 5-6j, M-TR-P >5-.6k, M-TR-P 5-61, M-TR-P 5-6m, M-TR-P
5-60, and M-TR-P 5-6q for which feasibility has not yet been determined) along Cesar -
Chavez Street in the eastbound and westbound directions which would provide an
additional through lane in both directions. These lane adjustments would decrease the
delay and improve LOS from F to E. However, because of the uncertainty of the
feasibility of this' mitigation measure, a significant impact would occur at the Mission
Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection with the J.mplementatlon of Pro]ect 5-6 Option 2.
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86. Transportatlon Impact to the intersection of Van Ness Avenue and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-6 Option 1 under Emshng plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5- 6k)

a) otentlally—Slgg;ﬁ cant Impact

Under Existing plus Project conditions for Option 1, the South Van Ness Avenue/Cesar
Chavez Street intersection would operate at LOS F, and therefore, a significant impact
may occur at this intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 1.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of South Van Ness
. Avenue and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 1 under Existing plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6k) and Conclusion. '

The City finds the potenﬁé]ly—signiﬁcant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-P5-6k. Lane configuration adjustments to the eastbound and
westbound directions on Cesar Chavez Street would improve LOS and reduce the delay
at this intersection. It is proposed that on-street parking along Cesar Chavez Street be
removed (applying either Option1 or 2 of proposed possible Mitigation Measure
M-TR-P5-6w in.conjunction with proposed possible Mitigation Measures- M-TR-P5-6e,
M-TR-P5-6h, M-TR-P 5-6j, M-TR-P 5-6k, M-TR-P 5-6], M-TR-P 5-6m; M-TR-P 5-60, and
M-TR-P 5-6q for which feasibility has not yet been determined) in both the eastbound ‘
and westbound directions on Cesar Chavez Street which-would provide an additional
through lane along both approaches. These lane adjustments would decrease the delay -
and improve LOS from F to D. However, because of the uncertainty regarding the
feasibility of this mitigation measure, a s1gmﬁcant impact may occur at South Van Ness
Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6

Option 1.

87. Transportation Impact to the intersection of South Van Ness Avenue and Cesar Chavez
Street from Project 5-6 Option 2 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6l).

a) Potenﬁa]lv—Signjﬁcént Impact

Under Existing plus Project conditions for Option 2, the South Van Ness Avenue/Cesar
‘Chavez Street intersection would operate at LOS E, and therefore, a significant impact
may occur at the South Van Ness Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street intersection with the

~ implementation of Project 5-6 Option 2.
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b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of South Van Ness

Avenue and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 2 under Existing plus Project

conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-61) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of

mitigation measure M-TR-P5-6l. Lane configuration adjustments to the westbound
direction on Cesar Chavez Street would improve LOS and reduce the delay at this
intersection. It is proposed that on-street parking along Cesar Chavez Street be removed
(applying either Option 1 or 2 of proposed possible Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6w in
conjunction with proposed possible Mitigation Measures M-TR-P5-6e, M-TR-P 5-6h,
M-TR-P 5-6j, M-TR-P 5-6k, M-TR-P 5-61, M-TR-P 5-6m, M-TR-P 5-60, and M-TR-P 5-6q for
which feasibility has- not yet been determined) in the westbound direction on Cesar
Chavez Street which would provide an additional through lane along this approach. This
lane adjustment would decrease the delay and improve LOS from E to D. However,
because of the uncertainty regarding the feasibility of this mitigation measure, a
significant impact n{ay occur at this intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6

Option 2.

88. Transportation Impact to the intersection of South Van Ness Avenue and Cesar Chavez
Street from Project 5-6 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact
TR-P5-6m). '

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option1, the Cesar Chavez
Street/South Van Ness Avenue intersection would operate at LOS F, and therefore, a
significant impact would occur at the South Van Ness Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street

- intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 1.

b)

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of South Van Ness
Avenue and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus
Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6m) and Conclusion,

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of

mitigation measure M-TR-P5-6m. Lane configuration adjustments to the eastbound and
westbound directions on Cesar Chavez Street would improve LOS and reduce the delay
at the Cesar Chavez Street/South Van Ness Avenue intersection. It is proposed that
on-street parking along Cesar Chavez Street be removed (applying either Option 1 or 2 of
proposed possible Mitigation Measures M-TR-P5-6w in conjunction with proposed
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possible Mitigation Measures M-TR-P5-6e, M TR-P5-6h, M-TR-P 5-6j, M-TR-P 5-6k,
M-TR-P 5-6l, M-TR-P 5-6m, M-TR-P 5-60, and M-TR-P 5-6q for which feasibility has not
yet been determined) in both the eastbound and westbound directions on Cesar Chavez
Street which would provide an additional through lane along both approaches.
Nevertheless, this mitigation measure would not reduce Project 5-6 Option 1 impacts to a
less-than-significant level.

89. Transportation Impact to the intersection of South Van Ness Avenue and Cesar Chavez
Street from Project 5-6 OptlonZ under 2025 Cumulatlve plus Pro]ect conditions (Impact
TR-P5-6n).

90.

)

otentla]lg S1gggﬁcant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project COIId.IthIIS for Option 2, the South Van Ness
Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street intersection would operate at LOS F, and therefore, a
significant impact would occur at the South Van Ness Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street

. intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 2.

b)

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of South Van Ness
Avenue and Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the South Van Ness
Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions
for Option 2. Hence, a significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the South Van
Ness Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6

Option 2.

Transportation Impact to the intersection of Bryant Street and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-6 Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-60).

a) Potentially-Significant Irhpact
Under Existing plus Project conditions for Option 1, the Bryant Street/Cesar Chavez
Street intersection would.operate at LOS F, and therefore, a significant impact may occur
at this intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 1.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impacf to the intersection of Bryant Street and
Cesar Chavez Street_from Project 5-6.Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions
(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-60) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) ’ . Page 60

258



mitigation measure M-TR-P5-60. Lane configuration adjustments to the eastbound
direcion and westbound directions on Cesar Chavez Street would improve LOS and
reduce the delay at the Bryant Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection. It is proposed that
on-street parking be removed (applying either Option1 or 2 of proposed possible
Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6w in conjunction with proposed possible Mitigation
Measures M-TR-P5-6e, M-TR-P5-6h, M-TR-P 5-6j, M-TR-P 5-6k, M-TR-P 5-6], M-TR-P
5-6m, M-IR-P 5-60, and M-TR-P 5-6q for which 'feasibi]ity has not yet been determined)
along Cesar Chavez Street along the eastbound and westbound directions which would
provide an additional through lane in both directions. However, because of the
uncertainty regarding the feasibility of this mitigation measure, a significant impact may
occur at the Bryant Street/Cesar ChalvezAStreet intersection with the implementation of
Project 5-6 Option 1. '

91. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Bryant Street and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-6 Option 2 under Existing plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6p).

a)

‘Potentially-Significant Impact

Under Existing plus Project conditions for Option 2, the Bryant Street/Cesar Chavez

Street intersection would operate at LOS E, and therefore, a significant impact would

b)

occur at the Bryant Sireet/Cesar Chavez Street intersection with the implementatiorn of

Project 5-6 Option 2.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Bryant Street and
Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option 2 under Existing plus Project conditions
(Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6p) and Conclusion.

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the Bryant Street/Cesar Chavez
Street infersection under Existing plus .Project conditions for Option2. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Bryant Street/Cesar Chavez Street
intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 2.

92. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Bryant Street and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-6 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6q).

a)

Potentially-Significant Imp act

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option 1, the Bryant Street/Cesar
Chavez Street intersection would operate at LOS F, and therefore, a significant impact
would occur at this intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 1.
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b)

N[l’asza’aon Measure for the Transportation Impact to the intersection of Brvant Street and
Cesar Chavez Street from Project 5-6 Option1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M- TR P5-6q) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentta]ly—s1gmﬁcant impacts hsted above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of.
mitigation measure M-TR-P5-6q. Lane configuration adjustments to the eastbound and
westbound directions on Cesar Chavez Street would improve LOS and reduce the delay
at this intersection. It is proposed that on-street parking be removed (applying either
Option-1 or 2 of proposed possible Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6w in conjunction with
proposed p0551b1e Mitigation Measures M-TR-P5-6e, M-TR-P5-6h, M-TR-P 5-6j, M-TR-P
5-6k, M-TR-P 5-61, M-TR-P 5:6m, M-TR-P 5-60, and M-TR-P 5-6q for which feasibility has

‘not yet been determined) along Cesar Chavez Street in the eastbound and. westbound

directions which would provide an additional through lane along both approaches.
Nevertheless, this mitigation measure would not reduce the impacts of Project 5-6

Option 1 to a less-than-significant level.

93. Transportation Impact to the intersection of Bryaﬁt Street and Cesar Chavez Street from
Project 5-6 Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6r).

a)

b)

PotentiallwSienificant Impact

Under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option2, the Bryant Street/Cesar
Chavez Street intersection would operate at LOS F, and therefore, a significant impact
would occur at this intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 2.

Mitigation Measure for the Trancporta’aon Impact to the intersecton of Brvant Street and
Cesar Chavez Street from Pr01ect 5-6 Option2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6r) and Condlusion.

. No feasible rhitigation measures have been identified for the Bryant Street/Cesar Chavez

Street intersection under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Option 2. Hence, a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur at the Bryant Street/Cesar Chavez Street
intersection with the implementation of Project 5-6 Option 2. '

94. Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 12 from Project 5-6 Option 1 under Existing plus
Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6s).

a) Potentially-5Si ificant Impact
Muni bus line 12 would experience significant delays under Existing plus Project
conditions for Project 5-6 Option 1.
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b) M.l‘agatlon Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 12 from Project 5-6

lus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6s) and

Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-P5-6r. The implementation of Option 1 under Existing plus
Project conditions would add 474 seconds (7.9 minutes) of total delay for Muni bus line
12 westbound. With mitigation as described in proposed possible Mitigation Measure
M-TR-P5-6w in conjunction with proposed possible Mitigation Measures M-TR-P5-6e,
M-TR-P5-6h, M-TR-P 5-6j, M-IR-P 5-6k, M-TR-P 5-6I, M-TR-P 5-6m, M-TR-P 5-60, and
M-TR-P 5-6q above, this delay would be reduced. This would reduce total delay below
the transit delay threshold of six minutes. However, because of the uncertainty regarding
the feasibility of this mitigation measure, a significant transit impact would occur for
Muni bus line 12 for Project 5-6 Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions.

95. Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 27 from Project 5-6 Option 1 under Existing plus
- Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6t).

a)

otentla]ly-&@mcant Impact

Muni bus line 27 would experience significant delays under Existing plus Pro]ect
conditions for Pro]ect 5-6 Optlon 1.

M.'ltlgaton Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 27 from Project 5-6

tion 1 under Existing plus Project conditions itigation Measure M-TR-P5-6t) and

Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-P5-6t. The implementation of Option 1 under Existing plus.
Project conditions would add 867 seconds (14.5 minutes) of total delay for Muni bus line
27. With mitigation as described in proposed possible Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6w
in conjunction with proposed possible Mitigation Measures M-TR-P5-6e, M-TR-P5-6h,
M-TR-P 5-6j, M-TR-P 5-6k, M-TR-P 5-61, M-TR-P 5-6m, M-TR-P 5-60, and M-TR-P 5-6q
above, delay in the westbound direction would be reduced. Total transit delay would be
below the transit delay threshold of six minutes. However, because of the uncertainty of
the feasibility of this mitigatioh measure, a significant impact would occur to Muni bus
line 27 for Project 5-6 Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) . Page 63

261



96. Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 12 from Project 5-6 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative
plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P5-6u).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Muni bus line 12 would experience significant delays under 2025 Cumula’ave plus Project
conditions for Project 5-6 Option 1.

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni bus line 12 from Project 5-6
Option1 _under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure
M-TR-P5-6u) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potenﬁa]ly—ﬂgmﬁcan’c impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-P5-6u. The implementation of Optionl under 2025
Cumulative plus Project conditions would add approximately 1,487 seconds (24.7
minutes) of total delay for Muni bus line 12 westbound. With mitigation as described in
proposed possible Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6w in conjunction with proposed
possible Mitigation Measures M-TR-P5-6e, M-TR-P5-6h, M-TR-P 5-6j, M-TR- P 5-6k,
M-TR-P 5-61, M-TR=P 5-6m, M-TR-P 5-60, and M-TR-F 5-6qabove, this delay would not
change. Therefore, a significant transit impact to Muni bus line 12 would occur with
implementation of Project 5-6 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions.

97. Transportation Impact to Mum bus line 27 from Project 5-6 Option 1 under 2025 Cumﬁiative
plus Project conditions (Tmpact TR-P5-6v).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Muni bus line 27 would experience significant delays under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions for Project 5-6 Option 1. :

b) Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact fo Muni bus line 27 from Project 56

Option1 _under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure

M-TR-P5-6v) and Conclusion.

The City finds the potentially-significant impacts listed above would be reduced but
would remain at a significant and unavoidable level even with implementation of
mitigation measure M- TR-P5-6v. The implementation of Option1l wunder 2025
- Cumulative plus Project conditions would add approximately 1,487 seconds (24.7
minutes) of total delay for Muni bus line 12 westbound. With mitigation as described in
proposed possible Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-6w in conjunction with proposed
possible Mitigation Measures M-TR-P5-6e, M-TR-P5-6h, M-TR-P 5-6j, M-TR-P 5-6k,
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M-TR-P 5-6], M-TR-P 5-6m, M-TR-P 5-60, and M-TR-P 5-6qabove, this delay would not
change. Therefore, a significant transit impact to Muni bus line 12 would occur with
implementation of Project 5-6 Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions.

98. Transportation Impact to the four intersections along Cesar Chavez for the segment between
Bryant and Guerrero Streets analyzed under Project 5-6-Option 1 or Option 2 (Impact TR-P5-
6w). o ‘

a)

b)

'Potentia]ly—Si@jﬁcant Impéct

Intersections along Cesar Chavez for the segment between Hampshire and Guerrero
Streets analyzed under Project 5-6 Option 1 or Option 2 would operate at unsatisfactory
Ievel of service, therefore, a significant impact would occur at these intersections with the
implementation of Project 5-6 Option 1 or Option 2.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impatt to the four intersections along Cesar

Chavez for the segment between Brvani and Guerrero Streets analyzed under Project 5-6
Op_ﬁon 1 or Option 2 (I\/Iitigatioﬁ Measure M-TR-P5-6w) and Conclusion.

As referenced in the above Mitigation Measures M-TR-P5-6e, M-TR- P5-6h, M-TR-P 5-6j,
M-TR-P 56k, M-TR-P 5-61, M-TR-P 5-6m, M-TR-P 5-60, and M-TR-P 5-6q, the traffic
analysis conducted for Project 5-6 included four study intersections along Cesar Chavez
for the segment ‘between Bryant and Guerrere Streets. Analysis indicates that if the lane .

configurations corresponding to the No Project conditions can be provided, some impacts
will be mitigated at these intersections. The following two options are part of proposed
possible mitigation measures, for which feasibility has not yet been determined, to
reinstate the lane configuration under No Project conditions.

. Option 1

~ Removal of parking — For the four study intersections analyzed, approximately 100

| spaces would need to be removed on Cesar Chavez Street to mitigate the impacts at

these locations. However, additional parking spaces may need to be removed to
reduce impacts along the entire corridor.

e Option2

Implementing a discontinuous blcycle lane ~The consultant recommends the b1cyc1e
lane be discontinued at selected intersection approaches along Cesar Chavez Street.
This option may reduce the number of parking spaces that need to be removed on
Cesar Chavez Street compared to Option 1.
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99. Transportation Impact to loading on the west side of San Bruno Avenue between Paul =
Avenue and Silver Avenue from Project 5-13 Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions
(Impact TR-P5-13a). : :

a)

.b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Project 5-13 would construct bicycle lanes on San Bruno Avenue between Paul Avenue
and Silver Avenue. Project 5-13 would result in a significant impact to loading on the
west side of San Bruno Avenue between Paul Avenue and Silver Avenue with

implementation of Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to loading on the west side of San
Bruno Avenue between Paul Avenue and Silver Avenue from Project 5-13 Option1
under Existing  plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-13a) and

Conclusion

‘No feasible miﬁgation measures have been identified for Option 1. Hence, a significant

and unavoidable loading impact would occur on the west side of San Bruno Avenue
between Paul Avenue and Silver Avenue with the implementation of Project 5-13
Option 1 under Existing plus Project conditions.

~ 100. Transportation Impact to loading on the west side of San Bruno Avenue between Paul
Avenue and Silver Avenue from Project 5-13 Option 1under 2025 Cumulative plus Project
conditions (Impact TR-P5-13c).

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Project 5-13 would result in a significant impact to loading on the west side of San Bruno
Avenue between Paul Avenue and Silver Avenue with implementation of Option 1
under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions.

Mitigation Measure for the Tranéportaﬁon Impact to loading on the west side of San
Bruno Avenue between Paul Avenue and Silver Avenue from Project 5-13 Optionl
under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P5-13c) and

Conclusion

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for Option 1. Hence, a significant
and unavoidable loading impact would occur on the west side of San Bruno Avenue
between Paul Avenue and Silver Avenue with the implementation of Project 5-13 with
Option 1 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions.
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101. Transportation Impact to Muni line 48 from Project 6-2 Option 1, Modified Project 6-5, and
6-6 Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P6-5j).

a)

b)

Potentially—Siggi ficant Impact

Project 6-2 Option 1, Modified Project 6-5, and 6-6 Modified Option 2 would result in a
significant impact to Muni line 48 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions.

MitigaﬁonbMeasure for the Transportation Imp_ act to Muni line 48 from Project 6-2
Option 1, Modified Project 6-5, and 6-6 Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus
Project conditions (Mitigation Measure M-TR-P6-5)) and Conclusion

No feasible mitigation measure was identified and therefore the impact on Muni bus line
48 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions would remain significant.

102. Transportation Impact to Muni line 52 from Project 6-2 Option 1, Modified Project 6-5, and -
6-6 Modified Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions (Impact TR-P6-5k).

a)

Potentially-Significant Impact p

Project 6-2 Option 1, Modified Project 6-5, and 6-6 Modified Option 2 would result in a
significant impact to Muni line 52 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions.

Mitigation Measure for the Transportation Impact to Muni line 52 from Project 6-2
Option I, Modified Project 6-5, and 6-6 Modjﬁed Option 2 under 2025 Cumulative plus

Project conditions

' No feasible mitigation measure was identified and therefore the impact on Muni bus line

52 under 2025 Cumulative plus Project COI’ldlthI‘lS would remain significant.

Tra.nsportahon Impacts of Minor Improvements :

No 51gmﬁcant lmpacts were 1dent1f1ed in relation to Minor Improvements

Transportation Impacts of Long-Term Improvements

103. Long-term Transportahon Impact to roadway capacity and traffic delays from the
implementation of long-term improvements (Impact TR-LT1).

a)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Both individually, and in a cumulative scenario, the implementation of long-term

- improvements could result in a reduction in roadway capacity and increased traffic
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delays. Reduction in the number of travel lanes could subject vehicles, including transit
using the affected roadways, to increased congestion and delays.

b) Mitigation Measures for the Long-term Transportation Impact to roadway capacity and

traffic delays from the ixhplementaﬁon of long-term iInp‘ rovements (Mitigation Measures:

M-TR-LT1.1, M-TR-LT1.2, M-TR-L.T1.3, M-TR-L.T1.4, and M-TR-L.T1.5) and Conclusion

Measures that could potentially reduce significant traffic imipacts to less-than-significant

. levels include:
e M-TR-LTL1: Unsignalized intersections may be signalized, as appropriate.

e M-TRLTL2: Changes may be made to signal timing (including redistributing
green time from one phase to another, lengthening of. signal cycle times, changing
permitted movements to protected movements signal coordination/progression),

as appropriate.

e M-TR-LT1.3: Changes may be made to roadway geometry (e.g., changing shared
Janes to exclusive turn lanes, proving exclusive right-turn or left-turn pockets), as
appropriate.

¢ M-TR-LTI.4: Floating bicycle lanes may be implemented, where on-street parking
is restricted during peak periods, to provide for additional vehicular capacity, as
appropriate.

e M-TR-LTL5: Parking may be eliminated to proﬁde for additional vehicular
capacity, as appropriate.

In some instances, where either existing or projected cumulative conditions at
intersections operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, mitigation measures would not be
available, and in these cases traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

104. Long-term Transportation Impact to transit delays from the implementation of long—term.
improvements (Impact TR-LT2).

a) Potentially-Significant Impact

Both mleldua]ly, and in a cumulative scenario, the implementation of long-term
improvements may cause transit to experience increased travel time on streets where
these improvements reduce- capacity of roadways and result in significant increases in
delay. Buses may experience increased difficulty pulling into and out of curb bus stops
due to reconfiguration of bus stops to accommodate bicycle lanes.
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b) Nhﬁzatlon Measures for the Long—term Transvortahon Imvact to transit delays from the

' M-TR-LT2.2, M-TR-LT2.3, and M-TR-LT2.4) and Conclusion

Potential mitigation measures that could reduce significant transit impacts to
less-than-significant levels include:

e M-TR-LT21: Signal pre-emption or other transit priority techniques may be
applied to reduce overall transit travel times, as appropriate.

e M-TR-LT2.2: Bicycle proposals may be modified to create discontinuities in
‘bicycle treatment to avoid transit delays, as appropriate.

e M-TR-LT2.3: Bus stops may be reconfigured to facilitate bus operations, as
appropriate.

e M-TR-LT24: Parking may be ehmlnated to substitute for lane removal and/or
increase roadway capacity, as appropriate.

In some instances, where either existing or projected cumulative conditions at
intersections operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, feasible mitigation measures would
not be available, and transit impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

105. Long-term Transportation Impact to loading from the implementation of long-term
improvements (Impact TR-LT3).

a)

b)

Potentially-Significant Impact

Both individually, and in a cumulative scenario, the implementation of long-term
improvements may result in elimination of curb space currently dedicated to yellow
commercial vehicle freight loading zones, or active passenger loading/unloading zones.

-Mitigation Measures for the Long-term Transportation Impact to loading from the

implementation of long-term improvements (Mitigation Measures:M-TR-1.T3.1, and
M-TR-L.T3.2) and Conclusion ‘

The following J:mtlgatlon measures could reduce 51gn.1.f1cant loading impacts to
less-than-significant levels.

e M-TR-LT3.1: Where feasible and required to respond to loading zone impacté,
on-street parking layouts shall be modified to accommodate additional yellow
commercial freight loading zones.

e M-TR-LT3.2: Traffic management strategies shall be developed and implemented,
where feasible, to accommodate short-term passenger loading/unloading
activities.
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In some locations, feasible mitigation measures would not be available, and loading

impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
V. Why Subsequent Environmental Analys1s or Recirculation is not Required

Fmdmg For the reasons set forth below and elsewhere in the Administrative Record, none of
the factors are present which would necessitate recirculation of the Final EIR under CEQA

Guideline Section 15088.5 or the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR under CEQA -

Guideline Section 15162. The Comments.and Responses document thoroughly addressed all
public comments that the Planning Department received on the Draft EIR. In response to these
comments, the Department added new and clarifying text to the EIR and modified some
mitigation measures. In addition, since publication of the Draft EIR, the staff, in response to :
public comments and additional staff evaluation of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan proposal,
made modifications to a number of projects covered in the Bicycle Plan in order avoid or
alleviate specific concerns raised by the public and City departments. |

The Comments and Responses document, which is incorporated herein by reference, analyzed
all of these changes, including the Preferred Project, discussed in greater detail in Section A
below, and determined that these changes did not constitute new information of significance
that would add new significant environmental effects, or substantially increase the severity of
effects identified in the Final EIR. Further, additional changes to the Preferred Project have been
incorporated into the project after publication of the Comments and Responses document. These
-changes have been addressed orally by staff or in staff reports, which statements and reports are
incorporated herein by reference and based on this information, the Plannmg Department has
determined that these additional changes do not constitute new information of significance that
would alter any of the conclusions of the EIR. '

Based on the information set forth above and other substantial evidence in light of the whole
record on the Final EIR, the Commission determines that the Preferred Project, is within the
scope of project analyzed in the Final EIR; (2) approval of Preferred Project will not require
important revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; (3) -
taking into account the Preferred Project and other changes analyzed in the Final E]R, no
substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the Project are
undertaken which would require major revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new
significant environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the severity of effects identified in
the Final EIR; and (4) no new information of substantial importance to the Project has become
available which would indicate (a) the Preferred Project or the approval actions will have
significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR; (b) significant environmental effects will be
substantially more severe; (c) mitigaﬁoh measures or alternatives found not feasible which
would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible; or (d) mitigation measures or
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alternatives which are considerably different from those in the Final EIR would substantially
reduce one or more significant effects on the environment. Consequently, there is no need to
recirculate the Final EIR under CEQA Guideline 150885 or to prepare a subsequent or
supplemental EIR under CEQA Guideline Section 15162.

VI.  Evaluation of Project Alternatives

This Section describes the EIR alternatives (“EIR Options”) and the reasons for ﬁndJng the
Alternatives infeasible and rejecting them as required by Public Resources Code section’
21081(a)(3) and CEQA Guidelines section 15091(a)(3). This Section also outflines the Preferred
Project's purposes and provides the'rationale for selecting alternatives or rejecting alternatives as
infeasible, describes the Preferred Project alternative components analyzed in the EIR, and
identifies the environmentally superior alternative, where appropriate for the near-term projects.

CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, which
would “feasibly aftain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or
substantially lessen effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the project.”.
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a)).

CEQA requires that every EIR evaluate a “No Project” alternative as part of the range of
alternatives analyzed in the EIR. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR’s No Project analysis was
prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.6(e)(3)(A) and (C).

Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Preferred Project in terms of beneficial,
significant, and unavoidable impacts and ability to achieve project objectives. This comparative
analysis is used to consider reasonable feasible options for mm.umzmg environmental
consequences of the Preferred Project.

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

Reasons for Selection of the Preferred Project - Alternatives Rejected as Infeasible and
Reasons for Rejection as Infeasible - Environmentally Superior Alternative

As described above and in this séction, the Preferred Project constitutes adoption of the 2009
Bicycle Plan, related amendments to the General Plan and Planning Code, approval of 60
near-term projects of which 55 have preferred options, authorization to implement minor
improvements on the bicycle network, identification of 24 long-term projects, and related
actions. This Preferred Project encompasses Program-level Alternative A, as identified in the

San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) . Page 71
269



Draft EIR on pages VIL — 12-14, which constitutes the minor and long-term improvements as

described above.

As stated in Section 15126.6 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “an EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the 'p_roject, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”
These are presented in Section VII of the DEIR. In regard to alternatives, the Draft EIR states:
"[u]nlike most EIRs, this EIR contains no separate chapter analyzing alternatives to the proposed
project. This is because this EIR does not analyze a preferred project. Instead, for many of the
_ near-term improvements, this EIR evaluates two options as well as a future No-Project scenario
(ie., year 2025 Cumulative conditions, assuming that none of the bicycle facility options is
adopted) at an equal level of detail, as EIR alternatives.” The Draft EIR further states: "Because
" the Bicycle Plan Pr0]ect includes both project-level and program-level elements, this discussion
of Alternatives focuses on a companson of two project-level alternatives, as well as a comparison
of two program-level alternatives . . . . The project-level and program-level alternatives can be
paired up with each other in a variety of combinations. In addition, other alternatives would
result by combining different near-term improvement options. as well as different optional

designs within the near-term improvements that offer multiple segment options.”
‘Rejection as Infeasible of the No-Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative assumes that no City agency, board, commission, or departmeht
would fake any action to adopt and/or implement the Preferred Project or any part of the
Preferred Project. This No Project Alternative is rejected as infeasible for the reasons set forth in
this section. The No Project Alternative would not be desirable nor meet the Preferred Project
objectives. The No Project Alternative would not satisfy Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to
increase safe bicycle use nor would it meet the Bicycle Plan’s specific goéls. The No Project
Alternative would fail to meet the objectives set forth in San Francisco’s Transit First Policy (San
Francisco Charter, Section 8A.115), the Regional Transportation Plan, and the SFMTA Climate

* Action Plan, among other Plans.

The No Project Alternative would not implemeht any new bicydle facilities, would not build or
maintain bicycle pathways beyond current levels, and would not implemeﬁt new bicycle safety
programs beyond current levels. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would fail to increase
bicycle safety and ridership on San Francisco streets because studies have linked bicycle safety to
education and to the existence of a defined space on the roadway, either through striped bicycle
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lanes or shared lane markings, which make a bicyclist’s behavior more predictable to motorists
and positions bicyclists outside of the door zone of parked cars.

The No Project Alternative would fail to close gaps in the existing bicycle route network, which
surveys have shown is a major impediment to additional increases in bicycle mode share in San
Francisco. Studies show a significant increase in the number of people making regular bicycle
trips in San Francisco, while recent surveys also reveal that an even greater number would make
bicycle trips if there were more bicycle lanes and sharrows on the roadways. Furthermore, the
City would not benefit from any potential air quality improvements that could result from an

increase in bicycle mode share.

'The No Project Alternative would not guarantee the maintenance of roadway capacities and
transit service at their current levels. With San Francisco’s continued growth as an employment
center, and population growth over time, new vehicles would be added to the City’s roadways
and if alternative commute modes are not enhanced to help serve the City's transportation

~ "needs, or a plan for such alternative modes is not undertaken (bicycling, or other new transit
service), these future trips would continue to be distributed among personal vehicles, bicycles,
pedestrian travel, and transit in much the same proportions as is currently the case. By the year

2025 for the No Project Alternative, city intersection levels-of-service (LOS) would worsen at

more than two thirds of the intersections studied for this Bicycle Plan-Project analysis, and only a
little more than one third of the total intersections studied would remain at LOS D or better.

For the foregoing reasons as well as the other economié, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations set forth in Section VII (Statement of 'Overridjng Considerations), which are
incorporated as though fully set forth herein, the No-Project alternative is hereby rejected and
- found infeasible.

Rejection of Project-Level Alternatives A and B and Program-Level Alternative B as Infeasible

Project-Level Alternative A would include adoption of the Bicycle Plan along with all near-term
improvement projects Option 2 (or Option 1 if there is only one option) as these produce fewer
identified significant environmental impacts, and therefore Project-Level Alternative A is the
Environmentally Superior Alternative as between Projeét;Level Alternatives A and B.

Project-Level Alternative A assumes that the Bicycle Plan options would be selected solely on the
basis of the number of potential impacts the given option could have on the physical
environment in the area of the improvements (identified as “Cluster Areas” in this EIR).
However, the number of environmental impacts is not necessarily indicative of the project
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alternative’s full effect. A project alternative could, potentially, have fewer identified impacts
than another alternative, but these impacts could have a greater negative effect on City residents,
or could contradict City programs and goals to a greater‘extent than a scenario with apparently
more impacts. This alternative does not attempt to define the value or J_mportance of each

impact, or to rank the Jmpacts in order of absolute importance to local residents or the C1ty of

San Francisco.

The comparison of impacts resulhng from Projectlevel Alternative A and Project-level
Alternative B counts impacts resulting from. Existing plus Project Conditions separately from
those resulting from 2025 Cumulative plus Project Conditions.

For Project-Level Alternative A there would be: 17 significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at
10 different intersections in Cluster 2; three significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at as
many different intersections in Cluster 3; and 10 signiﬁcant and unavoidable traffic impacts at
four different intersections in Cluster 5. There also would be significant and unavoidable transit
impacts to four Muni and one SamTrans bus lines, all in Cluster 2. Furthermore there would be:
two significant and unavoidable loading impacts in Cluster 1, four significant and unavoidable
loading impacts in Cluster 2, and four significant and unavoidable loading unpacts in Cluster 5.

Project-Level Alternatives B would include adoption of the Bicycle Plan along with all near-term
improvement projects Option 1 as these may result in more identified significanit environmental
impacts than Alternative A However, as noted above, the additional impacts related to a project
do not necessarily mean that the impacts would result in a greater magnitude of effect on the -

quality of life or overall fransportation network functioning in the City of San Francisco. -

For Project-Level Alternative B there would be: 21 significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at
10 different intersections in Cluster 2; seven significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at four
different mtersecttons in Cluster 3; 16 significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at as many
'different intersections in Cluster 5; and 13 sigm'ﬁc;ant. and unavoidable traffic impacts at two
different intersections in Cluster 6. There also would be significant and unavoidable transit
impacts to: three Muni bus lines in Cluster 2; one Muni bus line in Cluster 3; two Muni bus lines
in Cluster 5; and two Muni bus lines in Cluster 6. Furthermore, there would be:- two significant
and unavoidable loading impécts in Cluster 1, six significant and unavoidable loading impacts
in Cluster 2, and two significant and unavoidable loading impacts in Cluster 5.

Although Project—LeVéI Alternatives A and B would accomplish the Bicycle Plan Project goals,
they would not benefit from the project refinements and modifications made by SFMTA to
improve upon the project options that were originally analyzed in the DEIR, since some of the
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refinements are based on Option1, and some are based on Option2, of the near-term
improvement projects. In several instances, these refinements would avoid or substantiélly
lessen some of the significant effects of the project. And by refining many of the near-term"
projects SFMTA further expanded the range of alternatives to give decision-makers a wider
array of alternatives from which to select. The Preferred Project includes a combination of some
Option 1 projects, some Modified Option 1 projects, some Option 2 projects, and some Modified
Optienz projects (with different options selected for different clusters). In contrast, as stated
above, Project-Level Alternative A only includes Option 2 projects and Project-Level Alternative
" B only includes Option 1 projects. By limiting the options available in this way, Project—LeVel
Alternatives A and B do not improve bicycle network functioning and safety as would be
accomplished by the Preferred Project, and do not allow the decision-makers to have the ..
flexibility to responde to the individual, site specific public, stakeholder and City agency
considerations i.tmcorporéted into the Preferred Project. For these reasons, and for the reasons set
forth below rejecting the individual alternative designs not chosen for the Preferred Project,
project-Level Alternatives A and B are rejected as infeasible.

Program-Level Alternative B would limit the program-level actions to activities involved in
loceﬁng, placing, and maintaining sharrows to the streets or areas identified ‘for long-term
impzovements to complete the bicycle route network. This alternative would have no significant
and unaveidable impacts, and therefore it is the 1.:’i1—vironmenta]ly Superior Alternative as
between Program-Level Alternatives A and B. In order to attract the greatest number of riders, a
bicyde network must include a combination of bicycle facilities that takes all skilllevels of
bicyclists and all potential uses (e.g., commute, recreation, and shopping) into account.
Sharrows, in and of themselves, are not as likely to attract novice or even mtermediate—level
b1cychsts whom surveys have shown prefer the comfort and security of b1cyc1e lanes and paths.
This is particularly the case in an wrban environment like San Francisco where all available
 transportation modes occur within a very limited nght—of—way B1cyde lanes and paths provide
a greater level of comfort and security for bicydlists, which translates into increased mode share
and the aforementioned concomitant benefits thereof. Thus, in contrast to Program-level
Alternative B, Program-level Alternative A, which is part of the Preferred Project and includes
minor improvements on the Bicycle Network and long-term improvements, would be more
successful in promoﬁ.ng this and other goals of the 2009 Bicycle Plan.

For the foregoing reasons as well as other economic, legal, sociél, technological, and other
considerations set forth in Section VI (Statement of Overriding Considerations), which is
incorporated herein by reference, Project-Level Alternatives A and B and Program-Level
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Alternative B are hereby rejected as infeasible. Program-level Alternative A is retained as part of

the Preferred Project.

Near-term Improvements — Rejection of Options/Alternatives as Infeasible and Reasons for

Selection of the Preferred Alternative Design Option

The near-term improxlfements are bicycle route network imprévement projects that will address
gaps and deficiencies within the existing bicycle route network. These near-term improvements .
include bicycle projects that were originally listed as priority projects in the April 2005 draft
- Network Improvement Document (NID); projects that were already funded, but not-
implemented prior to the Superior Court of California ruling that prevented implementation;
and projects that have been designed subsequently. There are 60 near-term improvements with

complete and specific project designs.

The propésed near-term improvements consist of design elements intended to enhance safety
and improve bicycle travel in the City. These elements vary from éimple improvements such as
pavement markings, including sharrows, to more complex treatments, like the installation of
bicycle lanes, pathways or other bicycle facilities. Some of these treatments may be implemented
in conjunction with the removal or narrowing of traffic lanes. For most of the specific near-term
in1provements,mbre than one design option has been developed for consideration by decision
makers. The design options chosen: for analysis for each project represent a range in terms of
resulting environmental effects. As such, these options now constitute a suite of design elements
from which decision-makers may choose in order to address the network deficiencies at a
specific location. With certification of the Bicycle Plan Project EIR, no further environmental
analysis would be required to implement any such design element that is within the range of

design elements studied as part of this environmental review process.

Written project descriptions for each of the 60 near-term improvements are included in the
Ptoject\ Description section of the DEIR and project drawings shom'fing existing and proposed
road configurations are provided in Appendix B of the DEIR. The pbrojeét-level analysis of
potentiél environmental effects is incdluded in Chapter V, Section V.A.3, p. V.A.3-1 of the DEIR.
Additional project refinements have been presented and analyzed in the Comments and
Response Document (C&R). Please see Section D, staff-initiated cha.nges, as well as Appendix F,
for revised project drawings in the C&R document. The implementation of these design—ready
projects will close network gaps and improve safety and cyclists” experience, thereby increasing
bicycle ridership to meet the overall goal of the Bicycle Plan.
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This EIR provides project-level CEQA review for’ épe*ciﬁc near-term bicycle route network
improvement projects (“near-term projects”). These near-term projects are evaluated as part of
the Preferred Project. The EIR concliided that the Project, and more specifically the near-term
projects, will have various significant unmitigated environmental impacts, pr.imarily to traffic
and transit. Alternatives are thus presented and discussed below. The Commission certifies that
it has independently reviewed and considered the information on the alternatives provided in
the EIR and in the record. The EIR reflects the Planning Commission's independent judgment.
In approving those components of the Preferred Project within its jurisdiction, the Planning
Commission has carefully considered the atiributes and the environmental effects of the
Preferred Project and the scenarios discussed in the EIR. This consideration, along with reports
from City staff, public tesﬁinony, and community workshops has resulted in the Preferred
Project. The Commission finds that the Preferred Project provides the best balance between
satisfaction of the prbject objectives and mitigation of environmental impacts to the extent
feasible, as described and analyzed in the EIR. A statement of overriding considerations is found
in Section VII and adopted. '

After consultation with the public, City staff, and other stakeholders, the Municipal
Transportation Agency (MTA) staff selected preferred near-ferm project alternatives
(individually and: collectively referred to as "Preferred Alternative”) that are identified below as
“each one promotes the greatest achievement of all of the Bicycle Plan goals and provides other
benefits, which would not be attained to the same- extent by amy of the -other EIR
alternatives/design options which are thus rejected as infeasible for the reasons stated herein and
in Section VII (Statemenf of Overriding Considerations), which is hereby incorporated by
reference. Each Preferred Alternative achieves the Project’s goals in the way(s) discussed. In
some cases as specified below, the MTA has not identified a Preferred Alternative, but has
elected to retain the analyzed options as part of the overall Project for further planning. Further,
for the reasons stated;above under “Rejection as Infeasible-of the No Project Alternative,” the No =
Project Alternative is specifically rejected as infeasible for each of the near-term projects listed |
below for the legal, social, technological, and other considerations stated above and in Section .
VI (Statement of Overriding Considerations) which is incorporated by reference.

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

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for Project 1-1, Option 1. However, SEMTA, while
approving Option1 as part of the Bicycle Plan approval, has elected not to proceed with
legislation or implementation of that option at this time. Instead, it will continue to work with
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the public, stakeholders, and City agencies on the planning effort for this pfoject. Consequently,

there is no preferred project at this location.

Option 1 would promote and encourage safe bicycling by providing on-street bicycle facilities,
where none currently exist, along this segment of the Broadway corridor, an existing major
east-west bicycle route that provides a connection between the Chinatown and Russian Hill
neighborhoods, as well as a connection to existing bicycle facilities on Webster, Polk, and Taylor
Streets. Option 1 also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall
* goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Biéyde Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

The No Project Alternative, which is associated with fewer impacts, is the Environmehta]ly
Superior Alternative, but as stated above, the No Project alternative is re]ected as infeasible for
the reasons noted above. However, SFMTA is making no decision to select a preferred project at
this location at this time pending further public, stakeholder and City agency input and
planning, so it is retaining Option 1 as part of the project approval of the Bicycle Plan.

Proj ect 1-2 Broadway Tunnel Signage Improvements

The DEIR analyzed enly asingle option for thJs project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Pieferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 1-2 would install sharrows in
the Broadway tunnel and on Broadway frontage road, and install warning and way-finding
signage at the approaches to the tunnel.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 1-2 would promote and encourage safe bicycling in and -
" around the Broadway Tunnel, would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route network on
Broadway and would expand the existing bicycle route network by installing sharrows on
Broadway and warning and way-finding signage. The Preferred Alternative also would be
consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Projecf’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as

well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

Project 1-2 does not create any significant environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative
would improve the current interactions between buses and bicyclists, and_ could have the
beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. As the only option
presented, and given that this project is associated with no significant impacts, it is considered -

the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
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Project 1-3 North Point Street Bicycle Lanes, The Embarcadero to Van Ness Avemie

Project 1-3 originally involved only a single option as analyzed in the DEIR. Based upon public,
stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this refinement as
Modified Option1. Modified Option 1 is described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified Option 1 as
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would mstall blcycle lanes on North Point
Street between The Embarcadero and Van Ness Avenue.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 1-3 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of the North Point Street corridor and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route
network along this important east-west route, providing a connection between the North Beach,
Russian Hill and Mari.naheighbbrhoods, as well as a connection to popular recreational areas
like Fisherman’s Wharf and Fort Mason. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent
with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to mcrease safe b1cyc1e use, as well as -
the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

The difference between Option 1 and the Preferred Alternative is that Option 1 would eliminate
two bus zones on North Point.Street which would previde a small increase of eight on-street
parking spaces as compared to the Preferred Alternative, but also would increase the distance
between transit stops. Other than these differences, Option 1 and the Preferred Alternative have
similar impacts with significant and unavoidable impacts to traffic at one intersection and to
loading in two locations, as well as transit delays. For both Option1 and the Preferred
Alternative, the implementation of mitigation measure M-TR-P1-3a will reduce the impact at the
 intersection of Van Ness Avenue and North Point Street o a less than significant level. The
Preferred Alternative accomplishes the project goals without additional bus zone changes and
_ associated effects to transit stop spacing.. Also, the Preferred Alternative could have the
beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists.' For these reasons,
the Preferred Alternative also is the Environmentally Superior Alternative, and Option 1 is
hereby rejected as infeasible. |

Project 2-1 2~ Street Bicycle Lanes, King Street to Market Street

Project 2-1 originally involved two options as analyzed in the DEIR, Option 1 and Opﬁon 2.
Based upon public, stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to
this refinement as Modified Option 1. Modified Option1 is described and analyzed in more
detail in the Comments and Responses document for this EIR. - SFMTA has identified Modified
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Option 1 as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install a combination of
bicycle lanes and sharrows on 2°4 Street between King Street and Market Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-1 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment ‘of 22¢ Street and would fill a gap in the existing bicycle route network along this
important north-south route, providing a connection between Market Street, the southern
Financial District, and South Beach neighborhoods, as well as a connection to Bay Area Rapid
Transit stations on Market Street, which provide connectivity to the greater San Francisco Bay
Area and the San Francisco International Airport. The Preferred Alternative also would be
consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as

well as the Bicycle Plan’s specjﬁc goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

Although each of the options for this project is associated with numerous impacts, the Prefer'red
Alternative has less severe impacts than Option 1 or Option2 and it eliminates a number of
‘impacts altogether due to its refined design. The Preferred Alternative would remove
substantially fewer parking spaces and freight loading zones than Opticn 1-or Option 2. Also,
the Preferred Alternative indudes traffic engineering elements, such as restricting left turns from
204 Street at several infersections, designed to permitbetter traffic flow through the single lane of
traffic and facilitate better transit service. Additionally, the Preferred Alfernative could have the
beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. For these reasons,
the Preferred Alternative is the Environmentally Suﬁeriof Alternative. Also, given the above

considefatibns, both Option 1 and Option 2 are hereby rejected as infeasible.
Project 2-2 5% Street Bicycle Lanes, Market Street to Townsend Street

The DEIR analyzed two options for Project 2-2, Option 1 and Option 2. Based upon public,
stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this refinement as
Modified Option2. Modified Option2 is described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified Option 2 as
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install a combination of bicycle lanes
and sharrows on 5% Street between Market Street and Townsend Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-2 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segmeht of 5% Street and would fill a gap in the existing bicycle route network along this
important north-south ‘route, providing ‘a connection between Market Street, the southern
Financial District, South of Market, and Mission Bay neighborhoods, as well as a connection to
Bay Area Rapid Transit stations on Market Street, which pi'ovide connectivity to the greater San
Francisco Bay Area and the San Francisco International Airport. The Preferred Alternative also
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would be consistent with and promote the 'Bicycle Plan Proje;cf’s overall goal to increase safe

bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

All of the options for this-project have similar impacts with significant and unavoidable impacts
to traffic at three intersections. The Preferred Alternative eliminates the impacts associated with
Option 1 at the 5% and Bryant Streets intersection in both the existing and cumulative scenarios.
Yet, it shares the same impacts as Opﬁon 2. However, the Pref_erréd ‘Alternative has benefits
over Optiori1 and Option2 due to the Preferred Alternatives refined design. The Preferred
Alternative includes traffic engineering elements such as lane configuration changes that would
maintain sufficient capacity for northbound traffic entering or exiﬁhg the freeway on and
off-ramps at Bryant Street and Harrison Street, respectively, and for northbound traffic accessing
the 5% and Mission Streets public parking garage, which serves the South of Market and Union
Square areas. Other traffic éngineering elements, such as restricting left turns and installing
right-turn lanes at key intersections, would permit better traffic flow through the single lane of
traffic in the southbound direction. The Preferred Alternative also would provide enhariced
bicycle accornrhqdations such as better aligned continuous bicycle lanes with fewer lateral shifts,
as compared to Option 1 or Option 2, and would result in fewer parking spaces removed than
Option 1 or Option 2. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative could have the berieficial effect of
improving roadway conditions and safety for bicydlists. For these reasons, the Preferred
Alternative is the Envi:oni—nentﬁ]ly Superior Alternative. In addition, for the Teasons set forth
herein, both Option 1 and Option 2 are hereby rejected as infeasible. |

Project 2-3 14th Street Bicycle Lane, Dolores Street to Market Street

The DFIR analyzed two optibns for this project, Option 1 and Option 2. SFMTA has selected

Option 1 as the Preferred Alternative for Project 2-3. The Preferred Alternative would install an

eastbound bicycle lane on 14th Street from Market Street to Dolores Street and convert this
segment of 14% Street from two-way operation to one-way eastbound operation.

The Preferred Alternative would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this segment of the

14* Street corridor and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route network along this

important east-west route, providing a connection between Market Street and other points west

with the Mission and South of Market neighborhoods. The Preferred Alternative also would be

consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicjde use, as
- well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

The Preferred Alternative was iinplemented on March 27, 2006 prior to the Bicycle Plan
Injunction, and certification of the EIR. Therefore, Option 2 would require a change to the
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existing traffic operations by converting this segment of 14* Street back to two-way operation
from one-way eastbound operation. While this could provide a minor improvement to traffic
circulation in the area, it also would require traffic signal modifications and decrease the
eastbound traffic capacity of the street, which could result in higher traffic volumes and
increased delays‘ on Market Street, a major transit corridor. The Preferred Alternative achieves
the project goals without these potentially adverse consequences. ~The Preferred Alternative,
when considered alone, has no signiﬁcant impacts to traffic, transit, parking, pedestrians, bicycle
or loading, but could have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and sa_fety for
bicyclists. For the foregoing reasons, the Preferred Alternauve is the envu'onmentally superior

alternative, and Option 2 is hereby re]ected as infeasible.

Project 2-4 17% Street Bicycle Lanes, Corbett Avenue to Kansas Street, including
connections to the 16® Street BART Station via Hoff Street or Valencm Street and 17t

Street to Division Street via Potrero Avenue

Project 2-4 involved two options as analyzed in the DEIR, Option 1 and Option 2. Based upon
public, stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this
refinement as Modified Option 1. Modified Option 1 is described and analyzed in more detail in
the Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified Option 1
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative is divided into three segmentS' the west
segment, between Corbett Avenue and Church Street; the central segment, between Church

Street and Potrero Avenue; and the east segment, between Potrero Avenue and Kansas Street.

In the west segment the Preferred Alternative would install sharrows on eastbound 178 Street
between from Castro Street to Hartford Street and install bicycle lanes on eastbound 17% Street -
from Hartford Street to Church Street. In the westbound direction the Preferred Alternative
would move the existing bicycle route on 17® Street between Sanchez Street and Market Street to
a new route with sharrows on northbouhd Sanchez Street from 17t Street to 16t Street, and a

left-turn bicycle lane on westbound 16 Street from Sanchez Street to Market Street..

In the center segment the Preferred Alternative would install bicydle lanes in both directiors on
17% Street between Church Street and Potrero Avenue. '

In the east segment the Preferred Alternative would install bicycle lanes in both directions on
17% Street between Potrero. Avenue and Kansas Street, a combination of bicycle lanes and
sharrows in both directions on Potrero Avenue between 17% Street and Division Street, and

‘bicycle lanes in both directions on Kansas Street between 16* Street and 17* Street.
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The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-4 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of the 17% Street corridor and the other adjacent streets as described. The Preferred
Alternative would fill a gap in the existing bicycle route network along this important east-west
route, providing a connection between the Mission Bay, Potrero Hill, Mission, and Castro
neighborhoods. In addition, it would provide a connection to existing and planned bicycle
facilities on 16t Street, Division Street, Harrison Street, Valencia Street, and Market Street, as
well as a connection to Bay Area Rapid Transit stations on 16% Street and Market Street, which
provide connectivity to the greater San Francisco Bay Area and the San Francisco International
Airport. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan
Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific gdals 1,3
4,6, and 7 above. | '

Option 2 would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at the 16% Street/Potrero Avenue -
intersection and to two bus lines. Both Option1 and the Preferred Altemative have similar
impacts with significant and unavoidable impacts at the 10ﬂ1/Pottero/Brannan/Divisi6n Streets
intersection. The Preferred Alternative would add sharrows instead of a westbound bicycle lane
on 17% Street between Eureka and Douglass Streets, as proposed in Option 1, which results in the
removal of fewer parking spaces as. compared to Option1 or Option2. The Preferred
- Adternative weuld provide an enhanced bicycle connection at the west end of Project 24 as
compared to Option 1, via Sanchez and 16* streets, similar to Option 2, which avoids the
light-rail tracks on 17% Sireet 'approadu'ng Castro Street. Under the Preferred Alternative, a
westbound left-turn bicycle lane would be added for the entire length of 16% Street, from
Sanchez Street to Market Street. The Preferred Alternative also would provide an enhanced
bicycle facility along the center segment of 17t Street between Church Street and Potrero Avenue
by removing parking along one or both sides of 17 Street. This design would improve safety
and operating conditions for bicyclists as compared to Option 1. At the east end of Project 2-4,
the Preferred Alternative would add a southbound left-turn lane on Potrero Avenue
approaching Alameda Street, and sharrows would be added on northbound Potrero Avenue
between Alameda and Division streets instead of removing a travel lane and adding a bicycle
lane, which eliminates a traffic impact as compared to Option 2 and makes some of the traffic
impacts that remain less severe. For these reasons, the Preferred Alternative is the

Environmentally Superior Alternative.

However, SFMTA, although identifying the Preferred Alternative as described above, has
elected not to proceed with legislation or implementation of the central segment portion of
Project 2-4. Instead, it will continue to work with the public, stakeholders, and City agencies on
the vplamu'ng effort for this portion of the project. As such, there is no preferred project for the
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central segment. Consequently, both Option 1 and Option 2 are hereby rejected as infeasible for
the east and west segments only of Project 2-4. For the central segment, SFMTA is making no
decision to select an alternative pending further public input and planning.

Project 2-5 Beale Street Bicycle Lane, Bryant Street to Folsom Street

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-5 would add a new route to -

the City’s existing bicycle route network and install a southbound bicycle lane on Beale Street
from Folsom Street to Bryant Street. '

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-5 would promote and encourage safe bicycling in the
rapidly developing, densely populated area of San Francisco, providing a connection between
~the South of Market and the South Park neighborhoods, as well as a connection to existing
bicycle facilities on Folsom Street. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and
promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle
Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

There are no significant impacts associated with Project 2-5. The Preferred Alternative could
have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. As the only
option presented, and given that this project is associated with no significant impacts, it is

considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Project 2-6 Division Street Bicycle Lanes, 9th Street to 11th Street

The DEIR analyzed two options for this project, Option 1 and Option 2. SFMTA has selected
Option 2 as the Preferred Alternative for this project. The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-6
would install bicycle lanes on Division Street between 9th Street and 11th Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-6 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of the Division Street corridor and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route
network along this important east-west route, providing a connection between the South of
Market area with points to the west and to the north, as well as a connection to existing bicydle
facilities on 11% Street. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the
Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s
specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above. ' .

Neither Option 1 nor the Preferred Alternative has significant impacts to transit, parking,
pedestrians, bicycles or loading. And although the Preferred Alternative- removes
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apprbﬁmatély 25 more parking spaces than Option 1, it maintains the current number of travel
lanes and therefore the Preferred Alternative does not have signiﬁcant impacts to traffic, which
would be associated with Option1. Also, the Preferred Alternative would have the added
benefit of eliminating the hazard for ‘dooring’ by parking vehicles and could have the beneficial
effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. For these reasons, the Preferred
Alternative also is the Environmentally Superior Alternative, and Option 1 is hereby rejected as
infeasible.

Project 2-7 Fremont Street southbound Bicycle Lane, Harrison Street to Howard Street

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-7 would add a new route to
the City’s existing bicycle route network and install a combination of bicycle lanes and sharrows

on Fremont Street between Folsom Street and Harrison Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-7 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment .of the Fremont Street corridor and would: fill the gap in the existing bicycle route
network, providing a connection between the South of Market area with points to the north and
to the south, as well asa cernection to existing bicycle facilities on Howard Street and Folsom -
Street. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan -
Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well-as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3,
4,6, a.nd 7 above.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-7, when considered alone, has no impacts to traffic,
transit, parking, pedestrians, bicycle or loading, but the Preferred Alternative would benefit
pedestrians by providing more buffer space for increased pedestﬁan safety and circulation. It
also could have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicydlists.
As the only option presented, and given that this project is associated with no significant |
impacts, it is considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

Project 2-8 Howard Stréet westbound Bicycle Lahe, short extension at 9th Street

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-8 would install a bicycle
lane in the westbound direction on Howard Street approaching 9% Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-8 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of the Howard Street corridor and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route
network along this important east-west route, providing a connection between the Embarcadero
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and the South of Market and Mission neighborhoods, as well as a connection to existiﬁg bicycle
facilities on 11% Street. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the
Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s

" specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

. There are no sign‘jficant impacts associated with Project 2-8. The Preferred Alternative could
have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. As the only
option presented, and given that this project is associated with no significant unpacts it is

considered the Enmronmenta]ly Superior Alternative.

Project 2-9 Howard Street, westbound Bicycle lane, The Embarcadero to Fremont

Street

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. . The Preferred Altemative for Project 2-9 would install a bicycle

lane in the westbound direction on Howard Street between The Embarcadero and Fremont

Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-9 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of the Howard Street corridor and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route
network along this important east-west route, providing a connection between the Embarcadero
and the South of Market neighborhoods, as well as a connection to existing bicycle facilities on
The Embarcadero. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the
Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s

a -specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-9 has no impacts to transit, parking, pedestrians, bicycles
dr loading, but it has traffic impacts at the intersection of Fremont Street and Howard Street thaf
are significant and unavoidable in both the existing plus project and 2025 cumulative plus
project scenarios. Nevertheless, these impacts are isolated to a single intersection and would be
outwe1ghed by the added benefit the Preferred Alternative would provide to transit operations
at another intersection in the project area as well as the beneficial effect of improving roadway
conditions -and safety for bicyclists. Given that the Preferred Alternative is associated with
significant and unavoidable impacts, the no project alternative is considered the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. Nevertheless, for the same reasons stated above, the no

project alternative is rejected as infeasible.
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Project 2-10 Market Street and Valencia Street Intersection Improvements

Project 2-10 originally involved only a single option as analyzed in the DEIR. Based upon pub]_ié,
stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this refinement as
Modified Option1. Modified Option1 is described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified Option 1 as
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install bicycle signal heads at the
intersection of Market Street and Valencia Street, and narrow the existing sidewalk, from 15 feet
to 10 feet, to provide a queuing area for bicyclists traveling from westbound Market Street to
_southbound Valencia Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-10 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along
. this segment of the Market Street corridor, and would provide a critical link at this juncture of
two importént east-west (Market Street) and north-south (Valencia Street) routes in the existing
bicycle route network. The Preferred Alternative also would provide a connection between the
Noe Valley and Mission neighborhoods to destinations on Market Street and to points north of
Market Street such as the Civic Center and Union Square areas, and the Financial District.
Moreover the Preferred Alternative would connect bicyclists with the Bay Area Rapid Transit
stations on Market Street, which provide connectivity to the greater San Francisco Bay Area and
the San Francisco International Airport. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with
and premote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overail goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the
Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

The principal difference between design Option 1 and the Preferred Alternative is that Option 1
would install a westbound left-turn bicycle lane from Market Street to Valencia Street in addition
to the queuing area for these left turns. The Preferred Alternative accomplishes the project goal
of providing designated space on the right side of the road for bicyclists. traveling from
westbound Market Street to southbound Valencia Street. The addition of a bicycle left-turn lane
in Option 1 would simply be redundant and therefore unnecessary. In addition, Option 1 would
require bicyclists to merge across lanes of vehicular traffic and light-rail tracks to access the
left-turn lane, which introduces conflict points. The Preferred Altemnative also could have the
beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safefy for bicyclists. For these reasons,
the Preferred Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. In addition, for the
foregoing considerations, Option 1 is hereby rejected as infeasible.
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, Projéct 2-11 Market Street Bicycle Lanes,I 17th Street to Octavia Boulevard

Project 2-11 originally involved two options as analyzed in the DEIR, Option 1 and Option 2.
Based upon public, stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to
this refinement as Modified Option 1. Modified Option1 is described and analyzed in more
detail in the Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified
Option 1 as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install bicycle lanes on
short segments of Market Street between 17th Street and Octavia Boulevard to close gaps in -

otherwise continuous bicycle lanes.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-11 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along
this important segment of the Market Street corridor, which is part of the City’s most heavily
used bicycle route. It would provide a connection between the Castro and Civic Center
neighborhoods, connections to destinations on Market Street, and to pomts north and south of
Market Street by connecting with existing and planned bicycle facilities on 17% Street, Sanchez
Street, 16% Street, 14% Street, Duboce Avenue, and Octavia Boulevard: Moreover the Preferred
Alternative would connect bicyclists with the Bay Area Rapid Transit stations on Market Street,
which prov1de connectivity to the greater San Francisco Bay Area and the San Francisco
_ International Airport. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the
Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s

specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

Both Option 1 and Modified Option 1 have significant and unavoidable impacts to traffic at one
intersection and to loading at one location. However, the Preferred Alternative ;educes that
‘traffic impact to a less than significant level in the existing plus project scenario. Option 2 would
remove fewer parking spaces than Option 1 or the Preferred Alternative, but option 2 would
narrow the existing sidewalk at several locations, thereby increasing the pedestrian crossing
distances at several intersections. The Preferred Alternative would remove fewer parking spaces
than Option 1. For these reasons, the Preferred Alternative is also the Environmentally Superior
Alternative, and Option 1 and Option 2 are hereby rejected as infeasible.

Project 2-12 Market Street Bicycle Lanes, Octavia Boulevard to Van Ness Avenue

The DEIR 'analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-12 would install a
combination of bicycle lanes and sharrows in both directions on Market Street between Octavia

Boulevard and Van Ness Avenue.
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The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-12 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along
this segment of the Market Street corridor and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route
network along this critical east-west route. Market Street is the main artery in the City’s
downtown street network, therefore the Preferred Alternative would provide a connection

" between the Civic Center, Mid-Market, and Union Square areas, and to points in almost every
direction by connecting with existing bicycle facﬂiﬁes on Octavia Boulevard, Valencia Street,
Page Street and 11% Street. The Preferred Alternafive also would be consistent with and promote
the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicyc‘le.use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s
specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above. » ' ‘

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-12 was implemented on May 15, 2006, prior to the Bicycle
Plan Injunction and certification of the EIR. The Preferred Alternative results in a net loss of six
motorcycle parking spaces. However, the Preferred Alternative has increased motor vehicle
driver’s awareness that bicyclists may be on the road and has helped bicyclists identify a safe
travel pathway outside the ‘door zone’. It also has had the beneficial effect of improving
roadway conditions and safety for bicydlists. As the only option presented, and given that this
project is associated w1th no significant impacts, it is considered the Environmentally Superior

Alternative.
vProj ect 2-13 McCoppin Street Bicycle Path, Market Street to Valencia Street

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-13 would install a
bi-directional bicycle path connecting the intersection of Market Street and Octavia Boulevard to
the intersection of McCoppin Street and Valencia Street. ‘

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-13 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along -
this critical link in the existing.bicycle route network by providing a connection between the
most heavily used north-south bicycle route on Valencia Street with the most heavily used
east-west bicycle route on Market Street. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent
with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as
the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above. '

There are no significant impacts associated with Project 2-13. The Preferred Alternative could
have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. As the only
option presented, and given that this project is associated with no significant impacts, it is

considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
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Project 2:14 McCoppin Street Bicycle Lane, Gough Street to Valencia Street -

Project 2-14 originally involved only a single option as analyzed in the DEIR. Based upon public,
stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this refinement as
Modified Option1. Modified Option1 is described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SEMTA has identified Modified Option 1 as
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install a bicycle lane on westbound
McCoppin Street from Gough Street to Valencia Street. .

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-14 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along
this segment of the McCoppin Street corridor and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route
network along this east-west route, providing a connection between the Civic Center and
Mission neighborhdods; as well as a connection to existing and proposed bicycle facilities on
McCoppin Street and Valencia Street. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with
and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the

Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

There are no significant impacts associated with this project and while Option 1 would result in
a net loss of one parking space, the Preferred Alternative would result in a net gain of four
parking spaces. Also, the Preferred Alternative could have the beneficial effect of i improving
* roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. For these reasons, the Preferred Alternative also is
the Environmentally Superior Alternative, and Option 1 is hereby rejected as infeasible.

Project 2-15 Otis Street Westbound Bicycle Lane, Gough Street to South Van Ness

Avenue

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for. this project, Option 1, and SFMT A has 1den11ﬁed this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-15 would install a bicycle
lane on Otis Street from South Van Ness Avenue to Gough Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-15 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along
this segment of the Otis Street corridor and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route
network by providing a connection between the Civic Center area and points to the south, as
well as a connection to planned bicycle facilities on McCoppin Street, which connects with the
existing north-south bicycle route on Valencia Street. The Preferred Alternative also would be
consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as

well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

San Franciscd Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) Page 90
288



There are no significant impacts associated with Project 2-15. The Preferred Alternative could
have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. As the only
option presented, and given that this project is associated with no significant impacts, it is
considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative. | '

Project 2-16 Townsend Street Bicycle Lanes, 8% Street to The Embarcadero

Project 2-16 originally involved two .o_Ptions as analyzed in the DEIR, Option 1 and Option 2.
Based updn public, stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to
this refinement as Modified Option 1. Modified Option 1 is described and analyzed in more
detail in the Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified
- Option1 as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install a combination of
bicycle lanes and sharrows on Townsend Street between 8 Street and The Embarcadero.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 2-16 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along
this segment of Townsend Street and would fill a gap in the existing bicycle route network along
this important east-west route, providing a connection between the South of Market and South
Beach neighborhoods and the Caltrain Depot at 4" and Townsend streets. The Preferred
Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overail goal to
increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

Although each of the options for this project is associated with numerous significant and
unavoidable impacts, the Preferred Alternative is less impactful than Option 1 or Option 2 due to
its refined design. The Preferred Alternative has eight fewer significant impacts than Option 2
and it reduces two of the impacts it shares with Option 1 to a less than significant level. The
~ Preferred Alternative would result in more overall parking loss than Option 1 or Option 2 but
this is almost entlrely because the Preferred Alterriative formalizes the existence of a 10-foot
wide sidewalk on the north-side of Townsend Street in those areas where it is has not yet been
 constructed, and as a result, metorists have adopted the convention of parking perpendicular to
the roadway. - Although this perpendicular parking is technically illegal given the legislated
sidewalk, such parking regulaﬁons are_ typically not enforced until sidewalks are constructed,
therefore the parking ‘loss’ associated with converting this parking from perpendicular to
parallel has been included in the EIR analysis for this project. .

Option 1 and Option 2 do not fully account for the planned changes to 4% Street that are part of
the Central Subway project. The Central Subway project would convert 4* Street into a twd—way
street north of Townsend Street, add rail tracks down the center of the street, and eliminate two
southbound left turn lanes on 4% Street. The proposed cdnﬁguration on southbound 4% Street
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would be one through lane and one shared through-right furn lane. On northbound 4* Street '
there would be a shared ’rhrough—nght turn lane.

The Preferred Alternatxve would not add a two—way left-turn lane on Townsend Street between
3t and 4t streets and would convert the angled parking on the south side of Townsend Street
from 150 feet west of 5% Street to 4* Street to parallel parking. These refinements were made to
. maintain two eastbound lanes between 5* Street and 4™ Street to accommodate the anticipated

increase in Muni bus traffic due to the above-described changes by the Central Subway.

For these considerations, the Preferred Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Also, based on the reasons cited above and elsewhere in this document and the administrative

record, both Option 1 and Option 2 are hereby rejected as infeasible.
Pr0]ec-t 3-1 Fell Street and Masonic Avenue Intersection Improvements

In response to the large number of reported collisions and in order to unprove pedestnan and
bicycle safety at the intersection of Fell Street and Masonic Avenue, the City requested relief
from the Bicycle Plan injunction to implement Project 3-1 prior to the completion of the Bicycle
Plan EIR. In May 2008, the Superior Court granted the City’s motion to modify the injunction so
as to allow implementation of the recommended safety improvements at the intersection of Fell
Street and Masonic Avenue. Modifications to the existing traffic signal and lane configuration of
the intersection were made, and as of September 16, 2008, SEMTA has implemented Project 3- 1.
Therefore, the environmental analysis of Project 3-1 is being presented as part of the Bicycle Plan
FIR for informational purposes. '

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA identified this as
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 3-1 involved signal phasing and
timing changes that would eliminate the conflict between Fell Street westbound left-turn
vehicles and pedestrians and bicycles crossing Masonic Avenue on the south side of Fell Street.
The traffic signal phasing was changed to provide exclusive phases for westbound Fell Street left
turns and for Panhandle Pa’rhway traffic.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 3-1 Would promote and encourage safe bicycling at this
critical point along the heavﬂy used east-west multi-use pedestnan/blcycle pathway in the
Panhandle, providing a connection to existing and planned bicycle facilities on Fell Street and
access to and from Golden Gate Park. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with
and prdmote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the

Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.
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The Preferred Alternative has significant and unavoidable impacts to traffic in both the existing
and cumulative scenarios in combination with Project 3-2, however, with the implementation of
mitigation measure M-TR-P3-1a impacts in the existing scenario would be reduced to a less than
' significant level. The Preferred Alternative also eliminates the conflict between westbound
left-turning vehicles on Fell Street and bicyclists and pedestrians on the Panhandle Pathway,
which provides a significant increase in  safety. Even though this project is associated with
significant and unavoidable impacts, it already has been implemented. Technically, the no
project alternative would have been the Environmentally Superior Alternative in cbmparaﬁve

terms, but the no project alternative is rejected as infeasible for the reasons stated above.
Project 3-2 Masonic Avenue Bicycle Lanes, Fell Street to Geary Boulevard

The DEIR analyzed two options for Project 3-2, Option 1 and Opﬁoh 2. However, SEMTA, while
approving both options as part of the Bicycle Plan approval, has elected not to proceed with
legislation or implementation of either option at this time. Instead, it will continue to work with
the public and other stakeholders on the planning effort for this pfoject. Consequently, there is
no preferred project at this location.

Both Option 1 and Option 2 would promote and encoﬁxage safe bicycling by providing on-street
bicycle fadilities, where none currently exist, along this segment of the Masonic Avenue corridor,
an existing major north-south bicycle route that provides a cormection to existing and planned
bicycle facilities on Post Street, Geary Boulevard, Turk Street, Golden Gate Avenue, Fell Street
and the Pan Handle multi-use path that lead to and from Golden Gate Park. Both options also
would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe
bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

Opti'oh 2, which is associated with fewer impacts, is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
However, as stated above, SFMTA is making no decision to select an alternative pending further

- public input and planning.
Project 3-3 McAllister Street Bicycle Lane, Market Street to Masonic Avenue

The DEIR analyzéd only>a single option for Project 3-3, Option 1. However, SEMTA, while
approving Option1 as part of the Bicyde Plan approval, has elected not to proceed with
legislation or implementation of that option at this time. Instead, it will continue to work with
the public and other stakeholders on the planrung effort for this project. Consequently, there is
no preferred project at this location.
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Option 1 would promote and encourage safe bicycling by providing on-street bicycle facilities
along this segment of the McAllister Street corridor, an existing major east-west bicycle route
that provides a connection between the Central Market Street, Civic Center, Tenderloin, and
Western Addition neighborhoods, as well as a connection fo existing and planned bicycle
facilities on Market, Polk, Webster, Steiner, Scott, and Baker Streets, and Masonic Avenue.
Option 1 also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to
increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

Option 1 for Project 3-12 has no impacts to traffic, transit, parking, pedestrians, bicycles or
loading; but Option 1 has .the potential to increase the motor vehicle drivers’ awareness that
bicyclists may be on the road as well as identify for bicyclists the pathway outside the “door
zone’, could have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists.
As the only option presented, and given that this projeét is associated with no significant

impacts, it is considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Project 3-4 Polk Street Bicycle Lane, Marketr Street to McAllister Street

The DEIR analyzed two options for this project, Option 1 and Option2. SFMTA has selected.
Option 1 as the Preferred Alternative for this project. The Preferred Alternative for Project 3-4
would install a bicyele lane in the northbound direction on Polk Street between Market Street -

and McAllister Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 3-4 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of the Polk Street corridor and would fill the gap in the existing bicydle route network
along this important north-south route, providing a connection between Market Street and areas
to the south with the Civic Center area, as well as a connection to existing and planned bicycle
facilites on Market, Grove, and McAllister Streets. The.Preferred Alternative also would be
consistent with and proinote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as

well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

Neither the Preferred Alternative nor Option 2 has significant impacts to transit, parking,
pedestrians, bicycles or loading. Option2 would require a change to the existing traffic
operations by converting Polk Street between Market Street and Hayes Street to two-way
operation from one-way southbound operation. Although this could providé a minor
improvement to traffic circulation in the immediate area, it also would require major traffic
signal modifications and decrease the southbound traffic capacity of the street, which could
result in higher traffic volumes and increased delays on Polk Street, a major transit corridor.

Option 2 would also force northbound traffic to make a left turn at Hayes Street, which could
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offset any traffic drculation improvement, and it removes more parking than Option 1. The
Preferred Alternative achieves the project goals without these potentially adverse consequences
and public inconveniences. The Preferred Alternative also could have the beneficial effect of
improving roadway conditions and safety for- bicyclists. For these reasons, the Preferred
Alternative is also the Environmentally Superior Alternative and Option 2 is hereby rejected as
infeasible. ’ '

_ Project 3-5 Scott Street Bicycie Lane, Fell Street to Oak Street

The DEIR analyzed two options for this project, Option 1 and Option 2. SFMTA has selected
Option 1 as the Preferred Alternative for this project. The Preferred Alternative for Projeét 3-5
would install a northbound left-turn bicycle lane on Scott Street between Oak Street and Fell
Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 3-5 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of Scott Street and would provide an enhanced bicycle facility at this important
north-south connection point between the “‘Wiggle” and the major east-west bicycle route on Fell .
Street. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan
Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3,
4, 6, and 7 above. : '

Neither Option1 nor the Preferred. Alternative has significant impacts to transit, pa.rk'i_ng,k
pedestrians, bicycles or loading. Opﬁoﬁ 2 would remove three on-street Parlcing spaces. The
Preferred Alternative would increase the on-street parldng supply, improve the ability of
bicyclists to access the bicycle lanes on Fell Street, and could have the beneficial effect of
improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. Based on these considerations, the
Preferred Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Tn addition, Option 2 is

hereby rejected as infeasible for the reasons set forth above.
Project 3-6 The "Wiggle” Improvements

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this -
as the Pi'_eferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 3-6 would install sharrows on
Duboce Avenue, Steiner Street, Waller Street, Pierce Street, Haight Street, and Scott Street. It
would install a northbound bicycle lane on Scott Street between Haight and Oak Streets, and a
bicycle box and right turn restriction on northbound Scott Street at Oak Street

~ The Preferred Alternative for Project 3-6 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
important segmented, multi-street that provides the primary for bicydlists traveling between the
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north and northwest parts of the City, and the east and southeast parts of the City. The
Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s
overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3,4, 6, and 7

above.

The Preferred Alternative ‘for Project 3-6 was implemented on May 13, 2006 prior to the Bicycle
Plan Injunction and certification of the EIR. The Preferred Alternative has no impacts and has
increased the motor vehicle drivers’ awareness that bicyclists may be on the road as well as
identified for bicyclists the pathway outside the ‘“door zone'. It also has had the beneficial effect
of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. As the only option presented, and
given - that this project is associated with no significant impacts, it is considered the

Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Project 4-1 16th Street Bicycle Lanes, 3rd Street to Terry Francois Boulevard

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 4-1 would install bicycle lanes
_ in both directions on 16% Street between 3 Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard-

The Preferred Alternative for Project 4-1 would promote and-eneourage safe bicycling in the
Mission Bay, a rapidly developing area of the City, and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle
route network. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with- and promote the Bicycle
Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals
1,3, 4, 6, and 7 above. '

There are no significant impacts associated with Project 4-1. As the only option presented, and
given that this project is associated with no significant impacts, it is considered the

Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Project 4-2 Cargo Way Bicycle Lanes, 3rd Street to Jennings Street

The DEIR analyzed twovopﬁons for this project, Option 1 and Option 2. SFMTA has selected
Option 1 as the Preferred Alternative for this project. The Preferred Alternative for Project 4-2
would install bicycle lanes in both directions on Cargo Way between 3 Street and Jennings

Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 4-2 would‘promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of Cargo Way and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route network along this

_ important east-west route, providing bicycle facilities where none currently exist and providing
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a connection between the San Francisco Bay Trail and existing or planned bicycle facilities on
Illinois Street, which links to bicycle facilities providing access to all areas of the City, including
Mission Bay and China Basin. The Preferred Alternative would provide access to the 3w Street
light rail corridor and its multi-modal connections, and would be consistent with and promote
the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Blcycle Plan’s
specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

Neither Option 2 nor the Preferred Alfernative has significant impacts. And although the
Preferred Alternative removes approximately 160 on-street parking spaces, the demand for these
spaces is very low due to the fact that the adjacent land is either undeveloped or not fronting
Cargo Way, and those buildings which do front Cargo Way have off-street parking lots to
accommodate their demand. Option 2 would involve substantial capital expenses to construct
the off-street bicycle path and to modify and upgr;ide the intersections at cross streets to the path
to regulate right-of-way, and to connect the path, which would be on the south side of roadway,
with the new bicycle facility on the Illinois Street bridge. For these reasons an on-street bicycle
facility is preferable from both an operational and economic viewpoint, Also, the Preferred
Alternative would have the added benefit of eliminating the hazard for ‘dooring” by parking
vehicles and could have the beneficial effect of i improving roadway conditions and safety for
bicyelists. For these reasons, the Preferred Alternative is also the Environmentally Superior
Alternative, and Option 2 is hereby rejected as infeasible. ‘

Prdj ect 4-3 Illinois Street Bicycle Lanes, 16th Street to Cargo Way

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 4-3 would install bicycle lanes
in both directions on Illinois Street between 16% Street and Cargo Way.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 43 would promote and encourage safe bicycling on the
Nllinois Street corridor and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route network along this
importa.ﬁt north-south route, Providing a connection between the Mission Bay and India Basin
areas, and connections to existing or plannéd bicycle facilities on 16% Street, Mariposa Street,
Cesar Chavez Street, and Cargo Way. The Preferred Alternative would provide access to the 3w
Street light rail corridor and its multi-modal connections, and would be consistent with and
promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the B1cyde
Plan’s specific goa]s 1,3,4,6,and 7 above.

There are no sigm'ﬁcant impacts associated with Project 4-3. However, the Preferred Alternative
would substantially increase the on-street parking supply by converting the pull-in angled
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on-street parking on Illinois Street into back-in angled parking, which would potentially benefit
bicyclists by increasing the drivers’ visibility of oncoming bicyclists and other vehicles both
when entering and exiting a parking stall. - The Preferred Alternative also could have the
beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. As the only option
presented, and given that this project is associated with no significant impacts, it is considered

the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Project 4-4 Innes Avenue Bicycle Lanes, Donahue Street to Hunters Point Boulevard

The DEIR analyzed two options for Project 4-4, Option 1 and Option 2. However, SEMTA, while '
_ approving both options as part of the Blcycle Plan approval, has elected not to proceed with
legislation or implementation of either option at this time. Instead, it Wﬂl continue to work with
the public and other stakeholders on the planning effort for this project. Consequently, there is

no preferred project at this location.

Both Option 1 and Option 2 would promote and encourage safe bicycling by providing on-street
bicydle facilities, where none currently exist, along this segment of the Innes Avenue corridor, an
‘existing east-west bicycle route that provides a connection between the 3+ Street Corridor and
the Hunter's Point Shipyard area. Both options also would be consistent with and promote the
Bicycle Plan Pr0}ect’ s overall goal o increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Blcycle Plan’s
specnhc goa]s 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

Option 2, which is associated with fewer impacts, is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
However, as stated above, SFMTA: is making no decision to select an alternative pending further
public input and planning. . .

Project 4-5 Mississippi Street Bicycle Lanes, 16th Street to Maﬁposa Street

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this pr0]ect Optlon 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 4-5 would install blcycle lanes
in both directions on Mississippi Street between 16% Street and Mariposa Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 4-5 would promote and encourage safe bicyc]jng' in the
Mission Bay area, a rapidly developing area of the City, and would fill the gap in the existing
bicycle route network providing a connection between Mission Bay and Potrero Hill. The
Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s
overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7

above.
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There are no significant impacts associated with Project 4-5. As the only option presented, and
given that this project is associated with no 51gmﬁcant nnpacts, it is considered the

Envuonmentally Superior Alternative.
Proj ect 5-123rd Street Bicycle Lanes, Kansas Street to Potrero Avenue

Project 5-1 originally involved only a single option as analyzed in the DEIR. Based upon public,
stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this refinement as
Modified Option1. Modified Option 1 is described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified Option 1 as
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install a combination of bicycle lanes

and sharrows in both directions on 23+ Street between Kansas Street and Potrero Avenue.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 5-1 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of 23+ Street and would fill a gap in the existing bicycle route network along this
important east'west route, providing a connection between the Mission and Potrero Hill
neighborhoods and San Francisco General Hospital. The Preferred Alternative also would be
consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as
well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3,4, 6, and 7 above.

Neither Option 1 nor the Preferred Alternative hassignificant impacts. The Preferred Alternative
would remove 36 on-street parking spaces-on the nerth side of 23rd Street between Kansas Street
and Potrero Avenue. It also would add sharrows instead of a bicycle lane on eastbound 23
Street from Potrero Avenue to Utah Street, and on westbound 23+¢ Street from 50 feet west of
Utah Street to Potrero Avenue. The Preferred Alternative would provide an enhanced b1cyc1e
facility on 23+ Street as compared to Option 1. The removal of parking along the non-residential
side of the street would provide sufficient street space for bicycle lanes in both directions on 23+
Street between Utah and Kansas Streets and wider traffic lanes, which could reduce potentlal' '
conflicts between bicycles and parked cars and between bicycles and motor vehicles in the -
adjacent lane. In addition, installing sharrows instead of bicycle lanes in the block generally
between Potrero Avenue and Utah Street, maintains the existing lane configuration and
therefore would not affect traffic operations at the 23w Street and Potrero Avenue intersection.
In contrast, Option 1 proposed a bicycle lane in the eastbound direction only, with sharrows in -
the westbound direction, and narrowing of the traffic lanes from 12 feet to 10 feet, and
harrowing of the south side parking strip from 8 feet to 7 feet. The Preferred Alternative
achieves the project goals without these potential adverse consequences. For these reasons, the
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Preferred Alternative also is the Env1ronmenta11y Superior Alternative, and Option 1 is hereby
re]ected as infeasible.

Project 5-2 Alemany Boulevard Bicycle Lanes, Bayshore Boulevard to Rousseau Street

Project 5-2 originally involved only a single option as analyzed in the DEIR. Based upon public,
stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this refinement as
Modified Option1. Modified Option1 is described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR.  SFMTA has identified Modified Option 1 as
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install a combination of bicycle lanes
and sharrows in both directions on Alemany Boulevard between Bayshore Boulevard and

Rousseau Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 5-2 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of Alemany Boulevard and would fill a gap in the existing bicycle route network by
providing a new route connecting the Bayview, Bernal Heights, Excelsior and Portola
neighborhoods.- The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the
Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s

speciﬁ_c goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

Neither Option1 nor the Preferred Alternative has 51gruﬁcant impacts. Option 1, which is
associated with fewer overall impacts, i the Environmentally Superior Alternative. The
Preferred Alternative would remove approximately 375 on-street parking spaces, but the
demand for many of these spaces is very low due to the fact that the adjacent land is either
undeveloped or where developed off-street parking is available. The Preferred Alternative
require bicydlists to ride adjacent to fast-moving traffic on portions of Alemany Boulevard near
the I-280 on and off ramps. The Preferred Alternative would remove a travel lane in these areas
in order to provide a buffer lane between fast moving traffic and the proposed bicycle lane. This
lane removal would not impact intersection operating conditions or cause delay, but it would
provide an enhanced level of comfort and safety for bicyclists. Additionally, the Preferred
Alternative could have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for
bicyclists. For the foregoing reasons, Option 1 is hereby rejected as infeasible.

Proiect 5-3 Alemany Boulevard Bicycle Lanes, Rousseau Street to San Jose Avenue

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 5-3 would install a

San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) Page 100
298



combination of bicycle lanes and sharrows in both directions on Alemany Boulevard between

Rousseau Street and San Jose Avenue.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 5-3 WOI.JIld promote and encourage safe bicycling on this
portion of the Alemany Boulevard corridor and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route
network along this very important north-south route, providing a connection between the outer
Mission, Excelsior and Mission neighborhoods. The Preferred Alternative also would be
~ consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe blcycle use, as
well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 5-3 was implemented on April 28, 2006 prior to the Bicycle
Plan Injunction and certification of the EIR. The Preferred Alternative has no significant impacts
and has increased the motor vehicle drivers’ awareness that bicyclists may be on the road as well
as identified for bicyclists the pathway outside the “door zone’. As the only option presented,
and given that this project is associated with no significant impacts, it is considered the
Environmentally Superior Alternative.

Project 5-4 Bayshore Boulevard Bicycle Lanes, Cesar Chavez Street to Silver Avenue

Project 5-4 originally involved two options as analyzed in the DEIR, Option 1  and Option 2.
Based upon public, stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to
this refinement as Modified Option 2. Modified Option 2 is described and analyzed in more
detail in the Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified
Option 2 as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install a combination of
bicycle lanes and sharrows on Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar Chavez Street and Silver
Avenue, except between Oakdale and Jerrold Avenues, where the existing southbound Class II
bicycle route would remain on Jerrold Avenue, Barneveld Avenue, and Loomis Street and the
existing northbound Class II bicycle route would be relocated from Bayshore Boulevard to
Oakdale Avenue, Loomis Street, Barmeveld Avenue and Jerrold Avenue. The Preferred
Alternative also would add a shared transit and b1cyc1e lane on northbound Bayshore Boulevard
between Helena Street and Marengo Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 5-4 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of the Bayshore Boulevard corridor and would fill a gap in the existing bicycle route’
network along this important north-south route, providing a connection between the Bayview,
Mission, Potrero Hill and Portola ne1ghborhoods. The Preferred Alternative also would be
consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as
well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.
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All of the options for this project have similar impacts with significant and unavoidable impacts
to traffic (at two intersections), to transit, and fo loading. The Preferred Alternative eliminates
the impacts assoc_:iated.with Option 1, and shares the same iinpacts as Option 2. However, the
Preferred Alternative has benefits over Option 1 and Option 2 due to the Preferred Alternative’s
refined design.r The Preferred Alternative includes design modifications at the intersection of
Bayshore Boulevard and Oakdale Avenue that would improve intersection operating conditions
slightly compared to Option 2. In additibn, the Preferred Alternative would add a shared transit
and bicycle lane on northbound Bayshore Boulevard between Helena Street and Marengo Street.
Currently the right-side travel lane on northbound Bayshore Boulevard is used by buses, regular
traffic, and bicycles. A shared bus and transit lane would carry less traffic than a general traffic
lane, and therefore, it would be an improvement over the existing condition for transit vehicles.
Furthermore, with the implementation of mitigation measures M-TR-P5-4f and M-TR-P5-4g, the
Preferred Alternative would reduce the aforementioned loading impacts to less than significant
‘levels. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative could have the beneficial effect of improving
roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists and is considered the Environmentally Superior
Alternative. For the foregoing reasons, Option 1 and Option 2 are hereby rejected as infeasible.

Project 5-5 Cesar Chavez Street Bicycle Lanes, 1-280 to US 101 Freeways

The DEIR anaijfzed two options for this project, Option 1 and Option 2. SFMTA has selected
Option 1 as the Preferred Alternative for this project. The Preferred Alternative for Project 5-5
would install bicycle lanes in both directions on Cesar Chavez Street between the 1-280 and
US-101 freeways, or generally between Pennsylvania Avenue and Kansas Street.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 5-5 would promdte and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of the Cesar Chavez Street corridor and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route
network along this important east-west route. The Preferred Alternative would also be
consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as

well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

The Preferred Alternative is associated with significant and unavoidable impacts o one
intersection in both the existing and cumulative scenarios. However, the Preferred Alternative
achieves the project goals, and provides an enhanced bicycle facility because where a traffic lane
‘would be removed, bicyclists generally would be operating next to a single lane of traffic instead
of two lanes. The resultant decrease in vehicle speeds from this design feature would provide an
_enhanced level of comfort and safety for bicyclists. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative could
have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. Option 2 is
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associated with the fewest overall impacts, and consequently, is considered the Environmentally
Superior Alternative. Nevertheless, for the reasons specified above, Option 2 is hereby rejected
as infeasible.

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

The DEIR analyzed two options for Project 5-6, Option 1 and Option 2. However, SEMTA,
while approving both options as part of the Bicycle Plan approval, has elected not to proceed
with legislation or implementation of either option at this time. Instead, it will continue to work
with the public and other stakeholders on the planning effort for this pro]ect. Consequently,

there is no preferred pro]ect at this location.

Both Option 1 and Option 2 would promote and encourage safe bicycling by providing on-street
bicycle facilities, where none currently exist, along this segment of the Cesar Chavez/26th Streets
corridor, an existing major east-west bicycle route that provides a connection between the
Mission Bay, Bayview, Mission, and Noe' Valley neighborhoods, as well as a connection to
exisiing bicycle facilities on Sanchez, Harrison,’ and Cesar Chavez Streets, and Potrero Avenue.
Both options also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to
increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

Opﬁ-en 2, which is associated with fewer impacts, is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
However, as stated above, SFMTA is making no decision to seleet an alternative pending further. -
public input and planning.

Project 5-7Glen Park Area Bicycle Lanes, (A) Connection between Alemany
Boulevard and San Jose Avenue and (B) Connection between Monterey Boulevard:

and San Jose Avenue

Project 5-7 originally involved two options as analyzed in the DEIR, Option 1 and Option 2.
Based upon public, stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to
this refinement as Modified Option 2. Modified Option 2 is described and analyzed in more
detail in the Comments and Responses document for this EIR. The project is divided into two
segments: A and B. Segment A is the connection between Alemany Boulevard and San Jose
Avenue via Arlington Street, Bosworth Street, Lyell Street, Milton Street, Rousseau Street, and
Stll Street, and it originally had two options. Segment B is the connection between Monterey
Boulevard and San Jose Avenue via Monterey Boulevard and San Jose Avenue ramps, and it

originally had only one option. For both segments, the Preferred Alternative would install a
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combination of bicycle lanes and sharrows on portions of the streets listed. SFMTA has
jdentified Modified Option 2 as the Preferred Alternative for this project, in its entirety. - ’

The Preferred Alternative for Project 5-7 would promote and encourage safe bicycling in and
around the Glen Park BART station and would fill several gaps in the existing bicycle route
network in the Glen Park area, providing connections to the multi-modal BART station from all
directions via streets with existing or planned bicycle facilities such as Alemany Boulevard, San
Jose Avenue, Diamond Street, Circular Avenue, Arlington Street, and Bosworth Street. The
preferred alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s

overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7

above.

None of the options analyzed for Project 5-7 would create a significant environmental impact:- - -

The Preferred Alternative would provide an enhanced bicycle facility such as a bicycle left-turn
lane from Alemany Boulevard to Lyell Street providing a shorter, flatter, more direct bicycle
" route. Also, the Preferred Alternative could have the beneficial effect of improving roadway

conditions and safety for bicyclists. For these reasons, the Preferred Alternative is the

Environmentally Superior Alternative.

However, SEMTA, although identifying the Preferred Alternative as described above, has
elected not to proceed with legislation or implementation of the following parts of Segment A:
Arlington Street between Wilder and Bosworth Streets, and Bosworth Street between Arlington
and Diamond Streets. Instead, SEMTA will continue to work with the public, stakeholders, and
City agencies on the planning effort for this part of the project. As such, there is no preferfed
- project for this part. Consequently, Option 1 and Option 2 are hereby rejected as infeasible for
all of Project 5-7 except for the above-listed parts of Arlington and Bosworth Streets. SFMTA is
- making no decision to select an alternative pending further public input and planning.

Project 5-8 Kansas Street Bicycle Lanes, 23rd Street to 26th Street

Project 5-8 originally involved only a single option as analyzed in the DEIR. Based upon public,
stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this refinement as
- Modified Option1. Modified Option1 is described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified Option 1 as
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install bicycle lanes in both
directions on Kansas Street between 23 and 26% Streets. ' |
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The Preferred Alternative for Project 5-8 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of Kansas Street and would fill the gap in the exié.ﬁng bicycle route network along this
important north-south route, providing a connection between the southeast area of the City and
all points to the north and the west. It also would provide a connection to existing and planned
bicycle facilities on Cesar Chavez Street and Potrero Avenue, and provide bicycle access to San
Francisco General Hospital. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and
promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle
Plan’s speéific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

There are no significant impacts associated with Project 5-8. For thesé reasons, the Preferred
Alternative is also the Environmentally Supenor Alternatlve, and Option 1 is hereby rejected as
infeasible.

Project 5-9 Ocean Avenue Bicyclé Lanes, Alemany Boulevard to Lee Avenue

Project 5-9 originally involved two options as analyzed in the DEIR, Option 1 and Option 2.
Based upon public, stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to
this refinement as Modified Option 2. Modified Option 2 is described and analyzed in more -
detail in the Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified
Option 2 as-the Preferred Adternative for this project in its entirety. The Preferred Alternative
would install a combmatlon of bicycle lanes and sha.r_tows on Ocean Avenue between Alemany

Boulevard and Lee Avenue.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 5-9 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment “of Ocean Avenue and would fill a gap in the existing bicycle route network along this
important east-west route, providing a connection between the Outer Mission and

: Ing1e51de/8unny51de neighborhoods and between the Balboa Park BART and Muni Metro Station
and -San Francisco City College. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and
promote the Bicydle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle
Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

None of the options has any significant impacts. Options 1 and 2 would remove travel lanes and
parking along portions of Ocean Avenue between Lee Avenue and San Jose Avenue to provide
bicycle lanes; the Preferred Alternative includes several design changes to Options 1 and 2,
including modified travel lane and parking removals, and modified locations for bicycle lanes
and sharrows. These design changes would enhance traffic and transit operétions compared to
Options 1 and 2. The Preferred Altemnative would increase the drivers’ awareness that bicyclists
may be on the road as well as identify for bicyclists the paﬁway outside the “door zone’. Based
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on the foregoing, the Preferred Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. In

addition, the abovementioned considerations are the basis to reject Options 1 and 2 as infeasible.
Project 5-10 Phelan Avenue Bicycle Lanes, Judson Avenue to Ocean Avenue

The DEIR analyzed two options for Project 5-10, Option 1 and Option 2. However, SFMTA,
while approving both options as part of the Bicycle Plan approval, has elected not to proceed
with legislation or implementation of either option at this time. Instead, it will continue to work
with the public and other stakeholders on the planning effort for this project. Consequently,

there is no preferred project at this location.

Both Option 1 and Option 2 would promote and encourage safe bicycling by providing on-street
bicycle facilities, where none currently exist, along this segment of the Phelan Avenue corridor,
an existing major north-south bicycle route that provides a connection between the Ingleside
neighborhood and points north, and connections to City College of San Francisco, as well as a
connection to planned bicycle facilities on Ocean Avenue. Both options also would be consistent
with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as

the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

Option 2, which is associated with fewer impacts, is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
However, as stated above, SFMTA is making no decision to select an alternative pending further
public input and planning. '

Project 5-11 Potrero Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard Bicycle Lanes, 25th Street to

‘Cesar Chavez Street

. The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 5-11 would install bicydle
lanes in both directions on Potrero Avenue generally between 25% Street and Cesar Chavez

Street.

The Preferred Alternative fot Project:5-11 would promote and encourage safe bicycling on this
portion of the Potrero Avenue corridor, and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route
network along this very important north-south route, providing a connection between the Bernal
Heights and Mission neighborhoods, as well as c facilitate bicycle access to San Francisco
General Hospital and nearby recreational facilities. The Preferred Alternative also would be
consistent with and ‘promote the Bicycle Plani Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as

well as the Bicycdle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.
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There are no significant impacts associated with Project 5-11. As the only option presented, and
given that this project is associated with no significant impacts, it is considered the

Environmentally Superior Alternative.-

Project 5-12 Sagamore Street and Sickles Avenue Bicycle Lanes, Alemany Boulevard
to Brotherhood Way | ' -

Project 5-12 originally involved two options as analyzed in the DEIR, Option 1 and Option 2.
Based upon public, stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to
this refinement as Modified Option 1. Modified Option 1 is described and analyzed in more
detail in the Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified
Option 1 as the Preferred Alternative for this project. The Preferred Alternative would install
bicycle lanes in both directions on Sagamore Street and. Sickles Avenue between Aiemany
Boulevard and Brotherhood Way.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 5-12 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along
these segments of Sagamore Street and Sickles Avenue and would fill a gap in the existing
bicycle route network along this east-west route, providing an important connection between the
eastern and western halves of the City, as well as a connection to existing and planned bicycle
facilities on Alemany Boulevard, San Jose Avenue, and Brotherhood Way. The Preferred
Alternative also-wonld be consistertt with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to
increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

None of the options analyzed for Project 5-12 would create a significant environmental iinpact
The Preferred Alternative would convert the pull-in angled on-street parking on Sagamore
* Street into back-in angled parking, which would benefit bicyclists by increasing the drivers’
visibility of onco.ming'bicydists and other vehicles both when entering and exiting a parking
stall. - The Preferred Alternative also could hawve the beneficial effect of improving roadway
conditions and safety for bicyclists. Option 2, which is associated with fewer overall impacts, is
the Environmentally Superior Alternative. However, for the reasons above Option1 and

.- Option 2 are hereby rejected as infeasible.
Project 5-13 San Bruno Avenue Bicycle Lanes, Paul to Silver Avenues

The DEIR analyzed two options for Project 5-13, Option 1 and Option 2. Howéver, SFMTA,
while approving both options as part of the Bicycle Plan apprbval, has elected not to proceed
with legislation or implementation of either option at this time. Instead, it will continue to work
with the public and other stakeholders on the planning effort for this project. Both Options 1
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and 2 would install bicycle lanes in both directions on San Bruno Avenue between Paul Avenue

and Silver Avenue.

Both options for Project 5-13 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this segmeﬁt of
the San Bruno Avenue corridor and would fill a gap in the exisﬁng bicycle route network along
this important north-south route, providing a connection between the Bayview, Outer Excelsior,
and Portola ne1ghborhoods In addition, both options would provide a connection to existing
and planned bicycle facilities on Bayshore Boulevard, Paul Avenue, and Silver Avenue. Both
options also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to
increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Blcycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

Both options for this project have the same s1gmﬁcant and unavoidable nnpacts to 1oadmg

Additionally, both Option 1 or Option 2 could have the beneficial effect of i improving roadway-- - -

conditions and safety for bicyclists. Notwithstanding the aforementioned loading impacts,
Option 2, which is associated with fewer overall impacts, is the Environmentally Superior
Alternative. Nevertheless, Option 1 has fewer impacts to bicycles because it would provide a
" wider parking lane, which would reduce the possibility of bicyclists riding inside the ‘door
zone’. Option 1 would also provide 10-foot wide traffic lanes, which are common throughout
the City and therefore not expected to have any impact on traffic operations. Therefore SEMTA
has selected Option1 as the Preferred Alternative. However, as stéted above, SEMTA has
elected not to proceed with legislation or implementation of an option: at this time and therefore

is not rejecting Option 2 pending further public input and planru'ng.-
Project 6-1 Claremont Boulevard Bicycle Lanes, Dewey Boulevard to Portola Drive

Project 6-1 originally involved only a single option as analyzed in the DEIR. Based upon public,
- stakeholder, and City agency input, SEMTA Tefined this project and refers to this refinement as
Modified Option1. Modified Option1 is described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified Option 1 as
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install a combination of bicycle lanes

and sharrows on Claremont Boulevard between Dewey Boulevard and Portola Drive.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 6-1 would promote and encdu_rage safe bicycling along this
segment of Claremont Boulevard and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route network
along this important north-south route, providing a connection between the Forest Hill, West
Portal, ‘and St. Francis Wood neighborhoods, as well as a connection to existing and planned

bicycle facilities on Dewey Boulevard, Taraval Street, and Portola Drive. The Preferred
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Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to
increase safe blcycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3,4,6,and 7 above.

None of the ophons analyzed for Project 6-1 would create a s1gmﬁcant environmental impact.

Yet, Option 1, which is associated with fewer overall impacts, is the Environmentally Superior
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would remove approximately three parking spaces near
Portola Drive in order to maintain a sufficient turning radii for traffic turning from westbound
Portola Drive to northbound Claremont Boulevard. The Preferred Alternative also would
increase the motor vehicle drivers’ awareness that bicyclists may be on the road as well as
identify for b1cychsts the pathway outside the ‘door zone’, and it could have the beneficial effect
of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicydlists. For these reasons, Option 1 is hereby‘

rejected as infeasible in favor of the Preferred Alternative.
Project 6-2 Clipper Street Bicycle Lanes, Douglass Street to Portola Drive

Project 6-2 originally involved two options as analyzed in the DEIR, Option 1 and Option 2.
Based upon public, stakeholder, and City agency input, SEMTA clarified the project limits. As a
result, the original Option 1 for Segment IT on Diamond Heights Boulevard from the intersection
of Diamond Heights Boulevard with Clipper Street to the intersection of Diamend Heights
Boulevard and Portola Avenue already has been-rejected from further consideration in the
Comments and Responses document. Therefore there is only one option for each project
segmént Option 1 for Segments I and II is described and analyzed in more detail in fhe
. Comments and Responses document for this EIR. The SFMTA identified Option1 as the
Preferred Alternative for Project 6-2. The Preferred Alternative would install a combination of
bicycle lanes and sharrows on Clipper Street and Diamond Heights boulevard between Douglass
Street and Portola Avenue. |

The Preferred Altemative for Project 6-2 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along
these segments of Clipper Street and Diamond Heights Boulevard and would fill the gap in the
existing bicycle route network along this impbrtant east-west route, providing a connection
between the Noe Valley, Diamond Heights, and Porfola neighborhoods, as well as a connection
to existing and planned bicycle facilities on Portola Drive. The Preferred Alterative also would
be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use,
‘as well as the Bicyele Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

None of the options retained in the EIR's analysis for Project 6-2 would create a significant
environmental impact except for a cumulative transit impact from combined Projects 6-2, 6-5,

and 6-6. The Preferred Alternative would increase the motor vehicle drivers’ awareness that

~
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bicyclists may be on the road as well as identify for bicyclists the pathway outside the “door
zone’, and it could have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for
bicyclists. Based on the _abovementioned considerations, the Preferred Alternative is the
Environmentally Supérior Alternative. Option 1 is hereby rejected as infeasible on the grounds

set forth above and elsewhere in this document.
Project 6-3 Laguna Honda Boulevard Bicycle Lanes, Plaza Street to Woodside

Project 6-3 or1gma]ly involved two options as analyzed in the DEIR, Option 1 and Option 2.
Based upon public, stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to
this refinement as Modified Option 2. Modified Option 2 is described and analyzed in more
detail in the Comments and Respon$es document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified

Option 2 as the Preferred Alternative for this project in its entirety:~ The Preferred-Alternative - - - -

would install bicycle lanes in both directions on Laguna Honda Boulevard between Clarendon

Avenue and Woodside Avenue.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 6-3 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of Laguna Honda Boulevard and would connect and extend the proposed bicycle route
on Laguna Honda Boulevard between Portola Drive and Woodside Avenue which connects to
the proposed Portola Drive bicycle route. Project 6-3, Option 2 wotld provide north-south access
to the- Portola Drive bicycle route which is an lmportant northwest and southwest link for
. various neighborhoods in the City and also an important link to the other bicydle routes
accessing the Financial District and the neighboring districts. The Preferred Alternative also
would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe

bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals1, 3, 4,6, and 7 above.

None of the options analyzed for Project 6-3 would create a significant environmental impact.
Option 2, which is associated with -fewer overall impacts, is the Environmentally Superior
Alternative. However, the Preferred Alternative would extend the northern project boundary
from Plaza Street to Clarendon Avenue, and therefore, would provide an enhanced, longer
continuous bicycle facility, as compared to Option 1 or Option 2. The Preferred Alternative also
could have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. For

the reasons contained herein, Option 1 and Option 2 are hereby rejected as infeasible in favor of

the Preferred Alternative.
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Project 6-4 Laguna Honda Boulevard Bicycle Lanes, Portola Drive to Woodside

Avenue

Project 6-4 originally involved only a single option as analyzed in the DEIR. Based upon public,
stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this refinement as -
Modified Option1. Modified Option1 is described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified Option 1 as
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install a combination of bicycle lanes

and sharrows on Laguna Honda Boulevard between Portola Drive and Woodside Avenue.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 6-4 would promote and ericourage safe bicycling along this
segment of Laguna Honda Boulevard and would fill the gap in the exiéﬁ.ng bicycle route
network along this important north-south route, providing a connection between the Forest Hill,
West Portal, and St. Francis Wood neighborhoods, as well as a connection to existing and
planned bicycle facilities on Laguna Honda Boulevard and Portola Drive. The Preferred
Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to
increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

- None of the options analyzed for Project 6-4 would create a significant environmental impact.
The Preferred Alternative would remove fewer parking spaces than Option 1, it would increase
the motor vehicle drivers’ awareness that bicyclists may be on the road as well as identify for
bicyclists the pathway outside the ‘door zone’, and it could have the beneficial effect of
improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. For these reasons, the Preferred
Alternative is also the Environmentally Superior Alternative, and Option 1 is hereby rejected as
infeasible.

Project 6-5 Portola Drive Bicycle Lanes, Corbett Avenue to O’Shaughnessy Boulevard

Project 6-5 originally involved only a single option as analyzed in the DEIR. Based upon public,
stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this refinement as -
Modified Option1. Modified Option1 is described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SEMTA has identified Modified Option 1 as
the Preferred Alternative. _ The Preferred Alternative would install a combination of bicycle lanes
and sharrows in both directions on Portola Drive between Corbett Avenue and O’Shaughnessy
Boulevard. ' |

The Preferred Alternative for Project 6-5 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of Portola Drive and would fill a gap in the existing bicycle route network along this’
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important route, providing a connection between the Diamond Heights, Noe Valley and Twin -
Peaks neighborhoods. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the
Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s
specific goals 1, 3,4, 6, and 7 above. '

Option 1 for this project has several significant and unavoidable impacts to traffic and to transit.
The significant and unavoidable transit impacts in the cumulative scenario would remain with
the Preferred Alternative. FHowever, the Preferred Alternative eliminates all of traffic impacts
because it retains the existing lane configurations at the intersections of Woodside
Avenue/O’Shaughnessy Boulevard/Portola ~ Avenue and Portola  Avenue/Bumnett
Avenue/Diamond Heights Boulevard/Chpper Street. The Preferred Alternative would increase
the motor vehicle drivers’ awareness that bicyclists may be on the road as well as identify for
bicyclists the pathway outside the ‘door zone’, and it could have the beneficial effect of
improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. For these reasons, the Preferred
Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Also, ’rhese abovementioned

considerations are the reasons to reject as infeasible Option_ 1.

Project 6-6: Portola Drive Bicycle Lanes, O’Shaugh nessy uCrulevard/W oodside-Avenue
to Sloat Boulevard/St. Francis Boulevard

Project 6-6 originally involved two options as analyzed in the DEIR, Option 1 and- Option 2.
Based upon public, stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this perec’t and refers to
this refinement as Médjﬁed'Opﬁon 2. Modified Option 2 is described and analyzed in more
detail in the Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified
Option 2 as the Preferred Alternative for this project in its entirety. The Preferred Alternative
would install a combination of bicycle lanes and sharrows in both directions on Portola Drive

between ’Shaughnessy Boulevard/Woodside Avenue and Sloat Boulevard/St. Francis
Boulevard. '

The Preferred Alternative for Project 6-6 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of Portola Drive and would fill a gap in the existing bicycle route network along this
important route, providing a connection between the Diamond Heights, Saint Francis Wood and
West Portal neighborhoods. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and
-promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle

Plan’s speciﬁé goals1, 3,4, 6, and 7 above.

Option 1 for this project has several significant impacts to traffic. However, both Option 2 and
the Preferred Alternative eliminate those impacts by retaining the existing lane configurations at

!
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the intersection of Woodside Avenue/O’Shaughnessy Boulevard/Portola Avenue. Option 2,
which is associated with fewer overall impacts than the Preferred Alternative, is the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. However, the Preferred Alternative would provide a
confinuous northbound blcycle lane, which is an erthanced b1cyc1e facility as compared to
Option2. Also, the Preferred Alternative would increase the motor vehicle drivers’ awareness
that bicyclists may be on the road as well as identify for bicyclists the pathway outside the ‘door
zone’, and it could have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for
blcychsts For these reasons, Option 1 and Option 2 are hereby re]ected as infeasible in favor of
the Preferred Alternative.

Project 7-1 Intersection Improvements at 7th Avenue and Lincoln Way

Project 7-1 originally involved only a single dpﬁon as analyzed in the DEIR. Based upon public,
stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this refinement as
Modified Option1. Modified Option1 is described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR. The Final EIR analyzed two options for this
project, Option1 and Modified Option 1. SEMTA has identified Modified Option 1 as the
Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would involve modifications at the intersection
of 7% Avenue the Lincoln Way to allow northbound bicyclists to cross. Lincoln Way. These
modificafions would involve the installation of a cut-through in raised median and installation
of anorthbound bicycle-only lane on the south leg of the intersection.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 7-1 would promote and encoﬁrage safe bicycling and
would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route network at this intersection, providing a
connection between the Inner Sunset area and Golden Gate Park. The Preferred Alternative also
would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe
bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle PlaJ_rl’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

None of the options analyzed for Project 7-1 would create a significant environmental impact.
The Preferred Alternative would provide bicyclists with a designated right-of-way for travel and
could have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. Based
on these considerations, the Preferred Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Option 1 also.is hereby rejected as infeasible in reliance on the reasons set forth above and
elsewhere in this document and the administrative record.
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Project 7-2 7th Avenue Bicycle Lanes, Lawton Street to Lincoln Way -

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 7-2 would add a combination

- of bicydle lanes and sharrows in both directions on 7% Avenue between Lawton Street and

Lincoln Way.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 7-2 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along the
7 Avenue corridor and would fill a gap in the existing bicycle route network along this
important north-south route, providing a connection between the West Portal, Laguna Honda,
and Forest Hill areas with the Inner Sunset and UC Medical Center, as well as a connection to
existing and planned blcyde facilities on Kirkham Street, Parnassus Street, and the intersection
of 7% Avenue and Lincoln Way. The preferred alternative also would be consistent with and
promote the Bicycle Plan Pro]ect s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Blcycle

~ Plan’s specrﬁc goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

" None of the options analyzed for Project 7-2 would create a significant environmental impact.
As the only option presented, and given that this project is associated with no significant

impacts, it is considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

Project 7-3 Great Highway and Point Lobos Avenue Bicycle Lanes, 48th Avenue/El Camino
Del Mar to Fulton Street '

Proj’ect 7-3 originally involved only a single option as analyzed in the DEIR. Based upon public,
stakeholder, and Crty agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this refinement as
Modified Option1. Modified Option1 is described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified Option1 as
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install bicycle lanes in both
directions on Great Highway and Point Lobos Avenue between 43® Avenue/El Camino Del Mar
and Fulton Street, and would install sharrows to the following street segments, which would be
added to the bicycle route network: Balboa Street, between Point Lobos/Great Highway and La -
Playa Street; and La Playa Street between Balboa and Cabrillo Streets.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 7-3 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along
 these segments of Great Highway, Point Lobos Avenue, Balboa Street and La Playa Street, and

would fill a gap in the existing bicycle route network along this important route, providing a
connection between Golden Gate Park, Ocean Beach and Sutro Heights Park. The Preferred
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Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to
~ increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s speciﬁc goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

None of the options analyzed for Project 7-3 would create a significant environmental impact.
‘The Preferred Alternative would increase the motor vehicle drivers’ awareness that bicycﬁsts
may be on the road as well as identify for bicyclists the pathway outside the ‘door zone’, and it
could have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. For
these reasons, the Preferred Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Also,

based on the foregoing considerations, Option 1 is hereby rejected as infeasible.

Project 7-4 John F. Kennedy Drive and Kezar Drive Bicycle Lanes, Stanyan Street to

Transverse Drive

Project 7-4 originally involved only a single option as analyzed in the DEIR. Based upon public,
stakeholder, a.nd’City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this refinement as
Modified Option 1. Modified Option1 is described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified Option 1 as
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install bicyclé lanes in both
directions on John F. Kennedy Drive and Kezar Drive between-Stanyan Street and Transverse

Drive.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 7-4 would promote and- encourage safe bicydling and
would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route network along this major east-west route through
Golden Gate Park, which serves as a key commuter route between the Richmond .and Sunset
neighborhoods and  downtown business areas, and serves as one of the most popular
-recreational Toutes providing access to all of attractions and destinations in Golden Gate Park. In
‘addition the Preferred alternative would connect to the several north-south routes the also pass
through Golden Gate Park increasing the overall completeness of the biéycle route network The
Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s
overall goal to increase safe bicycle usé, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7

above.

None of the options anaiyzed for Project 7-4 would create a significant environmental impact.
Parking and travel lane changes that are required to create the Preferred Alternative have
already been implemented by the Recreation and Park Department and the Golden Gate Park
Concourse Authority as part of the John F. Kennedy Drive Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements
project. These improvements were the subject of a separate EIR on the Music Concourse
Underground Garage and Golden Gate Concourse Authority Projects, which the Planniﬁg
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Commission certified on July 23, 2003. The Preferred Alternative would provide bicydlists with
a designated right-of-way for travel and could have the beneficial effect of improving roadway
conditions and safety for b1cyc115ts For these reasons, the Preferred Alternative is also the
Enmronmenta]ly Superior Alternative, and Option 1 is hereby rejected as infeasible.

Project 7-5 Kirkham Street Bicycle Lanes, 9th Avenue to Great Highway

The DEIR analyzed two options for this project, Option 1 and Option 2. SFMTA has selected
Option1 as the Preferred Alternative for this project. The Preferred Alternative for Project 7-5
would install bicycle lanes in both directions on Kirkham Street between 9® Avenue and Great
Highway. The Preferred Alternative is divided into three segments: the east segment, between
9t and 18% Avenues; the central segment between 18% and 20% Avenues; and the west segment ’
between 20% Avenue and Great Highway.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 7-5 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along the
Kirkham Street corridor and would fill a gap in the existing bicydle route network along this
- important east-east route in the Sunset District, providing a connection between the Inner Sunset
and Outer Sunset neighborhoods, access to the Pacific Ocean, as well as a connection to existing
and planned bicycle faclities on 20® and 34% Avenues, and Great Highway. The preferred
alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to
increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

None of the options analyzed for Project 7-5 would create a significant environmental impact.
Option 2, which is associated with fewer overall impacts, is the Environmentally Superior
Alternative. Nevertheless, the Preferred Alternative would provide continuous bicycle lanes
which would be an enhanced bicycle facility as compared to Option 2. Also, the Preferred
Alternative could have the beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for
bicyclists. However, SFMTA, although identifying the Preferred Alternative as described above,
has elected not to proceed with legislation or implementation of the central segment portion of
Project 7-5. Instead, it will continue to work with the public, stakeholders, and City agencies on
the planning effort for this portion of the pro]ect As such, there is no preferred project for the
central segment. Consequently, Project 7-5 Option 2 is hereby rejected for the east and west
segments only. For the central segment, SFMTA is making no dedision to select an alternative

pending further public input and planning.
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Project 7-6 Page and Stanyan Streets Intersection Traffic Signal Improvements

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 7-6 would signalize the Page
and Stanyan Streets intersection and add pedestrian push buttons and bicycle signal heads.

The Preferred Altérnative for Project 7-6 would promote and encourage safe bicycling at this
intersection which is the connection between the east-west route on page Street and Golden Gate
Park. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan
Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3,
4, 6, and 7 above.

Project 7-6 does not create any significant environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative
~ would improve pedestrian and bicyclist safety by signalizing the intersection and eliminating
right-of-way conflicts. As the only option presented, and given that this project is associated

“with no significant impacts, it is considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Project 8-1 19th Avenue Mixed-use Path, Buckingham Way to Holloway Avenue

The DEIR analyzed two options for this project, Option 1 and Option 2. SFMTA has selected
Option2 as the Preferred Altemative for this project. The Preferred Alternative for Project 8-1
would construct a new mixed-use pedestrian/bicycle pafhway within the San Francisco State
University campus between Buckingham Way and Holloway Avenue and a mixed-use
pedestrian/bicycle bridge extending between the student housing complex at University Park
North and the north side of Thornton Hall.

The Preferred Altematwe for Project 8-1 Would promote and encourage safe bicycling through
the SFSU ca.mpus and would provide a connection to ‘existing and planned bicycle facilities on-
Buckingham Way and Holloway Aventie. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent
with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe b1cyc1e use, as well as
the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above.

The Preferred Alternative has no impacts and would be constructed entirely outside of the
public right-of-way. Option 1 would remove approximately 45 on-street parking spaces and 35

~motorcycle spaces. For these reasons, the Preferred Alternative is the Environmentally Superior
Alternative.,, Given these considerations and the other benefits of the Preferred Alternahve '
Option 1 is hereby rejected as infeasible. '
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Pr&ject 8-2 Buckingham Way Bicycle Lanes, 19th Avenue to 20th Avenue

Project 8-2 originally involved only a single option as analyzed in the DEIR. Based upon public,
stakeholder, and City agency input, SFMTA refined this project and refers to this refinement as
Modified Option1. Modified Option1 is -described and analyzed in more detail in the
Comments and Responses document for this EIR. SFMTA has identified Modified Option 1 as
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would install sharrows on westbound

Buckingham Waj} from 19t Avenue to 20% Avenue.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 8-2 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
short segment of Buckingham Way and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route network
by providing a connection between the existing and planned bicycle facilities on 19 Avenue,
20t Avenue, and the multi-use pedestrian/bicycle pathway through the San Francisco State
University campus. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the
Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s
specific goals 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 above. ’ .

There are no significant impacts associated with Project 8-2. Option1 would remove
approximately 10 on-street parking spaces, but the-Preferred Alternative would not cbﬁaagé the

. parking conditions in the project area. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative could have the
beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions- and safety for bicyclists. For these rea,éons; :
the Preferred Alternative is also the Environmentally Superior Alternative, and Option1 is
hereby rejected as infeasible. | | : '

. Project 8-3 Holloway Avenue Bicycle Lanes, Junipero Serra Boulevard to Varela

Avenue

The DEIR analyzed two options for this project, Option 1 and Option 2. SFMTA has selected
Option 1 as the Preferred Alternative for this project. The Preferred Alternative for Project 8-3

would install bicycle lanes in both directions on Holloway Avenue between Junipero Serra

Boulevard and Varela Avenue.

" The Preferred Alternative for Project 8-3 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
| segment of the Holloway Avenue corridor and would fill the gap in the existing bicycle route
network along this important east-west route, providing a connection between the Ingleside and
~ Park Merced neighborhoods, as well as a connection to the San Francisco State University

éampus and planned bicycle facilities therein. -The Preferred Alternative also would be
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consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as
well as the Bicycle Plan’s spéciﬁc goals1, 3,4, 6, and 7 above.

Neither the Preferred Alternative nor Option 2 has any significant impacts. However, Option 2
would remove approximately 50 parking spaces along Holloway Avenue, which is a residential
area. When classes are in session, these parking épaces are used mostly by San Francisco State
University students. The Preferred would achieve the project goals without the public
inconvenience associated with this parking loss and could have the beneficial effect of improving
roadway conditions and‘..safety for bicyclists. In light of the reasons described above, the
Preferred Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Also, based on the
considerations set forth herein and elsewhere in the record, Option2 is hereby re]ected as
infeasible. ‘

Project 8-4 John Muir Drive Bicycle Lanes, Lake Merced Blvd to Skjline Boulevard

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 8-4 would install bicycle lanes
in both directions on John Muir Drive between Lake Merced Boulevard and Skyline Boulevard.

The Preferred Alternative for Project 8-4 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of John Muir Drive and provide a connection between existing bicycle facilities on Lake
Merced and Skyline Boulevards, as well as improve bicyclists” access to recreational facilities at
Lake Merced and Fort Funston. The Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and
promote the B1cyc1e Plan Pro]ect’ s overall goal to increase safe blcyde use, as weli as the Bicycle
Plan’s specific goals 1, 3,4, 6, and 7 above. |

The Preferred Alternative for Project 8—4 has no significant impacts. The Preferred Alternative .
would convert the pullin angled on-street parking on John Muir Drive into back-in angled
parking which would potentially benefit bicyclists by increasing the drivers’ visibility of
oncoming bicyclists and other vehicles both when entering and exiting a parking stall. As the
only option presented, and given that this project is associated with no significant impacts, it is

considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Project 8-5 Sloat Boulevard Bicycle Lanes, Great Highwaiy to Skyline Boulevard

The DEIR analyzed only a single option for this project, Option 1, and SFMTA has identified this
as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative for Project 8-5 would install bicycle lanes
in both directions on Sloat Boulevard between the Great Highway and Skyline Boulevard.
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The Preferred Alternative for Project 8-5 would promote and encourage safe bicycling along this
segment of Sloat Boulevard and provide a connection between existing and planned bicycle
facilities on the Great Highway and Lake Merced Boulevard, as well'as improve bicyclists” access
to recreational facilities at the Pacific Ocean, the San Francisco Zoo, and Lake Merced. The
Preferred Alternative also would be consistent with and promote the Bicycle Plan Project’s
overall goal to increase safe bicycle use, as well as the Bicycle Plan’s specific goals 1, 3,4, 6, and 7
above. :

There are no significant impacts associated with Project 8-5. The Preferred Alternative would
benefit transit operation on Sloat Boulevard between 37% and 39% Avenues, and could have the -
beneficial effect of improving roadway conditions and safety for bicyclists. As the only option
presented, and given that this project is associated with no significant impacts, it is considered -

the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Additional Alternatives Proposed by the Public

During the term of analysis of the 2009 Bicycle Plan and its associated EIR and their related
comment period, various property owners, residents, and commentators proposed alternative
near-term project.design options to the Preferred Project(s). To the extent that these comments
addressed the adequacy of the EIR analysis, they were described and analyzed in the Responses
to Comments document. As presented in the record, the Final EIR reviewed a reasonable range
of alternatives, and CEQA does not require the project sponsor to consider every proposed
alternative so long as the CEQA requirements for alternatives analysis have been satisfied. For
the foregoing reasons as well as economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations
set forth herein and elsewhere in the record and this document, these alternatives are hereby

rejected as infeasible in favor of the Preferred Project.
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VII. Statement of Overriding Considerations

Notwithstanding the significant and unavoidable impacts for the Preferred Project and related
actions, the Commission finds, after considering the Final EIR and based on substantial evidence
in the record and as set forth elsewhere in these findings and herein, that specific overriding
economic, legal, sodial, technological, or other considerations outweigh the identified significant

effects on the environment.

1. Approval of this Project would help fulfill the mandate of San Francisco’s Transit First
Policy as set forth in the San Francisco Charter, Section 8A.115, to make bicycling an
attractive alternative to travel by private automobile, and to promote bicycling by °
encouraging safe streets for riding, convenient access to transit, bicycle lanes and secure
bicyele parldhg.

2. Approval of the Project is consistent with San Francisco Charter Section 8A.113(a) which
requires MTA to facilitate the design and operation of City streets to enhance alternative
forms of transit, including bicycling.

3. This Project is also consistent with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s
Regional Bicycle Plan, updated in 2009 as part of the update to the Regional
Transportation Plan, *Transportation 2035.” The Regional Bicycle Plan recognizes
regionally significant elements of the San Francisco Bicycle Route Network and allows for
funding for improvements to the those regionally significant elements from MTC
funding sources.

4. The Pr’oj'ect is consistent with state, region and Citywide plans and policies to reduce |
greenhouse gas emissions by facilitating the increased use of bicycles in San Francisco,
which will help reduce dependence on the private automobile, because private
automobiles are a major source of greenhouse gas emissions. These plans and policies
include, but are not ]Jmlted to: :

a. San Francisco’s “Climate Action Plan: Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Gas
Emissions,” adopted in September 2004, which affirms San Francisco’s
commitment to reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 20% below 1990 levels by
2012. Among other policies, the Climate Action Plan outlines policies to
encourage bicycling and discourage trips by private automobile.

b. San Francisco Department of the Environment’s Strategic Plan 2009-2011, a
annually updated mission statement by the Department of the Environment,
which among other topics, outlines goals and actions to promote bicycle use in
San Francisco in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from transportation by
963,000 tons per year by 2012. -
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c. the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, otherwise known as AB 32, a
California state law that requires the state’s greenhouse gas emissions be reduced
to 1990 levels by 2020. '

d. United Nations Urban Environmental Accords, a series of implementable goals
that can be adopted at a city level to achieve urban sustainability, promote
‘healthy economies, advance social equity and protect the world’s ecosystem.
Adopted in 2005, and signed by San Francisco, the Accords, among other goals,
advocates for policies to reduce the percentage of commute trips by single

occupancy vehicles by ten percent in seven years.

5. Approval of the Project, will allow the City to be eligible for substantial amounts of
bicycle funding. For example, to be eligible for many sources of funds, California cities
and counties must have a Bicycle Transportation Plan (BIP) that discusses items (a) -
through (k) in Section 891.2 of the California Streets and Highways Code. The city or
county must adopt the BTP or certify that it has been updated and complies with Section
891.2 of the California Streets and Highways Code and the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP). Approval of the Bicycle Plan will enable the City to use money from these sources’
instead of requiring the use of General Fund or other money.

6. The Project has identified eight speciﬁé goals whose achievement would result in
substantial and measurable positive benefits to the City. These goals are outlined below
and their specific benefits provide further evidence that the J_mplementahon of the Project
outweighs its unavmdable adverse environmental effects

a. Goal 1 - Refine and Expand the Existing Bicycle Route Network: Achievement of
this goal would significantly improve the connectivity of the Bicycle Route
Network throughout the City. The proposed infrastructure improvements,

namely the addition of striped Class I bike: lanes -and marked shared lane
pavement markings, or “sharrows,” would nearly double. the number of miles of
bike routes. Achievement of this goal and its proposed actions would also result .
~ in improved coordination with other City agencies, more robust data systems for
monitoring network perfofmance, the integration of best practices for facility
design, and a revision of the City’s project evaluation methodologies so that they
better respond to the multimodal nature of the City’s transportation system..

b. Goal 2 - Ensure Plentiful, High-Quality Bicycle Parking: Achievement of this goal”
and its proposed actions will result in a significant increase of bicycle parking in
key locations throughout the City and improved access to crucial destinations.
Achievement of this goal would also modify the Planning Code to better
prioritize bicycle parking in new and existing residential and commércial
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defzelc;pments, while ensuring well-defined guidelines for bicycle facility design,
parking outreach, and enforcement of bicycle theft.

c. Goal 3 ~ Expand Bicyde Access to Transit and Bridges: Achievement of this gdal

' + and its proposed actions would result in bicyclists being able to utilize existing
transit services much more effectively through expanded installation of bicycle
racks and the implementation of policies that permit bicyclists on transit vehicles.
Ultimately, the achievement of this goal will result in enhanced connections to
regional destinations for bicydlists.

d. Goal 4 — Educate the Public about Bicycle Safetyf In recent years, bicycling in the
City has increased by 43 percent, and now bicycle trips make up 6 percent of all
daily trips. This goal seeks to ensure that current and future bicyclists are
well-trained and knowledgéable about how to ride a bicycle safely. Achievement
of this goal and its proposed actions would result in expanded and targeted -
trammg and outreach to all bicyclists, but especially for youth and novice"
bicyclists. Implementation of these actions will ultimately reduce bicycle collisions
and the number of traffic conflicts in the City.

e. Goal 5 - Imprdve Bicycle Safety through Targeted Enforcement: Achievement of
this goal and its proposed actions would result in increased-enforcement of both
bicyclist and motorist violations that mest frequently cause injuries and fatalities,
while ensuring that all SFPD police officers are better informed about the rights
and responsibilities of bicyclists and techniques required for safe and legal
sharing of the roadway. The proposed actions for this goal also call for more
standardized reporting procedures for bicycle collisions, thereby facilitating the
City’s ability to measure the effectiveness of its facilities and programs, as well as
respond to locations with a high number of bicycle collisions. '

f. Goal 6 - Promote and Encourage Safe Bicycling: Achievement of this goal and its
proposed actions would result in more awareness about the benefits of bicycling
to residents, especially among diverse age, income, and ethriic populations. This
goal also prioritizes more coordinated outreach efforts, economic development of
bicycle-related business, and the development of public bicycle sharing in the

' Cify, a program that has been demonstrably successful in cities around the world.

g. - Goal 7 — Adopt Bicycle-Friendly Practices and Policies: Achievement of this goal
and its proposed actions would result in modifications to the General Plan’s
Transportation Element, Downtown Area Plan and to the City’s environmental
review guidelines. As a result of these changes, bicycling as a safe and sustainable
transportation mode would be better integrated and prioritized in the future
development and growth of the City. In addition, this goal seeks to provide City
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" staff with more robust data about the growth, impact, and scope of bicycling in
the City. '

h. Goal 8 - Prioritize and Increase Bicycle Funding: Achievement of this goal and its
proposed actions would enable the City to fund the proposed improvements to
the City’s bicycle network. Funds dedicated to bicycling infrastructure are very
scarce and competition amongst municipalities is fierce. In order for the City to be
able to fund its desired bicycle improvements, it must comprehensively develop a
long-range funding plan, as outlined in this goal.

7. With its temperate climate, dense neighborhoods, limited supply of automobile parking
and compact geography, the City offers and ideal venue for a diverse group of bicyclists:
commuters, shoppers, recreational riders, and tourists. Bicycling in the City has increased
dramatically in recent years, and implementation of this Project will ensure a continued
increase in the number of people that use bicycles as a safe transportation mode. Such an
increase in bicydling is a critical component to improving the future health and
prosperity of San Francisco. By investing in -and implementing the bicycle facility
improvements, educational éfforts, and innovative policies and programs recommended-
in the Project, the City will make bicycling a more viable mobility option. Finally, this
Project supports larger City efforts to revitalize and transform its streets inte more

inviting public spaces that prioritize non-motorized travel.

8. The benefits of increased bicycle usage are varied and we]l documented. Bicycling not
- only has health benefits for the bicyclist, but also it contributes to an improved quality of
‘life for society as a whole. More specifically, bicycling as a safe and ubiquitous mode of

travel can benefit the City in the following ways:

a. Transportation: Bicycﬁng can significantly reduce gridlock on, and facilitate more
efficient use of, City streets. The vast majority of trips made by automobile are

. within a few miles of their origins. These short trips could be accomplished by
bicycle, provided there is adéquate and safe infrastructure. By promoting the
policies and implementing the projects in this Project, the City can dramatically

shift the number of people driving to more sustainable modes of travel.
Augmented bicycle infrastructure and enhanced policies that promote bicycling,

as proposed in this Project, can also improve connections to other public
.transportation modes, further reducing the number of trips made by private

automobile.

b. Health and safety: Bicycling not only provides an efficient mode of travel, but also
a great way for people to exercise. As rates of obesity and physical inactivity
continue to rise in America, the importance of bicycling cannot be understated.
Even minimal amounts of bicycling have been shown to produce measurable
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physical and mental health benefits. Investments in increased physical activity
have also been shown to reduce long-term health care costs. Implementation of
the near-term projects, enforcement policies, and education efforts in this Project
will also result in increased visibility of bicyclists, a reduction in moving
violations, and increased awareness of driver and bicyclist respohsibi]ities. The
end result will be a reduction in the number of bicycle collisions on City streets.

Environmental: Bicycles are the most environmentally sustainable vehicle
available. They produce none of the greenhouse gases associated with global
warming, nor'any of the pollutants linked to asthma or other chronic health
problems. Furthermore, bicycles are quiet and do not contribute to noise
pollution. Implementation of this Project will undoubtedly facilitate the City’s
push to become a more sustainable City that preserves and protects its natural
resources for future generations.

" Economic: The annual costs of congestion, pollution, traffic accidents, as y've]l as
constructing new, and maintaining existing, automobile infrastructure are
significant. Augmenting and i.rﬁprovmg bicycling infrastructure in the City can
significantly reduce the economic costs associated with driving by shifting drivers
to more cost-effective transportation options. Furthermore, increased bicycling
infrastructure can improve access to many of the City’s commerdial corridors.
Studies have shown that in a dense urban environment such as the City many
shoppers do not access commercial centers by automobile, but rather through
transit or other non-motorized modes. This Project would stimulate significant
economic growth by facilitating access to commercial zones and encouraging the
development of these zones not just as shopping “centers,” but rather as vibrant

public spaces.

Equity: The annual costs of driving are in thousands of dollars, leaving many
segments of the population unable to afford the luxury of owning an automobile.
Conversely, bicycles are one of the cheapest modes of transportation available.
For many low-income individuals, bicycles constitute their predominant mode of
travel. The implementation of the projects and policies in this Project will
significantly expand bicycle ihfrastruéture in the City, thereby providing
enhanced transportation access to underserved segments of the population.

Project-level Significant and Unavoidable Impacis and Overriding Considerations

In addition to the reasons set forth above, the following specific overriding economic, legal,
social, technological, or other considerations outweigh the identified significant, unavoidable
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effects (as referenced by their Impact Numbers noted in Section IV) on the environment due to

the implementation of the specific projects contained in the Preferred Project.
Project 1-3: North Point Bicycle Lanes, Embarcadero to Van Ness Avenue, Mod. Option 1

This project is associated with a significant and unavoidable loading impact (North Point east of
Columbus) in both the existing and cumulative conditions, as further detailed in the section on
significant and unavoidable impacts. (See Impacts #24 and 25). N otwithstanding these impacts,
the preferred project is acceptable because the bike lanes on North Point are a critical link

between the waterfront, Van Ness Avenue (a major north-south arterial and US Route 101), and - -

Fort Mason, which provides further connections to the Marina District, Chrissy Field and the -
~ Golden Gate Bridge. Project 1-3 is already part of the Route 2 of Bicycle Network and would
extend existing Class II bike lanes from the Embarcadero to Fort Mason. Furthermore, this route

is the flattest east-west bicycle route option in this aréa. Finally, although on-street loading will =

be impacted on North Point during peak commute hours, the proposed North Point bicycle lanes
will make on-street, double-parked loading activities easier during non-peak hours. Loading is
legally allowed from Class II bicycle lanes when curb-side loading is not available. Therefore,

between  9:00 am. and 3:30 p.m..double parked IoadJng will actually be safer and more
convenient for legitimate commercial loading on North Point.

Project 2-1: 2nd Street Bicycle Lanes, King Street o Mazket Street, Maod. Option 1

This project is associated Wlth a variety of mgmﬁcartand unavoidable intersection impacts,
transit delays, and loading impacts in both the existing and cumulative conditions, as further
detailed in the section on significant and unavoidable impacts. (See Impact #26 through 32).
Notwithstanding these impacts, the preferred project benefits the City because 2nd Street serves
as a vital element of the Bicycle Network. As part of Bicycle Route 11, 2nd Street provides a
critical link between Market Street (Route 50 — a major bicycle mofoughfare), Bicycle Routes 30/5,
the Montgomery Street BART station, and key destinations in SoMa — the 4th and King Caltrain
station, AT&T Park, and the waterfront. Bicydlists are currently using 2nd Street as a route
through SoMa and to/from downtown, and recent bicycle counts have shown an increase in the
number of bicyclists using this corridor (a 39 percent increase at 2nd/Townsend from 2006 to
2008). Unfortunately, the narrow width of the street and high traffic volumes make 2nd Street a
. particularly challenging bicyding environment. The addition of bicydle lanes on 2nd Street
would reduce the likelihood of “dooring” collisions, while improving bicyclist visibility and

reducing vehicle speeds.

Project 2-2: 5th Street Blcycle Lanes, Market Street to Townsend Street, Mod. Option 2

This project is associated with numerous 51gmﬁcant and unavoidable intersection impacts in
both the existing and cumulative conditions, as further detailed in the section on significant and
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“unavoidable impacts. (See Impacts #33 through 36). Even with these impacts, the preferred
project is acceptable because 5th Street serves as a crucial element of the Bicycle Network. As
part of Bicycle Route 19, 5th Street provides a critical link between Market Street (Route 50 - a
major bicycle thoroughfare), Bicycle Routes 30/36, the Powell Street BART station, and key
destinations in SoMa — the 4th and King Caltrain station, AT&T Park, and the waterfront. 5th
Street provides the most proximate north-south bicycle route between the 4th and King Caltrain -
station and downtown, and, therefore, is essential to connecting bicyclists to regional transit
services. Bicycle ridership in this corridor has also increased subsfanﬁa]ly in recent years (a 21
percent increase at 5th/Townsend and a 31 percent increase at 5th/Market since 2006). At the
same time, the 5th Street corridor ranked 10th in 2007 in the number of bicycle collisions. By
reducing lane width, dedicating more space for bicyclists, slowing vehicle speed, and improving
bicyclist visibility, bicycle lanes on 5th Street will ensure that a growing number of bicyclists can
travel safely between downtown and importént destinations in SoMa. ’

~ Project 2-3: 14th Street Bicycle Lanes, Dolores Street to Market Street, Option 1; Project 2-11:
Market Street Bicycle Lanes, 17th Street to Octavia Boulevard, Mod. Option 1

Project 2-3 by itself is not associated with any significant and unavoidable impact. However, the
combined design modifications of Project 2-3 and Project 2-11 produces a significant and
unavoidable intersection impact (Church/Market/14th) in the cumulative condition, as further
detailed in the section on significant and unavoidable impacts. (See Impact #37).
Notwithstanding these impacts, Project 2-3 provides multiple benefits by filling a gap within the
Bicyde Route Network that extends bicycle lanes on Route-30 from Dolores Street to Market
Street. The installation of bicycle lanes will have a number of positive results for pedestrians and
bicyclists, including reduced crossing distances, improved visibility, slower vehicular speeds,
and reduced numbers of bicyclists using the sidewalks. Motorists will also benefit from this
project as traffic circulation will improve because the proposed lane design is consistent with the
configuration east of Dolores Street. Finally, the widened parking. lane will facilitate more-
convenient and safer parking conditions. See below for more on the statement of overriding
consideration for Project 2-11.

Pro]ect 2-4: 17th Street Bicycle Lanes, Corbett Avenue to Kansas Street, Mod. Option 1; Pro]ect
2-6: Division Street Bicycle Lanes, 9th Street to 11th Street, Option 2

The combined design modifications of Project 2-4 and Project 2-6 result in a number of
significant and unavoidable intersection and transit delay impacts, as further detailed in the
section on significant and unavoidable impacts. (See Impact #38.through 44.) Project 2-4
outweighs these impacts because 17th Street serves as a vital east-west route in the Bicycle Route
Network. 17th Street is Route 40 in the Bicycle Route Network and bicycle lanes on this street
would dramatically improve east-west travel for bicyclists, as well as enhance connectivity to
transit services at the 16th Street BART Station and the Castro Muni station. Furthermore, Route
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40 offers connections to numerous other north-south bicycle routes. The 17th Street corridor also
has seen substantial growth in the number of bicyclists (a 57 percent increase at 17th/Valencia
since 2006). The benefits of Project 2-6 also outweigh these impacts. Project 2-6 would promote
and encourage safe bicycling along the Division Street corridor and would fill the gap in the
existing bicycle route network along this important east-west route, providing a connection
between the South of Market area with points to the west and to the north, as well as a
. connection to existing bicycle facilities on 11th Street. Because of its location under the US 101
freeway, and the prevalence of vehicular traffic, this segment of Division Street is especially
inhospitable to bicyclists. The addition of Class Il bicycle lanes on Division Street would greatly
enhance the road environment and bicycling experience in this corridor. By reducing lane width,
dedicating more space for bicyclists, slowing vehicle speed, and improving bicyclist visibility,
the addition of bicycle lanes on 17th Street and Division Street will ensure that a growing

number of bicyclists can travel safely through the these areas. s

Project 2-7: Fremont Street Bicycle Lane, Harrison Street to Howard Street, Option 1; Project
2-9: Howa;d Street Bicyde Lane, Embarcadero to Fremont Street, Option 1 :

* Project 2-7 by itself is not associated with any significant or unavoidable impact. However, the
combined design modifications of Project 27 and Project 2-9 produces a significant and
umavoidable intersection impact (Fremont/Howard) in both the existing and cumidative
conditions, as further detailed in the section on significant and unavoidable impacts. (See Impact
#4546) Notwithstanding this impact, Project 2-7 is acceptable because it would add am
important new segment to the City’s Bicycle Route Network. The addition of Class I and T
‘bicycle facilities on Fremont Street would facilitate connections to Route 30 on Folsom Street and
the larger bicycle route network. Fremont Street also serves as a major off-ramp from 1-80 into
San Francisco and high vehicle speeds make Fremont Street a particularly challenging bicycling
environment. Finally, the nearby construction of the Transbay Terminal and planned residential
growth in this area necessitates an improved environment for bicyclists and ‘pedestrians: By
reducing lane width, dedicating more space for bicydlists, slowing vehicle speed, and improving
bicyclist visibility, bicycle lanes on Fremont Street will ensure that a growing number of
bicydlists can travel safely in this area. See below for more on the statement of overriding

consideration for Project 2-9.
Proj' ect 2-9: Howard Street Bicycle Lane, Embarcadero to Fremont Street, Option 1

In addition to the significant and unavoidable impact generated by the combination of Project
2-7 and Project 2-9 (as discussed above), Project 2-9 by itself results in a significant and

unavoidable intersection impact (Howard/Fremont) for both existing and cumulative conditions,.

as further detailed in the section on significant and unavoidable impacts. (See Impact #47-48.)
Even with this impact, the preferred project will benefit the City in that it would extend existing
bicycle lanes on Howard Street (Route 30) east to the Embarcadero. These new lanes would
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provide a needed connection between the Embarcadero and destinations west into SoMa. Bicycle
.ridership along the Howard Street corridor is also on the rise (47 percent increase at
11th/Howard since 2006), and this project would ensure additional safe connections for growing
numbers of riders. Finally, Route 30 will help to enhance regional transit connections for bicycle
riders due to its proximity to the Transbay Transit Terminal. -

Project 2-11: Market Street Bicycle Lanes, 17th Street to Octavia Boulevard, Mod. Opﬁon 1

This project is associated with a significant and unavoidable intersection impact
(Church/Market/14th Streets) in the cumulative condition. This project is also associated with a

significant and unavoidable loading impact (north side of Market Street near Noe Street) in both

the existing and cumulative conditions, as further detailed in the section on significant and

unavoidable impacts. (See Impact #49-51.) Notwithstanding these significant and unavoidable

impacts, the benefits of the preferred project outweigh these detriments because the project

creates continuous bicycle infrastructure on Market Street, the primary bicyclist connection .
to/from downtown and a major connector to local and regional transit services. Bicycle ridership

on Market Street during the P.M. peak has increased dramatically in recent years a 33 percent

increase at 11th/Market and a 31 percent increase at 5th/Market since 2006. At the same time, the

Market Street corridor.ranked first in the number of bicycle injury collisions from 2003 to 2007

with 179. By reducing lane width, slowing vehicle speed, and improving bicyclist visibility,

bicydle lanes on Market Street will ensure that a growing number of bicyclists can travel safely to

and from the downtewn core. '

Project 2-16: Townsend Bicycle Lanes, 8th Street to Embarcadero, Mod. Option 1

Numerous significant and unavoidable intersection and transit delay impacts accompany this
project as further detailed in the section on significant and unavoidable impacts. (See Impact #32
and #52-57.) These impacts, however, are balanced against the benefits of the preferred project
supporting a crucial element of the Bicycle Network along Townsend Street. As part of Bicycle
Route 36, Townsend Street provides a critical link from the Embarcadero west through SoMa, as
well as connections to numerous north-south bicycle routes to/from downtown and key
destinations in SoMa — the 4th. and King Caltrain station, AT&T Park, and the waterfront.
Townsend Street provides the most proximate east-west bicycle route to the 4th and King
Caltrain station and is essential to connecting bicydlists to regional transit services. Bicycle
ridership in this corridor has also increased substantially in recent years (a 39 percent increase at
2nd/Townsend since 2006). By reducing lane width, dedicating more space for bicyclists, slowing
vehicle speed, and improving bicyclist visibility, bicycle lanes on Townsend Street will ensure
that a growing number of bicyclists can’ travel safely to destinations in SoMa. The
abovementioned benefits outweigh the identified impacts of this project.

3

San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR, CEQA Findings (Revised) Page 129
3217 '



Project 3-2: Masonic Avenue Bicycle Lanes, Fell Street to Geary Boulevard, Preferred
Option not yet determined; Pro]ect 3-1: Fell Street and Masonic Avenue Intersection

Improvements

Project 3-2 by itself results in significant and unavoidable intersection and transit delay impacts
as further detailed in the section on significant and unavoidable impacts. (See Impact # 58-71.) In
addition, the combined design modifications of Project 3-2 and Project 3-1 generates a significant
and unavoidable intersection impact (Masonic/Fell) in the cumulative condition. Nevertheless,
this Project provides an important north-south connection between the Panhandle/Golden Gate
Park vicinity and Geary Boulevard, a primary east-west corridor in the western part of the City.
Masonic Avenue (Route 55) is a major north-south route for bicyclists and connects to several
east-west bicycle routes, as well as the University of San Francisco, a significant generator of -
bicycle trips. Bicycle ridership in this corridor is also on the rise, as the 2008 bicycle counts
revealed a 39 percent increase in bicyclists at Masonic Avenue and the Panhandle since 2006. The
presence and speed of vehicles in this area also presents a particularly challenging environment
for bicyclists. From 2003 to 2007, the Masonic Avenue Corridor ranked 10th in the number of
bicycle injury collisions, while the intersection of Fell Street and Masonic Avenue ranked 1st. By
reducing lane width, dedicating more space for blcychsts slowing vehicle speed, and improving
bicyclist visibility, bicycle lanes on Masonic Avenue will ensure that a growing number of

bicyclists can travel safely in this area.

Due to a high number of bicycle injury collisions and ’escalating safety concerns at the Fell Street
and Masonic Avenue intersection, Project 3-1 was granted relief from the Bicycle Plan injunction
and was implemented in September of 2008. As a result, Project 3-1 is not included in this

statement of overriding considerations.

Project 5-4: Bayshore Boulevard Bicycle Lanes, Cesar Chavez Street to Silver Avenue, Mod.
Option 1 ' '

This project is associated with a significant .and unavoidable loading impact (Bayshore
Boulevard between Cesar Chavez and Industrial Streets) for both the existing and cumulative
conditions, as further detailed in the section on significant and unavoidable impacts. (See Impact
#72-73.) Notwithstanding these significant and unavoidable irhpacts, the Project 5-4 is acceptable
because it promotes and encourages safe bicycling along this segment of the Bayshore Boulevard '
corridor and would fill a gap in the existing bicycle route network, providing a connection
between the Bayview, Mission, Potrero Hill and Portola neighborhoods. The new bicycle lanes
and sharrows on Bayshore Boulevard would greatly improve the north-south bicycle network in
this vital corridor, as well as enhance bicyclists’ links to numerous east-west bicycle routes. The
proximity of Route 25 to both the US-101 and I-280 freeways make Project 5-4 essential to
improving bicyclist safety The presence of and speed of vehicles in this corridor make it a
challenging environment for bicyclists. The dedication of exclusive street space to bicyclists will
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greatly improve bicyclist visibility, limit the number of conflicts with parked vehicles, and
reduce vehicle speeds. As a result, Project 5-4 is consistent with the City goal of improving road
conditions and safety for bicyclists.

Project 5-5: Cesar Chavez Bicycle Lanes, I-280 to US 101 Freeways, Mod. Option 1

This project is associated a significant and unavoidable intersection impact (Evans/Cesar
Chavez) in both the existing and cumulative conditions, as further detailed in the section on
significant and unavoidable impacts. (See Impact #74-75.) However, the preferred project
provides substantial City-wide benefit as it provides a critical east-west connection between
1-280 and US 101. vBicycle lanes on Cesar Chavez Boulevard (Route 60) would enhance
connections between Potrero Hill and the Mission neighborhood and help to overcome the
significant barrier presented by US 101. Route 60 also links with Route 525 and Route 68, which
connect to major destinations like S.F. General Hospital and China Basin. Bicycle lanes on Cesar
‘Chavez also would improve safety for bicyclists by increasing space dedicated to bicycle 1Iave1
and reducing traffic conﬂlcts in one of the more auto-oriented section of the City. '

Project 5-6: Cesar Chavez/26th Street Bicycle Lanes, Sanchez Street to US 101, Prefen'ed
Option not yet determined '

This project results in numerous significant and unavoidable intersection and tramsit delay
impacts as further detailed in the section on significant and unavoidable impacts. (See Impact
' #76-98.) Yet, even with such impacts, the Cesar Chavez bicyde segment serves as valuable
elements of the Bicycle Network As part of Bicycle Route 60, Cesar Chavez and 26th Street
provide a critical east-west route through the Bernal Heights and Mission neighborhoods.
Bicycle ridership in this corridor also has increased substantially in recent years (a 39 percent
increase at Cesar Chavez/Harrison since 2006). However, Cesar Chavez is one of the major
arteries that serve US 101. The prevalence and speed of vehicular traffic in this area has made
this corridor especially inhospitable to bicyclists and pedestrians. By reducing lane width,
dedicating more space for bicydlists, slowing vehide speed, -and improving bicyclist visibility,
. bicydle lanes on Cesar Chavez and 26th Street will ensure that a growihg number of bicyclists
can travel safely in this area. Finally, this Project supports larger City efforts to revitalize and
. transform the Cesar Chavez corridor into a more “liveable” nelghborhood that prioritizes
non-motorized travel and mvmng public spaces.

Project 5-13: San Bruno Avenue Bicycie Lanes, Paul Avenue to Silver Avenue, Preferfed
Option net yet determined '

This project has significant and unavoidable loading impacts (west side of San Bruno between
Paul and Silver Avenues) for Options 1 & 2 in both the current and cumulative conditions, as
further detailed in the section on significant and unavoidable impacts. (See Imapct #99-100.)
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Even with such impacts, the preferred project would create an important new segment to the
City’s Bicycle Route Network with multiple benefits. Bicycle lanes on San Bruno Avenue would
offer a new north-south connection between Route 70 on Silver Avenue and Route 5 on Paul
Avenue, thereby enabling bicyclists to access the nearby Caltrain stations with greater ease. The
addition of bicyde lanes also would facilitate more efficient use of roadway capacity and the
narrowed lanes in the southbound direction would slow vehicular speeds. By reducing lane
width, dedicating more space for bicyclists, slowing vehicle speed, and improving bicyclist
visibility, bicycle lanes on San Bruno Avenue will ensure that a growing number of bicyclists can

travel safely in this area.

Project 6-5: Portola Drive Bicycle Lanes, Corbeit Avenue to O’Shaughilessy Boulevard, Mod.
Option 1; Project 6-6: Portola Drive Bicycle Lanes, O’ Shaughnessy Boulevard/Woodside
Avenue to Sloat Boulevard/St. Francis Boulevard, Modified Option 2; Project 6-2: Clipper
Street Bicycle Lanes, Douglass Street to Portola Drive, Option 1

As a result of changes to project designs, Project 6-5 by itself is mot associated with any
significant or unavoidable impact. However, the combined design modifications of Project 6-5,
Project 6-6, and Project 6-2 produces a significant and unavoidable transit delay impact in the
cumulative condition, as further detailed in the section on significant and unavoidable impacts.
(See Impact #101-102.)-Nevertheless, Project 6-5 provides many benefits as Portola Drive is an
essential component to the City’s Bicycle Route Network. Portola Drive already serves as Bicycle
Routes. 50, 55, and 60 which conneet to Sloat Blvd., Clipper . Street, 17th Street, Market Street, and
Haight Street. Portola Drive also offers the primary flat route “through this topographically
challenging area of the City. By creating space specifically for bicyclists this project will greatly
enhance the environment for bicydlists, while reducing the conflicts associated with large
numbers of bicyclists riding on the sidewalk in this corridor. Motorists will also benefit from 8
additional parking spaces and a wider parking lane. By reducing lane width, dedicating more
space for bicyclists, slowing vehicle speed, and improving bicyclist visibility, bicycle lanes on
Portola Drive will ensure that a growing number of bicyclists can travel safely in this area. As a
result, this project's benefits will outweigh the environmental detriments cited above. :

The benefits of Project 6-6 also outweigh the impacts generatéd by its implementation. Project
6-6 serves as a necessary complement to Project 6-5. This project would promote and encourage
safe bicycling along this segment of Portola Drive and complete a gap in the existing bicycle -
route network along this important route, providing a connection between the Diamond
Heights, Saint Francis Wood, and West Portal neighborhoods. '

Finally, Project 6-2 it will close a gap on Route 60 of the B1cyde Route Network and offer
enhanced connectivity to numerous other routes (749/49/55/50) in the area. Clipper Street offers
the only east-west connection between Noe Valley and Portola Drive and is essential component
to ensuring that bicyclists can travel through the challenging topography of this neighborhood.
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Ridership in this area has also shown an increase in recent years (26 percent increase at Portola
and O’Shaughnessy since 2006) and this new infrastructure is essential to safely accommodating
new bicyclists. Thus, this project's benefits outweigh the identified environmental impacts.

Bicycle Plan and Long-Term Project Related Significant and linavoidab_le Impacts and |

Overriding Considerations

The following section addresses the Bicycle Plan-related and Long term project-related
significant and unavoidable impacts. Below is a list referring to the traffic, transit, and loading
impacts related to these approval actions. Such impacts are further detailed in the section on
significant and unavoidable impacts.

A. Plan-related Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

1. Bicycle Route Network Goals, Objectives and Action Items

a) Impact - TR-A1.1: Traffic, Transit and Loading Impacts (Impact #17)
b) Impact—TR-A1.2: Traffic, Transit and Loading Impacts (Impact #18) -
¢) Impact— TR-A1.4: Traffic, Transit and Loading Impacts (Impact #19)

2. General Plan Amendménts, Environmental Review, and Citywide Coordination Goals,
Objectives and Action Items |

a) Impact—TR-A7.1: Traffic, Transit and Loading Impacts (Impact #20)

b) Impact - TR-A7.3: Traffic, Transit and Loading Impacts (fImpact #21)

c) Impact - TR-A7.4: Traffic, Transit and Loading Impacts (Im.pact #22) -

3. Bicycle Funding Goals and Objectives -
a) Impact— TR-A8.1: Traffic, Transit and Loading Impacts (Impact #23)
| B. Long-Term‘Improvements-relatéd Significant and Unavoidable Iﬁpacts
1. Impact — TR-LTI: Traffic Impacts (Impact #103)
C 2 impact ~ TR-LT2: Transit Impacts (Imfact #104)
3. Impact - TR-LTS: Loading Impacts (Impacf #105)

Notwithstanding the significant and unavoidable impacts noted above related to the Plan and
Long-Term improvements, the Commission finds, after considering the Final EIR and based on
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substantial evidence in the record and as set forth elsewhere in these findings and herein, that .
specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations outweigh the
identified significant effects on the environment related to these actions. T ‘

1.

The 2009 Bicycle Plan and long-term improvements are necessary components to
ensuring that San Francisco becomes a world-class bicycling City for residents and
visitors alike. As bicycling continues to emerge in San Francisco as a preferred and safe
alternative transportation option, it will be essential for the City to continue to expand
and modify the Bicycle Route Network and respond to changes in demand for bicycling
infrastructure. These approval actions would enable the City to complete the bicycle
route network, close network gaps, refine and rationalize the bicycle route network, and
continue to improve bicyclist safety and riding experience.

Using bicycles instead of automobiles is considerably cheaper and often more effective.
Bicycles can be more effective for police enforcement wherever there is considerable
traffic congestion and at locations difficult to patrol by motor vehicle. Approval of the
Bicycle Plan would allow for better promotion of the use of bicycles by City employees‘
when attending meetings, performing field work, or conducting site inspections, as well
as the establishment and expansion of programs designed to prioritize adding bicydles to
the City's fleet whenever replacing or upgrading motor vehicles. :

A large number of the long-term improvements are planned for areas of the City that are
underserved by bicyding infrastructure, such as Mission Bay and Hunter’s Point. As
growth in the areas continues and planned development takes shape it is essential that
these long-term improvements be implemented to provide. existing and new residents

access to a safe transportation option.

. The long-term improvements at the Transbay Terminal will be essential to ensuring that
_bicyclists are able to access regional transit services. These long-term improvements will

enable commuters, visitors, and residents to reduce their number of automobile trips and
access parts of the region via safe, sustainable, and cost-effective transportation options.

Many of the long-term improvements have not been finalized and will be undergoing
significant levels of additional study. As these projects undergo further design and
envirormental study it is expected that some of the identified impacts will be addressed
through design changes or reduced to a less than significant level via mitigation.

Hévi.ng considered these specific Project benefits, including the overall benefits of bicycling
discussed above, the Commission finds that the Project’s benefits outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental effects are therefore
acceptable. The Commission further finds that easch of the Project benefits discussed above is a
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separate and independent basis for these finding, and for rejecting the alternatives as further
~ described in Section VI. '
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Exhibit 1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
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INTRODUCTION

This Executive Summary describes both the proposed Ordinance to amend the General Plan (see Exhibit
F) and the proposed Ordinance to-amend the Planning Code (See Exhibit G). The San Francisco-Planning
Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) will be-considering adoption of both Ordinances at the May 16,
2013 hearing. On August 9, 2012, the Commission initiated amendments to the Planning Code
requirements for bicycle parking. On April 4, 2013, the Commission initiated amendments to re-adopt the
previously adopted General Plan Amendments, including changes to the Transportation Element and the
Downtown Area Plan of the General Plan. As this Commission has previously adopted the same
amendments to the General Plan in 2009 (as further explained below), the bulk of this report will focus on
the new action: amending the Planning Code to create new bicycle requirements.

I. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS

The amendments to the General Plan include revisions to the Transportation Element, the Downtown
Area Plan, and corresponding revisions to the Land Use Index of the General Plan. These General Plan
Amendments were originally recommended by the Planning Commission to the Board of Supervisors for
_the Board’s approval on June 25, 2009 in Resolution 17914. On June 25, 2009 (in Resolution 17912), the
Planning Commission certified an environmental impact report (EIR) prepared for the 2009 Bicycle Plan,.
and (in Resolution 17913), adopted findings pursuant to CEQA, including a statement of overriding
considerations and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program. In August 2009, the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors adopted the recommended General Plan Amendments in Ordinance 188-09,
incorporating by reference the Planning Commission’s environmental findings in Resolution 17913. On
January 14, 2013, in Anderson v. City and County of San Francisco, A129910, the Californja Court of Appeal
found that the 2009 Bicycle Plan EIR complied with CEQA but that the findings adopted pursuant to the
- CEQA in connection with the General Plan Amendments did not adequately set forth the reasons for
rejecting as infeasible the alternatives identified in the EIR, and did not adequately discuss several
significant environmental impacts that cannot be rrﬂtigated. This action therefore re-adopts the previously
‘adopted General Plan Amendments as described above, with environmental findings modified to address
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the Court of Appeals concerns. The action only recommends re-adoption of the General Plan
Amendments previously adopted in Ordinance 188-09 with these modified environmental findings; no
other changes are proposed. The Commission initiated the re-adoption of these General Plan
Amendments on April 4, 2013. On May 7, 2013, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency re-
adopted the 2009 Bicycle Plan, with similarly modified environmental findings.

The following is a description of the General Plan Amendments (attached in full in Exhibit F) as noted in
the original Case Report from the 2009 hearing:

“Section 4.105 of the San Francisco Charter empowers the Planning Commission to
establish and update the City’s General Plan, and calls for the General Plan to contain
"goals, policies and programs for the future physical development of the City and
County of San Francisco.” The Charter calls for the Planning Commission to periodically
recommend for approval or rejection to the Board of Supervisors proposed amendments
to the General Plan, in response to changing physical, social, economic, environmental or -
legislative conditions. The proposed General Plan amendments are related to increasing
bicycle use and bicycle safety in San Francisco. The proposal would revise Objectives,
Policies, text, and figures/maps to the Transportation Element and the Downtown Area
Plan of the General Plan. Bicycle use in San Francisco and across the nation is increasing
-and the proposed amendment acknowledges the shifts in transportation modes. It would
revise the General Plan to encourage additional bicycle use, particularly in the downtown
and in other dense neighborhoods where parking is limited. The amendment call for
transit providers to allow bicycle users to also use transit to reach their destinations
where appropriate, and to encourage alternatives to single-occupant-vehicular use.
Although the General Plan already contains policies regarding bicycle use, more people
are using bicycles to reach their destinations in the City and throughout the region. '
Though the objectives, policies and figures were accurate at the time that the General
'Plan was published, they no longer accurately characterize increasing use of alternative
travel modes, including increased use of transit, bicyclé and walking.”

“The proposed General Plan amendments, if approved, would enable the Planning
Commission to recommend finding the 2009 Bicycle Plan, published by the San Francisco .
Municipal Transportation Agency, in conformity with the General Plan, incorporate the
2009 Bicydle Plan by reference into the General Plan, and to find individual bicycle
projects that are described in the Bicycle Plan and proposed to be implemented in the
short term, in-conformity with the General Plan to the extent such project fall within
Planning Commission jurisdiction. Long range projects and projects that the Bicycle Plan
does not describe in detail would require submittal to the Planning Department for
Environmental Review and General Plan referral determination(s). The General Plan
amendments also would revoke the 2005 General Plan amendments related to the 2005
Bicycle Plan, in accordance with the Superior Court’s directive.”

SAN FRANCISDO ) - 2
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II. PLANNING CODE AMENDMENTS

The proposed Ordinance would amend the San Francisco Planning Code (hereinafter “Code”) by (1)
repealing Sections 155.1 through 155.5 regarding bike parking requirements in their entirety; to revise the
bicycle parking standards; (2) renumbering Section 430 as Section 431 and adding a new Section 430 that
allows portions of bicycle parking requirements to be satisfied with an in lieu fee; (3) amending Section

145 to define bicycle parking as an active use; (4) amending Section 150 to allow conversion of automobile
parking to bicycle parking; and (5) amending Sections 102.9,, 155(j), 157.1, 249.46 and 307 to make
‘conforming changes. The Ordinance would also amend the San Francisco Environument Code Section 402
to revise cross-references to the Code. The Commission initiated these proposed amendments on August
9, 2012 and held an informational hearing on December 13, 2012. i

The Way It Is Now:

The bicycle parking requirements in the Code are currently spread across Sections 155.1-155.5 based on
ownership and use representing the order in which the Sections were added to the Code. The existing

Sections are organized as follows:
»  Section 155.1 City-Owned And Leased Buildings,
=  Section 155.2 City-Owned And Privately Owned Parking Garages,

"= Section 155.3 Shower Facilities And Lockers Required In New Commercial And Industrial
Buildings And Existing Buildings Undergoing Major Renovations,

»  Section 155.4 Bicycle Parking Required In New And Renovated Commercial Buildings, and
= Section155.5 Bicycle Parking Required For Residential Uses.

The Way It Would Be:

The proposed changes would organize bicycle parking controls thematically in an order similar to other

Code sections as follows:
= Secﬁoﬁ 155.1: Bicycle Parking: Definitions and Standards,
=  Section 155.2: Bicycle Parking: Applicability and Requirements for Specific Uses,
= Section 155.3: Bicydle Pafking: Requirements for Existing City-Owned and Leased Buildings and
Garages, ' ‘ .
= Section 155.4: Bicycle Parking: Requirerhents for Shower Facilities and Lockers,

=  Section 307 (k): Zoning Administrator (hereinafter “ZA)” Procedures for Bicycle Parking
Requirement Waivers, and

»  Section 430 : Bicycle Parking in Lieu Fee.

In addition, following modifications are being proposed:

S&K FRAKCISCO ) : 3
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. Section 145 Frontages, Outdoor Activity Areas, Walkﬁp Facilities, And Ground Floor Uses And
- Standards In Commercial, Residential-Commercial, Neighborhood Commercial, Mixed Use, And
Industrla.l Districts: amend to define bicycle parking as an active use,

. ,Sechon 150 Off-Street Parkmg And Loading Requirements.: amend to allow conversion of auto
parking to bicycle parking, and

* Section 305 Variances: amend to limit application for variance from bicycle parking only when
off-street automobile parking does not exist. -

A Zorung Administrator Bulletin would provide additional clarity on how the Department will
implement Section 155.2. Exhibit C illustrates a draft of the proposed Zoning Administrator Bulletin.
This is a document that will be published under the auspices of the Zoning Administrator after the
proposed Ordinance is finalized by the Board of Supervisors.

Background

As San Francisco’s economy grows, the transportation network endures more strains. The US Census
Bureau’s  American Community Survey (ACS) shows a 66% increase in bicycle commuters in San
Francisco from 2002 {2.1% of work trips) to 2010 (3.5% of work trips), third in the nation behind Portland,
Oregon (6%) and Seattle, Washington (3.5%) in ridership among major US cities. Other local surveys also
reflect increase in bicycle use. San Francisco MTA’s annual bicycde counts have more than doubled
between 2006 (4,862 riders) and 2011 (10,139) at sampled locations. Additionally, local surveys and traffic
modeling estimates show aboeut 75,000 bike trips are being made each day out of over 2 million total trips
by all modes (37%).

San Franciscans need higher quality and quantity bicyde infrastructure as they lean more towards
commuting by bicycles. Cities benefit from bicycling with regards to public health and economic
development. A study on Bicyding and Walking in the United States indicate that states with low obesity
rates have high levels of bicycling and walking rates. In'addition, this study highlights the economic
benefits of bicycling: “... communities that invest in these modes have higher property values, create new
jobs, and attract tourists. In addition, these communities save money by decreasing traffic congestion and
commute times and improving air quality and public health”!. SFMTA also lists the costs and benefits of
bicycling in comparison with other modes of transportation, which indicates high levels of benefits on -
public health and economic development (Exhibit A). When San Francisco made Valencia Street better for
bicydlists and pedestrians, nearly 40% of merchants reported increased sales and,60% reported more area
residents shopping locally due to reduced travel time and convenience. Two-thirds of merchants said the
increased levels of bicycling and walking improved business? A study in Portland also confirms such
findings. The Bureau of Transportation of the City of Portland found that merchants are interested in -
removing on-street car parking to replace them with on-street bicycle parking®. Such increasing demand
and interest towards bicycling instigates higher quality bicycle infrastructure including bicycle parking.

1 “Bicycling and Walking in the United States: 2012 Benchmarking Report”, Alliance for Biking and Walking, retrieved at

hittp://peoplepoweredmovement org/site/images/uploads/2012%20Benchmarking%20Report%20%20-%20Final %20Draft %20-

%20WEB.pdf on February 22, 2013.

2 “Complete Streets Spark Economic Revitzlization”,b National Complete Streets Coalition, retrieved at
http://www,smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/cs/factsheets/cs—revitalize.pdf on February 21, 2013.

“How Portland Benefits from Bicycle Transportation”. City of Portland Bu.reau of Transportation, retrieved at
htl:p o portlandoregon.gov/transportaﬁon/arhcle/371038 on February 22, 2013.
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Bicycle parking requirements were first adopted in San Francisco. in 1996 for City-owned and leased
buildings in San Francisco. These requirements were subsequently expanded on a piecemeal basis to City-
owned and privately owned garages in 1998, commercial and industrial uses in 2001, and residential uses

in 2005

The San Francisco Bike Plan adopted in 2009* set as one of its major goals to ‘ensure plentiful, high
quality bike parking’ in San Francisco. In order to achieve this goal, SFMTA has asked that the existing
Plarning Code be amended to better address bicycle parking. The plan identifies changes that would
expaﬁd and increase these requirements and also organize and consolidate the existing Code sections.
The proposed legislation would help implement many of these actions specified in the adopted San
Francisco Bike Plan. The re-adoption of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan does not propose any changes to
this policy or any other policy in this Plan and it would only re-adopt the Bike Plan with new
environmental findings. » '

Outreach and Engagement

The Commission initiated these proposed amendments on August 9, 2012. At the initiation hearing, the
Commission requested that the Department engage in additional outreach. Since the initiation hearing,
the Department has reached out to and consulted with many stakeholders including: San Francisco Bike
Coalition, Building Owners and Managers of San Francisco (BOMA), San Francisco Residential Building
Associations (RBA), Union Square CBD, Real Estate Department, Department of Environment, and
SFMTA. Staff received comments from many of these stakeholders. The participation process included

iterative revisions and coordination with these stakeholders.

" Research on Best Practices

Staff conducted further research on best practices of bicycle parking in comparable cities that have
comparable or higher rates of bicycle commute and share similar urban characteristics with San Francisco.
These cities include Portland, Vancouver, and New York, as well as the national standards established by
the Association of Pedestrian and Bicyclist Professionals. Exhibit B illustrates the detailed comparison of
bicycle parking require'ments based on parsing of uses in those cities. This comparison revealed that
existing bicycle parking requirements in San Francisco need significant revisions. These best practic