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FILE NO. 140015 RESOLUTION NO.

[Electric Service Agreement - Public Utilities Commission - Transbay Project]

Resolution authorizing the Public Utilities Commission’s General Manager to enter into

an Electric Service Agreement with the Transbay Joint Powers Authority for the Public

Utilities Commission to be the primary provider of electric service to the Transbay
Project beginning January 2014 and ending January 2017; and making findings

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.
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Electric Service Agreement

WHEREAS, On December 10, 2013, in Resolution 13-0193 the PUC authorized the
General Manager of the PUC to execute the Electric Service Agreement (ESA) with the

Executive Director of TJPA, subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors, and to approve

necessany chanees.tothe.ESAthatdnnatwaicrialbealise thabalanss aihgeefits and hurdens |
necessary mitigation depending upon what is proposed? Are the mitigation
concerns sufficient to dea) with camulative impacts? S

It is pot only that this EIR/EIS document does not specify how to pay for mitigations, this
document doesn’t say what the needed mitigations are (as the document should have
done in Chapters V and VI). For example, this document cites traffic impacts as
immitigable and, yet, does not acknowledge the impact of unmitigated traffic impacts on
the cost of doing business or living in this area. The document does not cite other
economic and environmental mitigation needs of adjacent business and residential uses
that now exit or would be exacerbated or be created by the project. Vaguely, this
document says that there may be an examination of these issues after the approval of this
document. Mitigation is an essential component of an EIR; without identification of
mitigation need and mitigation measures, this document is not certifiable.

Mitigation revenue resources appears almost solely dependent on project internal
subsidies from tax increments. Tax increments, alone, are the least advantageous means
of repaying public investment for this high environmental impact.

Almost a third of redevelopment increments are directed by law to go to school
districts off the top. Secondly, the inflationary cap on increments is 2%; that
means that the value ofa dolfar now will be only $0.50 later given normative rates
of inflation. It also means that developers receiving tax increment assistance now
will be paying off that assistance 10 years from now will do so with dollars worth
half as much. ‘ : :

To provide adequate long-term mitigation revenues, I strongly suggest the project
use of ground rents from public land ewnership underlying the entire
redevelopment project as the best means of paying (a) for the project, (b) mitigating
environmental design and social impacts and, (c) controlling future design and
development. The reasons are: -

1. Market rate development prospects remain relatively high despite a national
economic downturn. Mid-level and high-end rents in the City continued to

inflate above 10% last year. A ground rent of a normative 3% on the value of
development would only add) 0.5% to the operators’ annual cost of a project,

to the City from the agreement; and

WHEREAS, A copy of the ESA is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in
File No. 140015 , and is hereby declared to be a part of this resolution as if set forth fully

herein; and

WHEREAS, The ESA provides that the City, through PUC, will be the primary provider
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WHEREAS, The ESA will become effective upon execution by the City and TJPA and
electric service will continue indefinitely unless terminated as provided in Section 10 of the

ESA; and
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of what you’ve heard) v

2. Ground rents (G.R) remain in constant dollars enlike tax increment dollars.
They will still be worth a real dollar years from now.
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significant effects; no substantial Changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances
under which the project would be undertaken that would require revisions of the Final EIS/EIR
due to new or substantially increased significant effects; and there has been no discovery of
new information of substantial importance that would trigger or require major revisions of the
Final EIS/EIR due to new or substantially increased effects; and |

WHEREAS, The PUC, acting as a responsible agency under California Public
Resources Code Section 21069 for purposes of this action, has reviewed the environmental
determinations of the TJPA ahd other entities, and affirmed those findings in Resolution 13-
0193 on December 10, 2013; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors authorizes the Public Utilities Commission
General Manager to‘ enter into the Electric Service Agreement with the Executive Director of
the Transbay Joint Powers Authority, substantially in the form of the agreement filed with the
Clerk, pursuant to San Francisco Charter section 9.118; and, be it -

FURTHER 'RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors authorizes the General

Manager, in consultation with the City Attorney, to amend the ESA as necessary to

“accomplish'the objectives of the Electric Service Agreement, to the extent that such

amendment or modification does not materially change the balance 6f benefits and burdens of
the Electric Service Agreement to the City; and, be it
- FURTHER RESOLVED, That within thirty (30) days of the agreeme-nt being fully

executed by ail parties, the General Manager of the Public Utilities Commission shall provide
the Electric Service Agreement to the Clerk of the Board for-inclusion in the official file; and,
be it | |

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered
the EIS/EIR, and the Addenda; and adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully set
forth herein the Board of Supervisors, TJPA, Redevelopment Agency, and PUC Resolutions

Supervisor Kim '
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 4
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referenced above, including the CEQA Findings, the MMRP and the Statement of Overriding
Considerations, which are a part of the record before the Board of Supervisors; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors finds that this approval of the
Electric Service Agreement is within the scope of the Project and activities evaluated in the
EIS/EIR and Addenda, and with regard to the actions contemplated in the Electric Service
Agreement, the SFPUC has not identified any feasible alternative or additional feasible
mitigation measures with‘in its powers that would substantially lessen or avoid any significant
effect the Project would have on the envifonment; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That th‘e Board of Supervisors finds that since the EIS/EIR
was finalized, there have been no substantial Projecf chénges and no substantial changes in

Project circumstances that would require major revisions to the EIS/EIR due to the

invnlvomant afogyusianificant avuiranmanfal affante oy an.inrraaca in tha covariby nf
variety of heights, mass, texture, and style. Please not another Embarcadero Center One,
Two, Three, Four!
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

City-and County of San Francisco

RESOLUTION NO. 13-0193

WHEREAS, The Transbay Joint Powers Authority (“TJPA”), a historic collaboration of
San Francisco Bay Area governments, including the City and County of San Francisco (“the
City”) and public transportation agencies, is constructing a new multi-modal regional
transportation center (“Transit Center”), a downtown rail extension, bus ramps, bus storage
facility, and related facilities in San Francisco (“Transbay Project”); and

WHEREAS, The Transbay Project will benefit the City and the public by providing
construction and other jobs, adding to the gross regional product, increasing property values in
-+ the vicinity of the Transit Center, and adding new open space to the area, while making the Bay
Area more transit friendly on an energy efficient basis; and

WHEREAS, The TIPA wishes to procure reliable, economic, and clean electric service
from the City for the Transbay Project; and '

WHEREAS, Pursuant to City Charter Section 16.101 and Administrative Code Article
99, the City has the authority and adopted a policy to supply electricity through SFPUC where
feasible to all new City developments; and ' '

WHEREAS, The City, through SFPUC, shall be the primary provider of electric power
service to the Transbay Project and provide the Transbay Project reliable electric services, 100

LT PIROFIFETeS ~F 5 ﬁ’t\ﬁmird‘l‘Ll ALy ARG T LA LR LA -uu. \—uu. e anlhd
TransBay terminal makes good sense from a planning viewpoint. It also
improves the economics and feasibility of the terminal, and reduces

potential taxpayer liabilities.

- s

(4) - There exists a question in my mind as to whether there is sufficient _
redundancy and capacity in the efficient and compact TransBay design to
accommodate accicf::nts and equipment failures without undue delays.
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WHEREAS, The EIS/EIR, thc Addenda, and related files have been made available for
review by the SFPUC and the public, and are available through the TIPA at 201 Mission Street,
Suite 2100, San Francisco, CA 94103, which is the custodian of records; and

WHEREAS, The TJPA Board, by Resolution 04-004 adopted on April 22, 2004, the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors, by Resolution No. 612-04 adopted on September 28, 2004, and
the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, by Resolutions Nos. 11-2005 and 19-2005 adopted
on January 25, 2005, approved various actions related to the Transbay Project, and adopted
findings pursuant to CEQA, including adopting mitigation measures that eliminate or

" this measure on Thursday, December 12 002" béitre skpeding $10rul by 20 ac.
extensive studies, I hope you instead determine, with the additional information that you have
" before you, that alternative sites should be considered instead.

e Traffic to and from the proposed bus storage would have a significant impact on the already
burdened Third Street and Fourth Street corridors. '

Alternative location for the Bus Storage Facility.

e Those buses that don’t need frequent access to the Transbay Terminal should be stored ina
more industrial area, away from residences and high-density office use. Alternatively, they
should be put into circulation in Marin, the East Bay and San Francisco to make a more
frequent and efficient bus service (see paragraph below on “Bus Rapid Transit”).

e  The buses that do need access to the Terminal shonld be stored in or closer to the Terminal.
One option would be to use the 2 lots on both sides of Howard St. at Beale under the bus ramp.
There is substantially more height clearance at this location and it is much closer tothe
Transbay Terminal.

o Alternatively, the bus storage could be designed into one of the adjacent re-development
projects or into the Terminal itself.

e Traffic in the South of Market area would be much less impacted by a bus storage site closer to
the terminal. . ' :
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FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby authorizes the General Manager
of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to execute an Electric Service Agreement with
the Executive Director of the Transbay Joint Powers Authoﬁty in substantially the form of the
agreement attached to this resolution, for an amount not to exceed $8,168,200, subject to
approval by the Board of Supervisors pursuant to Charter Section 9.118; and be it,

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission authorizes the General Manager to
submit the agreement to the Board of Supervisors for its approval; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission authorizes the General Manager to
approve necessary changes to the agreement that do not materially alter the balance of benefits
and burdens to the City from the agreement and to direct PUC staff to take actions necessary to
implement the agreement.

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities
Commission at its meeting of December 10, 2013.

Menne \Adgnl

Secretary, Public Utilities Commission
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- contents of the Final EIS/EIR and the procedures through which it was prepared, publicized,

EIS/EIR, the Draft Summary of Comments and Responses, revisions to the draft EIS/EIR, and
related documents. A copy of the Final EIS/EIR is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File
No. 041079 and is incorporated herein by reference; and

WHEREAS, On April 22, 2004, in Motion No. 16773, the Commission found that the

and reviewed complied with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (Cal.
Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq. ['CEQA"])), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal.
Code of Regulations Title 14, sections 15000 et seq. ["CEQA Guidelines"]), and Chapter 31 of
the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"); and | | |
WHEREAS, By Motion No. 167783, the Commission also found that the Final EIS/FEIR
reflected its independent judgment and analysis and was adequate, accurate, and objective,
and certified the Final EIR in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31,
Motion No. 16773 is on file wi‘_[h the Clerk of the Board in File No. 040616 and is .incc-)rporated
by reference; and | | ' K
WHEREAS, On April 22, 2004, in Resolution No. 2004-11, the JPB also certified Vthe

Final EIR and made findings similar to those of the Commission in regard to CEQA and the

CFOA Guidelines _Mnfion No  1R772is.an filauwith tha Qlerk of thaRaard in Gila Ma nanpae |

cancer in laboraﬁory animals, and two studies of railroad workers
show that it causes cancer in humans as well. As a result of this
determination, the National Institute for Occupational Safety and -
Health (NIOSH} has issued a special publication, CARCINOGENIC
EFFECTS OF EXPOSURE TO DiESEL EXHAUST, offering this
recommendation: "As prudent public health policy, employers
should assess the conditions under which workers may be exposed
to diesel exhaust and reduce exposures to the lowest feasible
limits." Citizens may reasohably ask: if NIOSH believes workers
should not be exposed to diesel exhaust because of the cancer
hazard, can health officials in other parts of government believe
that the general public should continue to be exposed to diesel
exhaust? Taken in this light, risk assessments that discuss‘only

the traffic hazards associated with a facility are missing the



O O 0 N ® O A& W DN =

- ek
-t

a
J

Project within its jurisdiction. Resolution No, 04-004 is on file with the Clerk of the Board in
File No. 041079 and is incorporated by reference; and

WHEREAS, On June 15, 2004, at a duly noticed hearing concerning appeals of the
Commission certification of the Final EIR, this Board affirmed the Commission’s certification of

- the Final EIR and rejected the appeals in Motion No. 04-87. Motion No. 04-67 is on file with

the Clerk of the Board in File No. 040629 and is incorporated by reference; and

WHEREAS, The Final EIS/EIR files and other Project-related Planning Départment
files aré available for review by this Board of Supervisors and the public. The Planning
Department files are available at 1660 Mission Sireet. Those files are part of the record
before this Board of SupeNisors and ére incorporated by reference; now, thei'efore, be it

RESOLVED, That this Board of Supervisors finds on the basis of substantial evidence

R “ﬂb&dé’%ﬂM’ Air ot dhode (Al aaallic mtm e e e L e Ea e o,
1986-1988, five long-term animal studies, and two epidemiologic
§tudies of humans, all concluded that exposure to diesgl exhaust
causes lung cancer. As a result, NIOSH reversed itself and in

August, 1988, issued a special "current intelligence bulletin” to
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from those in the Final EIS/EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on
the environment; and, be it
| FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reviewed and considered the

Final EIS/EIR and hereby adopts the Environmental Findings in Attachment A, which includes

- rejection of Project alternatives, adoption of mitigation measures, and approval of a statement

nf muvarriding raneidaratinne in ronard tn sinnifinant ninoasidal

current laws mandate
gh':u; courtesy Dalmier Chrysier

STAPPA and ALAPCO have
joined major health and
environmental groups in
urging EPA to issue tough new
diesel standards. Among their
recommendations, the groups said EPA should set an extremely
strict national limit on the amount of sulfur in diesel fuel - capping
sulfur at less than 15 parts per million - by no later than mid-2006.
The groups also want an intermediate cap of 30 parts per million to
take effect by 2004.

http://ens.lycos.com/ens/mar2000/2000L-03-15-07 html 9/6/2002
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FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Director of Planning in his letter dated August ,
2004, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 041079,

friinA_that tha acanicifian_af tho Pronoadi.d IS j hy

diesel fuel and related products.

"EPA's proposal for diesel sulfur is likely to reduce the supply of
diesel fuel as well as heating oil and even gasoline,” the letter said.
"It is our understanding that the EPA proposal calls for a reduction of
the onroad diesel sulfur cap from 500 parts per mitlion {ppm) to 15
ppm in 2006. The proposed cap and timeframe are in excess of what

~ is feasible or advisable from either an energy supply or
environmental standpoint.”

STAPPA and ALAPCO also want the EPA to set tough standards for
diesel soot and smog-forming nitrogen oxide emissions from new
trucks and buses by 2007. Emissions could be reduced by at least
90 percent through use of low-sulfur fuel and advanced exhaust
emission controls, they noted.

STAPPA and ALAPCO
want emissions
reductions for
construction
equipment as well

http://ens lycos.comens/mar2000/2000L-03-15-07 htmi o 9/6/2002
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RECOMMENDED:

P U] S

‘efiérgy efTicient orucks, ranging wom PICKUP TrUCKS/SPOTT UGty
vehicles to eighteen wheelers. Seven teams from the industry will
join the DOE to develop clean energy technologies that will make
trucks cieaner, more fuel efficient, and promote the use of
alternative fuels.

*The research partnerships between the federal government and the
private sector are critical to reducing America's reliance on imported
oil, maintaining economic viability of our industries, and improving
air quality,"” said Energy Secretary Bill Richardson. "With projections
indicating that trucks will use twice as much fuel as cars by 2020, it
is critical that we look to improve fuel efficiency and clean energy
technologies.”

About $5 million will be awarded this fiscal year. Three teams will
develop hybrid propulsion systems utilizing a natural gas engine

an electric powertrain for buses and urban duty trucks, such as
delivery vans and heavy-duty vehicles. The teams will match DOE
funding dollar for dollar. Four other research teams from industry
will develop advanced components to reduce the fuel consumption
and emissions from truck diesel engines. Because these projects are
considered more risky, these teams will spend $3 for every dollar
granted by DOE.

Becker noted that dozens of human epidemiological studies have
found a link between diesel soot and lung cancer. STAPPA/ALAPCO's
nationwide cancer projection "is an extremely conservative figure,”
using a method similar to that used by regulators in California to
estimate diesel-related cancers there, he noted.

*In fact, the actual number of cancers could easily be ten times
higher,” Becker said, adding that "the important thing to keep in
mind is that we are facing a cancer risk - a risk we cannot avoid

http://ens.lycos.com/ens/mar2000/2000L-03-15-07 .htm] 9/6/2002
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* Under TIPA-Commission-Besoldtion No.

Supervisor Daly
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Candelly

Page 7
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. . City Hall
City and County of San Francisco L Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

; San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Tails

Resolution

File Number: 041079 Date Passed:

Resolution authorizing acquisition of Lots 45A, 48, 53, and 54 in Assessor's Block 3721 in San -
Francisco by Eminent Domain for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown
Extension/Redevelopment Project; adopting environmental findings under the California
Environmental Quality Act, State Guidelines, and Administrative Code Chapter 31; and adopting
findings under the General Plan and City Planning Gode Section 101.1,

August 17, 2004 Board of Supervisors — CONTINUED

Ayes: 9 - Alioto-Pier, Ammiano, Flsbernd, Gonzalez, Ma, Maxwell, McGoldrick,
Peskin, Sandoval
Noes: 2 - Daly, Dufty

September 21, 2004 Board of Supervisors — CONTINUED

Ayes: 8 - Alioto-Pier, Elsbernd, Gonzalez, Ma, Maxwell, McGoldrick, Peskin,
Sandoval
Noes: 3 - Ammiano, Daly, Dufty

September 28, 2004 Board of Supervisors — ADOPTED

Ayes: 11 - Alioto-Pier, Ammiano, Daly, Dufty, Elsbernd, Gonzalez, Ma, Maxwell,
McGoldrick, Peskin, Sandoval

City and County of San Franciscoe 1 ' ‘ - Printed at 9:32 AM on 9/29/04



File No. 041079 ' I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution
was ADOPTED on September 28, 2004 by
the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco.

[ /""_ie/?‘\
) lox(ia._L,demg/)
erk of the Bogrd
' o~
Oc,LaLe( ?" 'ZOOL{ . mpanr =T "\\\
Date Approved / \é\/[ayor Gavin Newsom
File No. 041079
City and County of San Francisco 2 . Printed at 9:32 AM on 9/29/04
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525 Golden Gate Avenue, 13th Floor

S a n I:ra n C D CO San Francisco, CA 94102
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Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ‘ TTY 415.554.3488

TO: Supervisor Jane Kim
FROM: Erin Hagan, Policy and Government Affairs Manager
DATE: January 07, 2014

SUBJECT: Resolution Authorizing the Public Utilities Commission’s
General Manager to Enter into an Electric Service

Anlllnnmgng_ll-,---al'l- (] Py o™ A..ab s,

.
thaabrcaa' aed nicaddR g~ -

Email the Environment Editor

© Environment News Service (ENS) 2000. Al Rights Reserved. .
web site production by HC Studios

Get your personalized Lycos news here.

» Lycos Worldwide  © Copyright 2000, Lycos, inc. All Rights Reserved. Lycos® is a registered trademark of Carnegie Melion University.
About Terra Lycos | Help | Jobs | Advertise | Business Development

Your usa of this website constitutes acceptance of the Lycos Natwork Privacy Policy and Terms & Conditions »

HEIGHT=38

http://ens.lycos.com/ens/mar2000/2000L-03-15-07 html 9/6/2002

291






Transbay Joint Powers Authority Electric Service Agreement -
Accompanying Documents Pt. 1
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unacceptable levels. I am hoping that this will get your attention and that we will be able
to halt all further forward motion on this proposal

I'was quite dismayed to discover that not only did we not receive a copy of the EIR as
requested, but in reviewing a Stillman Street neighbor’s copy, Stiliman and Perry Streets
- were completely absent, with the exception of a brief mention of noise pollution from the
proposed bus storage. We raised these issues at the April 4, 2001, Scoping Meeting.
Why weren’t these issues evaluated in the EIR?

Although we are concerned with noise pollution, we are also greatly concerned with the
impact of diesel fumes on air quality, the dissolution of all parking between 2 and 4%
Streets in the established lots. I think it is important to note, these parking lots were
listed in the Pac Bell Ballpark EIR as important to that facility. Also the greatest
concentration of commercial development, hence parking demand, is on Second Street.
In conclusion we are concerned and suspicious of the desire to push through this proposal
without exhausting other alternatives. '

We have distributed petitions to our concerned friends and neighbors and these shall be
returned to you as soon as all signatures are in. Letters are also forthcoming.

YT 4 4 o~ - - e S . al




PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
City and Cou,nty of San Francisco

RESOLUTION NO. 13-0193

WHEREAS, The Transbay Joint Powers Authority (“TJPA”), a historic collaboration of
. San Francisco Bay Area governments, including the City and County of San Francisco (“the
City”) and public transportation agencies, is constructing a new multi-modal regional
transportation center (“Transit Center”), a downtown rail extension, bus ramps, bus storage
facility, and related facilities in San Francisco (“Transbay Project”); and

- WHEREAS, The Transbay Project will benefit the City and the public by providing
construction and other jobs, adding to the gross regional product, increasing property values in
the vicinity of the Transit Center, and adding new open space to the area, while making the Bay
Area more transit friendly on an energy efficient basis; and

WHEREAS, The TIPA wishes to procure reliable, economic, and clean electric service
from the City for the Transbay Project; and

WHEREAS, Pursuant to City Charter Section 16.101 and Administrative Code Article
99, the City has the authority and adopted a policy to supply electricity through SFPUC where
feasible to all new City developments; and_ :

WHEREAS, The City, through SFPUC, shall be the primary provider of electric power
service to the Transbay Project and provide the Transbay Project reliable electric services, 100
percent greenhouse gas (GHG) free electricity, up to $2-million in energy efficiency incentives,
and capital and operational costs savings; and

WHEREAS, Preparation for provision of electric service is anticipated to begin in
January 2014 and end in January 2017. Permanent electric services are anticipated to begin in
January 2017; and

WHEREAS, The Transit Center requires permanent electric service for the
commissioning of equipment by early-2017 and its grand opening October 2017; and

WHEREAS, The estimated cost of services and funds for this agreement in the amount
~EfS A8 TURdWING Loilahka s, <hm wimen =8 st f B g

estion of a bus storage facility across the street from the

| disagree strongly with the sugg
Clockfiower. Li%erally, it seems, hundreds of buses may be stored there. The EIR does not

adequately address the issue of pollution (noise, fumes, particulate matter) that will rgsult
from these buses being stuffed under the freeway ramps in that area. Clocktower re_sndents
are not the only people living in the area: there are residences on Stillman and Harrison

Streets, | believe, that would be affected as well.

Even more woefully inadequate is the discussion of resulting traffjc problems wffnchh can be
expected from ferrying buses to and from the new tran§bay terminal. Sevgral of the L ER
intersections in the area are already “worse case scenario” at .peak trafﬁc times (see the |
for the Giants’ stadium and the EIR for some proposed high rises also in this same genera |
area). | can tell you from firsthand experience that peak traffic times go W%'II beyon.d It_‘yplc]:'at
rush hour scenarios now, including weekends. There are “horn concertos” many nights o







WHEREAS, The EIS/EIR, the Addenda, and related files have been made available for
review by the SFPUC and the public, and are available through the TIPA at 201 Mission Street,
Suite 2100, San Francisco, CA 94105, which is the custodian of records; and

WHEREAS, The TJPA Board, by Resolution 04-004 adopted on April 22, 2004, the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors, by Resolution No. 612-04 adopted on September 28, 2004, and
the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, by Resolutions Nos. 11-2005 and 19-2005 adopted
on January 25, 2005, approved various actions related to the Transbay Project, and adopted
findings pursuant to CEQA, including adopting mitigation measures that eliminate or
substantially lessen potentially significant effects, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP), and a Statement of Overriding Considerations (together “CEQA Findings™),
and those CEQA Findings are incorporated herein by this reference; and

WHEREAS, The TIPA Board, by Resolution adopted on November 14, 2013, found that
the Electric Service Agreement is within the scope of the EIS/EIR, including Addenda 1-6
wnere Is the study Showing what the cumulation of that'and the proposed mega-project now
before you (and the proposed three- and four-hundred foot towers just blocks away) will be?
What happens when each EIR says such-and-such intersections are already at maximum
traffic degradations but makes little or no reference to the combination of all these proposals?

Discussion in the EIR is totally lacking about what happens to access to the Clocktower
garage when our block of Second Street is “closed” (this is not a “delivery entrance,” as
mentioned in the report).

A few other comments, even though outside the purview of the EIR:

Where is the money coming from for this 2-billion dollar project (the state budget deficit
currently looks to be over $30 billion and the federal deficit is soon to follow this steep,

upward curve, what with war and tax cuts)?

How many people does Caltrain actually move and do the projections for increased
ridership, even if to be believed, justify a project of this magnitude now?

I believe the EIR needs substantial work yet.

Very truly yours,

ARTHUR L. MEADER, IlI
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FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby authorizes the General Manager
of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to execute an Electric Service Agreement with
the Executive Director of the Transbay Joint Powers Authority in substantially the form of the
agreement attached to this resolution, for an amount not to exceed $8,168,200, subject to
approval by the Board of Supervisors pursuant to Charter Section 9.118; and be i,

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission authorizes the General Manager to
submit the agreement to the Board of Supervisors for its approval; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission authorizes the General Manager to
approve necessary changes to the agreement that do not materially alter the balance of benefits
and burdens to the City from the agreement and to direct PUC staff to take actions necessary to
implement the agreement.

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities
Commission at its meeting of December 10, 2013,

Monre \Adosef ~

Secretary, Public Utilities' Commission
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where the buses can be housed. Let me guess: the Powers That Be didn‘t want these
pollution-spillers in their backyard(s) so why not foist them off on hapless residents in the
area (there are residents on Stillman and other parts of Second Street as well as Clocktower
people that will be affected). | say why not nestle these babies right next to the Gap
headquarters or under the Charles Schwab building. You won‘t convince me that those
locations aren’t as practical or more so than your apparent choice.

Thanks also for the extensive advance notification. At least with projects such as the Third
Street rail line | get periodic mailers,which are very helpful. | have yet to hear peep one from
your office or any other agency involved in this deal.

Please reconsider this ill-advised proposal.

Very truly yours,

ME& mo
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- contents of the Final EIS/EIR and the procedures through which it was prepared, publicized,

~ and reviewed complied with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (Cal.

EIS/EIR, the Draft Summary of Comments and Responses, revisions to the draft EIS/EIR, and
related documents. A copy of the Final EIS/EIR is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File
No. 041079 and is incorporated herein by reference; and

WHEREAS, On April 22, 2004, in Motion No. 16773, the Commission found that the

Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq. ["CEQA")), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal.
Codé of Regulations Title 14, sections 15000 et seq. ['CEQA Guidelines"]), and Qhapter 31 of
the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"); and

WHEREAS, By Motion No. 16773, the Commission also found that the Final EIS/FEIR

reflected its independent judgment and analysis and was adequate, accurate, and objective,

anrt rartifiad tha Final FIR in rnmnliancrawith PENA tha MAENA Cuidalinan and Ohamiar D4 |

November 24, 2002
Page 3

feet but provides 240,000 square feet of space on each floor. In this example, the proposed
Transbay Terminal is approximately 60% less efficient than the more compact terminal in terms
of the interior floor space created per foot of exterior wall. This of course leads to large
differences in construction cost per square foot, particularly in this case where the proposed
exterior wall treatment is very expensive. '

The existing site is also a difficult place to put a rail terminal. At a width of 165 feet, the
new terminal will accommodate only six train platforms. Moreover, the terminal can only be
accessed on tight 500-foot radius curves and does not have room for straight platforms in excess
of approximately 1000 feet. This presents problems for California's High Speed Rail Authority
which has requested tracks with a radius of at least 650 feet on all curves and station platforms at
least 1300 feet in length. The proposed terminal site is at best 2 marginal fit for high-speed rail,
and clearly provides no expansion space for new rail service from the East Bay and beyond. As
the Draft Report indicates, in the long run the large majority of terminal patrons will be train
riders, especially when rail service to the East Bay becomes available. Unfortunately, the

proposed design calls for an enormous investment in facilities for bus riders and comparatively
little investment for rail passengers.

Finally, reusing the old terminal site adversely impacts the Project’s development
prospects. The old terminal site along Mission street has the hi ghest development potential
because height limits in that area are 400 to 500 feet providing the greatest density and value for
development. However, the proposed terminal design precludes most development along
Mission Street. Instead, the Draft Report proposes a substantial change in San Francisco’s
zoning, moving high rise development two blocks south along Folsom Street:






Project within its jurisdiction. Resolution No. 04-004 is on file with the Clerk of the Board in

File No. 041079 and is incorporated by reference; and

WHEREAS, On June 15, 2004, at a duly noticed hearing concerning appeals of the

_ - TTTTTITY T sesvaan g W prag 4w WUAW WWALLLILLGL.

Advantages of Main/Beale Site

The City and the Citizens Advisory Committee originally chose the Main/Beale site
because it has several important advantages. One of the most obvious is that itis a largely
vacant site on which a new terminal can be quickly constructed while the old terminal stays in
operation. This eliminates the need to build a temporary terminal and ramp for use while the old
terminal is tom down and rebuilt, thereby saving considerable time and tens of millions of
dollars in construction cost. Most important, it is an efficient site on which to locate a new
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from those in the Final EIS/EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on
the environment; and, be it
FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reviewed and considered the

Final EIS/EIR and hereby adopts the Environmental Findings in Attachment A, which includes

- rejection of Project aiternatives, adoption of mitigation measures, and approval of a statement

of overriding considerations in regard to significant unavoidable impacts. Attachment A also

includes Exhibits 1 (Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measures) and 2 (Transbay Terminal Project

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program); and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Project fulfills the mandates of various local and
State laws including San Francisco’s Proposition H-Downtown Caltrain Station (November
1999), Proposition K-San Francisco Transportation Sales Tax (November 2002), California
Public Resources Code Section 5027.1 (a), and California Stréets and Highways Code

Sections 2704.04 (b) and 30914 (c), all of which concern reconstruction of the Transbay

e - 3 e - -~
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Conclusion

AC Transit's position is that it likes the current Transbay Terminal and sees no urgent
need for change, except for a seismic upgrade to be paid for by the State. If forced to move, AC
Transit will only approve a new facility that meets all its demands regardless of cost - a Taj
Mahal for buses. The result is an enormous white elephant that is neither functional nor
financeable, which is perhaps the outcome intended by AC Transit from the outset. Fortunately,
the environmental review laws that apply to the Project do not permit AC Transit to play dog-in-
the-manger and frighten away competing alternatives with lawsuits and similar behavior.
Instead, federal and state regulations require the consideration of all viable alternatives as a
precondition to project approval. We therefore request the Alternative be fully evaluated prior to

completion of the final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the
Project.

Sincerely,

T

Oliver L. Holmes
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FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Director of Planning in his letter dated August ,
2004, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 041079,
found that the acquisition of the Property is consistent with the City’s General Plan and with
the Eight Priority Policies of City Planning Code Section 101.1; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED That the Board of Supervisors now adopts as its own and
incorporates by reference the Director of Planning's findings of conmstency with the City's

I mr ~e hf\
(‘nne;al Dl'ar? &J{-hee ohmnr“—: Dnlmmo nf Nk Dianni n“n rranusco, LA’\MIJ n-1 1. A HY

- . 415.780.7788 | fax 415.788.7858
Public Relations and Public Affairs www.solem.com | solemB@soiem.com

February t, 2002

Mr. Jerome Wiggins

Transit Planner

Federal Transit Administration
201 Mission Street, Suite 2210
San Francisco, CA 94105

‘Dear Jerome,

It was good to talk with you briefly by phone today. I'm glad you received the booklet about the
New Alternative for replacing the Transbay Terminal which we sent you last week.

If you have any questions, please feel free to give me a call.

S ely,

Executive Vice Preside

nt
Corporate Affairs







RECOMMENDED:

@on rdachs 4 Daco

DIVl rLl.l

DUANE MORRIS LLP

ONE MARKET, SPEAR TOWER, SUITE 2000 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1104 PHONE: 415.371.2200 FAX:415.371.2201
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 Under TIPA-Commission Resafition No, _ O - o ¥,

Supervisor Daly
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 7
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Page 1

R At R L Lt

impact7ché buildings nearby, andI hobe there is some brovision for a through power
washing and or painting of 246 Second after the project is completed, as I am sure its
appearance will be adversely affected by the construction dirt and debris.

I understand that state-of-art buildi'ng techniques will be used. However, I am concerned
that all the digging and impact so near our building may weaken its foundation and
potentially cause some problems during an earthquake. I hope the city is fully aware of the

December 17, 2002
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. ) City Hall
Clty and County of San Francisco 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Tails

Resolution

File Number: 041079 Date Passed:

Resolution authorizing acquisition of Lots 45A, 46, 53, and 54 in Assessor's Block 3721 in San
Francisco by Eminent Domain for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown
Extension/Redevelopment Project; adopting environmental findings under the California
Environmental Quality Act, State Guidelines, and Administrative Code Chapter 31; and adopting
findings under the General Plan and City Planning Code Section 101.1.

August 17, 2004 Board of Supervisors — CONTINUED

Ayes: 9 - Alioto-Pier, Ammiano, Elsbernd, Gonzalez, Ma, Maxwell, McGoldrxck,
Peskin, Sandoval

Noes: 2 - Daly, Dufty

September 21, 2004 Board of Supervisors — CONTINUED

Ayes: 8 - Alioto-Pier, Elsbernd, Gonzalez, Ma, Maxwell, McGoldrick, Peskin,
Sandoval

Noes: 3 - Ammiano, Da]y, Dufty

September 28, 2004 Board of Supervisors — ADOPTED

Ayes: 11 - Alioto-Pier, Ammiano, Daly, Dufty, Elsbernd, Gonzalez, Ma, Maxwell,
McGoldrick, Peskin, Sandoval ‘

City and County of San Francisco 1 " Printed at 9:32 AM on 9/29/04






File No. 041079 I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution
was ADOPTED on September 28, 2004 by
the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco.

OC-[‘gLe_f q_’ ZOOL!
Date Approved _ / \Mayor Gavin Newsom

File No. 041079

City and County of San Francisco ‘ 2 Printed at 9:32 AM on 9/29/04
Tails Report :
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heavy use from early in the morning until late at night. 1do not see how the current proposed
Transbay Terminal design could accommodate the kind of frequent arrivals and departures
expected when the high-speed rail service begins.

The potential for congestion is increased by the fact that the proposed tracks will be
underground. Mechanical breakdowns or accidents, no matter how slight, are likely to shut down
tunnels and create serious disruptions. For example: anyone who has lived in San Francisco for
more than a few years can tell you what a major error it was to build a two-track "stub-end"
underground terminal at the Embarcadero Muni Metro station. Every weekday trains would
back up in the tunnels, creating massive delays. When a breakdown occurred, the entire system
was gravely affected. This problem was only solved when, 17 years later, a multi-track
turnaround was constructed beneath the Embarcadero roadway. No one wants to see such an
expensive error repeated in the new Transbay Terminal. I hope you agree.

Sincerely yours,

Patrick Mﬁ

JUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES, part 2
JUENGES AND MITIGATION MEASURES, part 3
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INDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

VALUATION

San Francisco, 94103-2414
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Dear Mr. Maltzer & SF Planning Dept.,

1 am a resident and owner at 246 2™ Street. I am writing to voice important concerns about the Transbay
Terminal Project. '

I am not opposed to improving the Transbay Terminal. What needs to be heard loud and clear, however, is
that the proposed project area and changes (as well as the construction process itself) will affect not just
business, but the increasing number of currently overlooked San Francisco residents in that same area.
Also critical is the character, historical buildings, and quality of life for this growing residential area.

There are many areas of the EIR that are not clear, and it doesn’t specify or limit the kind of development
and changes in several cases. This is very concerning, given the potential change to the entire development

area, and the influence and political power of large developers whose interests are not necessarily in line
with those of the city or its residents.

There are, however, some areas of the EIR that are clear and pose a threat to the history and character of the
city. As it stands, many of the historical buildings on the north-west side of Howard Street at 2™ street
would be demolished (and possibly replaced with parking structures). Once torn down, historical buildings
will not come back, and an important character and personality of the city will be lost. This is our
neighborhood, and part of San Francisco’s unique character will be lost through these demolitions.

Similarly, once built, the Transbay Terminal will stay for many years, so should be designed with the long-
term character of the city in mind.

There must be designs and development plans that will only enhance the city, rather than hurt its historical
buildings, character and residential neighborhoods. )

Sincerely,
A concerned resigént and 5% generation San Franciscan,

p.s. Please find more detailed comments attached.



RESOLUTION NO. 11-2005
Adopted January 25, 2005

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS AND A STATEMENT OF
OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND STATE CEQA GUIDELINES IN
CONNECTION WITH THE ADOPTION OF A REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR
THE PROPOSED TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AND RELATED
DOCUMENTS AND ACTIONS; TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
AREA

BASIS FOR RESOLUTION

1. The Transbay Terrmnal/Caltram Downtown Extension/ Redevelopment Project
(the “Project”) is a project subject to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), whose
principal components are a new Transbay Terminal at its current site, the
extension of the Caltrain rail and accommodation of high speed passenger trains
into a new Terminal building, a temporary terminal on the block bounded by
Main, Beale, Folsom, and Mission Streets; reconstructed bus ramps from the
permanent terminal to the Bay Bridge, an offsite bus storage/layover area under
Highway Route 80 on the two blocks bounded by Perry, Stillman, 2" and 4™
Streets, a Caltrain storage yard and station near 4™ and Townsend Street, and the
adoption and implementation of a redevelopment plan for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project (“Transbay Redevelopment Plan”), establishing the
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (the “Project Area”).

2. The approval of the Project requires. a number of actions by various public
agencies which include the approval and implementation of the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan and other actions (the “Actions”) by the Redevelopment
Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (“Redevelopment Agency”),
more particularly defined in Attachment A, the CEQA Findings attached and

incarnnrated hersta.

Rt~

However, an alternative route underground should be studied to see whether it is possible to alter the
tunnel alternative slightly in order to save more of the historic resources at Second and Howard. See
the example provided (Mylnarik) which shows a fine-tuning of the route at this corner in order to preserve
more of the threatened buildings. In any case, a strategy could be developed to remove the subject buildings
or parts of them, For historic integrity of the buildings in these districts, the front facades of the threatened
buildings could remain propped and stabilized in place while the tunneling is going on, and reconstructed
afterwards. In this scenario, only those parts of buildings which must be removed would be removed.
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the contents of the Final EIS/EIR and the procedures through which it was
prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Public Resources Code
sections 21000 et seq., hereinafter “CEQA”) and the State CEQA
Guidelines (Cal. Code of Regulations Title 14, sections 15000 et seq.,
hereinafter “CEQA Guidelines”).

B. On April 22, 2004, at a duly noticed joint public hearing, the Planning
Commission and the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board certified the
Final EIR and made similar findings to those of the Agency in regard to
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.

C. On June 15, 2004, at a duly noticed hearing concerning appeals of the
Planning Commission's certification of the Final EIR, the Board of
Supervisors, in Motion No. 04-67, rejected appeals from such certification
and affirmed the Commission’s certification of the Final EIR.

4. On April 22, 2004, pursuant to Federal Transit Administration guidelines and
regulations, TJPA held a public hearing and adopted its Resolution No. 04-004,
which approved the Preferred Project alternative (described in more detail in
Attachment A, the CEQA Findings) that contains the following major

components.
A. A new, multi-modal Transbay Termmal on the site of the present Transbay -
Terminal;
A vewea ......Du-.., ...“nr&nna.im :.\'Q(l‘ou"xoinv‘cr-““‘""*“ eI T e Be M e O T T

San Francisco Planning Department
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Dear Mr. Maltzer,

The Draft EIS/EIR provides a comprehensive view of the project, project altematives, why it is
needed, its overall potential scope, impacts, benefits and costs. The initiating item, as made clear
in the document, was the seismic problems of the existing Transbay Terminal and need to replace it
with an earthquate-safe terminal. I commend staff of all agencies involved in this project for
recognizing, early-on, the opportunity this provided to expand the project scope to include both
redevelopment of the surrounding area and extension of Caltrain into a new terminal be built to
accommodate its operation.

The need to replace the current terminal is clear and the opportunity to redevelop the surrounding
area should be done where feasible, under either of the "Build" alternatives. However, I believe the
Caltrain extension into the terminal should be eliminated from the planning process for the '
following reasons:

(1) such proposed extension, estimated to cost in the $800 million range, is far too costly
for the potential ridership gain involved.

(2) the severe funding difficulties in the current economic environment, likely to continue
indefinitely, will work against the Caltrain extension proposal and probably keep it from being
funded, especially considering its weak economic features and more financially-attractive and cost-
effective aspects of competing projects. The current official state budget shortfall, more than $34
billion, will result in severe state funding cutbacks for proposed transportation projects and there
are Federal cutbacks to also be considered. Therefore, the Caltrain extension component should be
dropped so the terminal replacement and area redevelopment aspects of the proposal would not be
hindered by failure to secure funding for the Caltrain extension component.



RESOLUTION

ACCORDINGLY IT IS RESOLVED by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and.
County of San Francisco as follows, based on its review and its review and consideration

of the Final EIS/EIR, the Project Record, and the proposed Transbay Redevelopment
Plan:

1. The environmental impacts of the Preferred Project alternative approved by TIPA
as the Project are within the scope of the environmental impacts analyzed in the
Final EIS/EIR, therefore no subsequent EIR is necessary or appropriate, based on
Attachment A, the CEQA Findings, which support the following determinations:

A. Such modifications do not require important revisions to the Final

~ EIS/EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects
or substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant

effects.

B. No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances

[Eacl UUWILLU WL DA Al oo, WruDat incts dedkng) otenangbacousaldungisswvea S~ — -

downtown access, is unfair and unethical, and works to divert costs that otherwise should be borne
by the California High Speed Rail Authority. (In fact, its own web site, regarding funding and
building the system, assumes 15% of the right-of-way is in public ownership and "will be provided
to the system at no cost. This cost avoidance amounts to between $373.5 and 3499 million".) High
speed rail should bear its own construction costs. '

What is the funding situation of current Caltrain and MuniMetro projects?

(1) Regarding Caltrain, the DEIS/DEIR notes that Caltrain electrification is based on the
assumption that the line will be electrified and new electric powered rolling stock will be
purchased. It notes that should electrification not proceed, dual-mode diesel-clectric locomotives
would need to be purchased and the cost, estimated to be $235 million, added to the Downtown .
Extension component of the Transbay Terminal project. Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board
draft minutes, for the October 31, 2002 meeting, notes that the funding availability is what is
driving the electrification project and without money, there is no way the project could move
ahead. In that event, I do not believe spending $235 million for the alternative approach, buying
dual-mode engines, is either wise or feasible. I certainly do not believe it should be made a part of
the Transbay Terminal project scope and its cost borne by the overall project.

(2) Regarding the MuniMetro, state money, if not cut due to the budget shortfall, should
allow the design phase of the northern (Central Subway) portion of the 3" Street light rail line to be
completed. However, there is no funding for its construction, estimated, in 1997, to cost $750
million. In current dollars, the figure would be even higher.

‘What can be done? In place the highly-cost-ineffective Caltrain downtown extension proposal,
there are some cost-effective approaches that should be investigated, and design proposals and cost
estimates prepared for. The costs for some are almost negligible, compared with the proposed
$800 million cost range for the Caltrain extension. Irecommend the following be studied:

(1) Construct a covered pedestrian bridge over (or a pedestrian tunnel under) the

westbound King Street traffic lanes, to provide a direct connection between the existing Caltrain 4"

and King Street terminal and the MuniMetro 4% Street station. This would not only allow riders to

go from one system to the other without needing to wait at red traffic lights at that intersection to

turn green but also provide protect them from inclement weathe. It should attract additional riders

o * ‘petdanidg w we rivjedt vring Atauns wil wotha Yequit ¢ niajor .
revisions to the Final EIS/EIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the severity of effects
identified in the Final EIS/EIR.
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Agency’s jurisdiction, mitigation measures and also contains a statement of
overriding considerations in regard to significant unavoidable impacts.

3. The Redevelopment Agency also adopts the mitigation measures described in
Exhibit 1 to Attachment A, the Mitigation Measures Presented and Analyzed in
Final EIS/EIR (“Mitigation Measures™), which are within the jurisdiction and
authority of the Redevelopment Agency which are adopted by and the mitigation
monitoring program contained in Exhibit 2 to Attachment A, the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program.

4, The Redevelopment Agency also finds and determines that those mitigation
10 CanraiT S MIEstIthe LintheishgtionMensires mbichare sutsidoeteb

subway. ‘

2) Give MuniMetro trains on the surface extension to the 4™ Street station complete .tafﬁc
signal pre-emtion capability, i.e., have all signals turn green along the route Vfrhenever a MuniMetro
train approaches in either direction. This will speed up the time it takes for riders to get from
Market Street to the Caltrain terminal. It should attract yet more riders to Caltrain and the
MuniMetro extension along the Embarcadero and into the Market Street subway.

(3) Increase the frequency of MuniMetro trains between the Market Street subway and the
Embarcadero and the Caltrain terminal, as warranted by increased ridership.

Page 2 of 3



RESOLUTION NO. 19-2005
Adopted January 25, 2005

APPROVING THE PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AND MAKING FINDINGS UNDER
THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND PURSUANT TO
CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTIONS 33445 AND 33679;
RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF THE PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT
PLAN BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS; AND SUBMITTING THE

AGENCY’S RECOMMENDATION, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN, TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS; TRANSBAY
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

BASIS FOR RESOLUTION

1. The Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (the
“Agency”) has prepared a proposed Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project (the “Redevelopment Plan™).

2. The proposed Redevelopment Plan would establish a redevelopment project area
for an approximately 40-acre area generally bounded by Mission Street in the
north, Main Street in the east, Folsom Street in the south, and Second Street in the
west (the “Project Area”). The Redevelopment Plan is being proposed to: 1)
redevelop over 12 acres of vacant land as high-density, transit-oriented residential

proiects: 2) construct anproximatelv 3.400 hous"  1inif i{o{hw 1ch anpnroximatelv

Page3 of 3 .
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10.

11.
12.

13.

The Agency held a public hearing on January 25, 2005, on adoption of the
proposed Redevelopment Plan, notice of which was duly and regularly published
in a newspaper of general circulation in the City and County of San Francisco (the
“City”) once a week for four successive weeks beginning 30 days prior to the date
of that hearing, and a copy of that notice and affidavit of publication are on file
with the Agency.

Copies of the notice of public hearing and the statement regarding purchase of
real property by any means authorized by law, including eminent domain, were
mailed by first-class mail to the last known address of each assessee of land in the
proposed Project Area as shown on the last equalized assessment roll of the City.

Copies of the notice of public hearing were mailed by first-class mail to all
residential and business occupants in the proposed Project Area.

Copies of the notice of public hearing were mailed, by certified mail, return
receipt requested, to the governing body of each taxing agency Wthh receives
taxes from property in the proposed Project Area.

The Agency has provided an opportunity for all persons to be heard and has

‘considered all evidence and testimony presented for or agamst any and all aspects

of the proposed Redevelopment Plan.

‘On April 20, 2004, the Commission, by Resolution No. 45-2004, certified the

Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (the “Final
EIS/EIR”) for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown
Extension/Redevelopment Project as adequate, accurate, and objective and in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public
Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.)(“CEQA™) and the CEQA Guidelines (14
California Code of Regulatlons Sections 15000 et seq.). On April 22, 2004, the
other co-lead agencies on the Final EIS/EIR, the City and the Peninsula Corridor -
Joint Powers Board, also certified the Final EIS/EIR.

The Commission has reviewed and considered the 1nformat10n in the Final
EIS/EIR.

The Commission hereby finds that the Redevelopment Plan is part of the
Transbay Redevelopment Project for purposes of compliance with CEQA.

In Resolution No. 11-2005 the Commission adopted findings that various actions
related to the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Plan were in compliance
with CEQA. Said findings are on file with the Secretary of the Agency and are
incorporated herein by reference. Said findings are in furtherance of the actions
contemplated in this Resolution and are made part of this Resolution by reference
herein.




14.  Staff finds and recommends Commission adoption of such findings under
California Health and Safety Code Sections 33445 and 33679 as well as a
recommendation to submit such findings to the Board of Supervisor’s of the City
and County of San Francisco, that, as detailed in the Report on the

. herein by reference: (1) the estimated Aoencv
GUUKE pRuﬁg?xYl%lo%gél}%%tngrlle égxgggno%%z}g?%na? Fm%tat‘:{ons and prevents any flexibility to

adapt to mechanical or other breakdowns. This creates congestion that completely negates any
capacity improvements in the terminal or the first ten miles south. The benefit of the four track
Townsend Street station cannot be exploited since the crossovers at station 44 do not provide
adequate signal separation to expedite a following outbound train. On the inbound route,
reducing the 4" track at station 40 is an impractical design, since any train waiting at the platform
will fou!l the overtaking movement. :

Page 2-33. By adjusting platform spacing, the two platforms angled toward Mission could be
fully functional island platforms serving two tracks each and providing needed separation of
Caltrain Regional Rail from Amtrak and HSR (High Speed Rail) trains. Since the ticketing,
loading, provisioning, and pre trip servicing requirements are different between short and long
distance trains, separate platform areas, and their comparable passenger mezzanines above, would
encourage smooth passenger flow within the terminal.

The 2™ to Mission option affords a direct high speed connection to any projected new transbay
tunnel for HSR and Capital Corridor trains to Oakland, Sacramento, and east. While a new
tunnel could connect to the Main Street option, it entails sharp curves and extended low speed ‘
approaches that negate the benefits of HSR. ‘

Page 3-23. The California rail plan envisions conventional long distance passenger trains between
San Francisco and Los Angeles under the Amtrak California brand by the end of 2004. It is
logical that these trains would originate and terminate from the Transbay Terminal after it opens.

Page 5-113. If a diamond lane is established on both Beale and Fremont, surface rail connection
should be provided from Market Street for E and F line tripper service at the Transbay Terminal.
This would share use of 600 volt trolley with Muni lines 5 and 6. The incorporation of heritage
trolley service at the Transbay Terminal provides both a historic link and practical direct
connection to the Waterfront for both daily commuters and off peak tourists.
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Thank you for your consideration.
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The document was also available for review at the following locations:

s Peninsula Corridor Joint Power Board {Caltrain) Headquarters, Second Floor Reception,
1250 San Carlos Avenue, San Carlos;

o San Francisco Central Library, 100 Larkin Street;
s City of Berkeley Central Library, 2090 Kittredge Street;

¢ San Francisco Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, F1rst Floor Public Information
Center;

¢  AC Transit Headquarters, 1660 Franklin Street, Oakland (Board Secretary); and,
» Main libraries of cities along the Caltrain Corridor

Three public hearings were held:

» November 12, 2002 at 3:00 pm ~ San Francisco Redevelopment Agency in the
San Francisco City Hall,

s November 13, 2002 at 7:00 pm (with an open house at 6:30 pm) - Caltrain Headquarters,
San Carlos, Cahforma and

'« November 26, 2002 at 12:30 pm — San Francisco Planning Commission in San Francisco
City Hall.

At the request of the public, the Planning Commission on November 26, 2002, extended the
comment period unti! December 20, 2002,

The Project, described in detail below, is based on the Project Description contained in the Final
EIS/EIR. The Project would be located in Downtown San Francisco and has three major
components:

so * Anew.mylii-modal Transbay Terminal on the gite, of the pregent Transhay Tergiinglye
is Legislative Chambers, and a staff person has been placed
20 near the entrénce to direct interested members of the public
21 to this meeting room. I apologize for any inconvenience to
22 the public. Thank you.
23 SECRETARY TANJUAQUIO: Madam Presidént and commissioners,
24 the next order of busineés is the hearing‘pn the Transbay
25 Terminal, Caltrain extension, Draft Environmental Impact
R :
T : BARKLEY
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on the two blocks bounded by Perry, Stillman, 2™ and 4% Streets, and a Caltrain storage
yard and station near 4™ and Townsend Streets.

3. Authorization for the TIPA Executive Director to take all actions necessary for the
design, implementation, and construction of the Project, which may include acquisition of
real property or easements and/or participation in eminent domain related to the terminal
design or track and ramp alignments.

IV. ALTERNATIVES

The Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project is a large,
complex, and highly interrelated project. In order to help the public and decision-makers better
understand this project, the environmental analysis and planning studies were oriented towards
three major components: the multi-modal Transbay Terminal, an underground extension of
Caltrain to downtown San Francisco, and redevelopment of the Transbay Terminal area. For
each of these components several alternatives and design options were considered in the Final
EIS/EIR and in previous studies.

This Article describes the alternatives and desi gn options selected for the Project as well as those

reiected, Included in these descrintiong are the reaenne far ealarting nr mianting tha altamatives - -
23ed been instrumental in helping to get this together. MaATYH
24 Ayerdi from the Terminal Joint Powers Authority. dJoan
25 Kubler from the Planning Department. Paul Maltzer from the
4

[BARKLEY]
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Terminal provides an opportunity to revitalize the surrounding area and to extend Caltrain
service from its current terminus outside the downtown area into the San Francisco employment

<o1e,

Undertaking the project components would address the following purposes and needs:

¢ Provide a multi-modal transit facility that meets future transit needs;
s, Tmnrye the Termuinal 2s a nlace for passenvers and the oublic touse andenioy

4

5

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

24

25

new Planning Commission has just been installed, and will
have their first meeting later this week, the public review
period will be extended to accommodate the Planning
Commission here. Once the Planning Commi;sion releases. the
date for the public'heafing, you and the public will be
notified of the date. You may also keep abreast of the
items with respect»to the Draft EIS/EIR by contacting the
Planning website which is http colon slash www dot sfc dot
www dot sfgov dot org slash sfra slash planning. The
Redevélopment which is the same as Planning is http colon
slash www dot sfc dot www dot sfgov dot org slash tjpa.

Upon closing of the review period, staff will respond
to all comments in writing. The draft with modifications
and the responses to all of the comments will constitute the
final Environmental Impact‘Statement/Report. Finalization
and certification of the EIS/EIR is expected for the middle
of 2003.

At this point, I would like to turn the floor back to
the Commission to receive public testimony on the adequacy
and accurateness of the Environmental -Draft Impact Statement
and so forth.

MICHELLE SEXTON: Yes.

— e : ~ BARKLEY
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Fail s to Provide High Speed Rail Terminal in Downtown San Francisco — The No Build
Alternative fails to construct a terminal for California’s planned high speed rail system in
downtown San Francisco. This will eliminate the ability for a downtown San Francisco
station leading to reduced high speed rail ridership, reduced economic development
opportunities in San Francisco, and increased environmental impacts associated with
more private vehicle transportation.

Fail s to Create a Multi-modal Transit Terminal in Downtown San Francisco — The No
Build Alternative fails to create a new multi-modal transit terminal that efficiently
conmects all San Francisco’s major transit services in downtown San Francisco, thus
reducing the attractiveness of transit and thereby ridership.

Fail s to Adhere to San Francisco Voter Mandates — By not constructing a new multi-
mocial Transbay Terminal and Caltrain extension, the No Build Alternative is inconsistent
with the mandate of San Francisco voters as expressed in passage of Proposition H in
Nowvember 1999 and Proposition K in November 2003, as well as various State laws, such
as California Public Resources Code section 5027.1(a), Streets and Highways Code
section 30914(c)(22), which require a terminal designed to accommaodate high speed rail.
Fails to Revitalize Transbay Terminal and Transbay Terminal Area — The No Build
Alternative could result in further deterioration of the existing terminal structure and
continued use of a structure that does not meet current seismic safety requirements or
space utilization standards, The No Butld Alternative will not create an improved
Terminal for passengers and the public to use and enjoy. It will not help alleviate the

conditions of blight in the Transbay Terminal area and it will not revitalize the Transbay
Terrninal area with a more vibrant mix of land uses.

Fails to Create and Support Housing — The No Build Alternative will not remove the
existing conditions of blight created by the Terminal and associated ramps and therefore
will discourage construction of affordable and market rate housing in the area. ‘
Fails to Create a Transit Oriented Development - The No Build Alternative will not

facilitate the development of high density mixed use development in the Transbay |
Terminal area that would encourage the use of environmentally friendly transportation

DY SR FYUIRSTOS SRS, SUM U WG NI v

have been a member of many other committees, TransBay, CAC,
and actually four prior committees to that. So I've been
involved in this close to 15 years} I've seen an EIR be
stopped and begin again, so it gives me great satisfaction
to be here and see that it's almost at the completion stage.
T went through it. It's a very dense document. And
T'm sure that people having specific focuses on particular
issues will have some comments on its accuracy and
completion. |

I want to make a comment on the larger question which

relates to the money. And if you look on page 6 dash 8, in

8
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1. New Transbay Terminal Project
Component

e West Ramp Alternative
¢ LoopRamp Altemnative

2. Redevelopment Project Area Project
Component

* Reduced Scope Alternative
¢ Full Build Alternative

3. Caltrain Downtown Extension Project
Component

s 2nd-to-Main Altemative
e 2nd-to-Mission Altemative

Prefsct
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Projest

PROJECT COMPQUENTS ALYERNATIVER DENION OFTIIHE
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Both alternatives for the Caltrain Extension include a design option for a pedestrian connection
from the train mezzanine underneath Fremont Street to the BART Embarcadero Station.

In addition, two construction options were evaluated for the underground portion (from
approximately Berry Street to the Transbay Terminal) of the Caltrain Extension:

22

23

24

25

* Cut-and-Cover Option ~ under this option cut-and-cover construction would be used ,
for the entire length.of undereround 2HEMMEM AL L wo- iy parasiy suos ou cae - - -

south side of Folsom Street being contemplated for large

numbers of housing units.

That also could be a major source

of tax increment for the area. And then, thirdly, I think

-- this needs to be discussed in 'the EIR -- we're on the

9
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D. Alernatives Included in the Project and Reasons for Selection

This section outlines the alternatives included in the Project and the reasons for their selection.

The TIPA reaffirms its selection of the alternatives described below as the Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) because the TIPA finds that there is substantial evidence of specific
economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations that make the LPA alternative
desirable.

Furthermore, the TIPA also rejects all the Alternatives other than those identified in the LPA,
because the TIPA finds that this program best meets the Project purpose and needs as described
in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS/EIR.

1. New Transbay Terminal Component:

Two altematives were evaluated for a new Transbay Terminal in the Draft EIS/EIR. Under '

either alternative, a new multi-modal terminal would be located at the same site as the existing
tmeemnianl ot Afinninem sead Dient Cemamnsn Traa . IR DA | PRI LUNS SR . ST S . L PO
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3, Caltrain Downtown Extension Component

The Caltrain Downtown Extension Component consists of an extension of Caltrain from the
present San Francisco terminus (and storage yard) at Fourth and Townsend Streets to an
underground terminal on the site of the existing Transbay Terminal at First and Mission Streets,
a distance of approximately 1.3 miles. The extension would consist of two to four tracks
branching to several additional tracks into the basement of the proposed new Transbay Terminal.
Two alternative alignments were analyzed in the Caltrain Extension in the Draft EIS/EIR:

s Second-to-Main Alignment; and,
* Second-to-Mission Alignment.

These alignments were the same from the present Caltrain terminus to approximately the
intersection of Second and Tehama streets. At Second/Tehama, the alternatives differ in the
exact alignment of Caltrain tracks into the new station below the Transbay Terminal, design of
the rail station itself, and tail track configuration.

Locally Preferred Alternative: Second to Main (Refined) Caltrain Alignment

The TIPA selected the refined Second-to-Main Alignment as the Project’s Locally Preferred
Alternative. This alternative represents a slightly refined version of the Second-to-Main
Alternative described in the Draft EIS/EIR.

The refined Second-to-Main Alternative was developed in response to public comments on the
Draft EIS/EIR which suggested a series of design modifications that improved the operation of
the underground Caltrain/ high speed rail terminal. These modifications included changes to the
track alignment, platform configuration, number of through tracks, and tail track layouts. They
helped improve operation of the terminal by increasing terminal capacity and flexibility,
increasing train storage capacity, reducing train dwell times, improving train accessibility, and
reducing ali gnment curvature (thereby reducing train and track maintenance costs, increasing
speed and terminal capacity, and reducing noise impacts). (The Second-to-Mission Alternative
was also refined in a similar manner.)

The refined Second-inbain Alternative wac chacen for inclnsion in the Proieet for the following
17 Mlynarik. _
18 'ANDREW SULLIVAN: I'm With Rescue Muni, the San Francisco
19 Train Riders Association. We have beeﬁ in favor of this
20 project for many years, and so we are speaking on behalf of
21 the project largely as written in the EIR, though of course
22 we would like to urge the project team to pursue

| 23 opportunities for cost reduction where it doesn't lead to
24 reduction in ser;vice. quality. We think it is a very, very
25 important project for the region at large. Not only does it
| 14

- . ' BARKLEY;
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e Increased Train Storage Capacity —Tail tracks for the refined Second-to-Main
Alternative would provide greater train storage capacity — 7 five-car trains, as compared
to 4 five-car trains for the refined Second-to-Mission Alternative.

¢ Improved Bay Crossing Options — The refined Second-to-Main Alternative is superior in
terms of a new Bay Crossing than the refined Second-to-Mission Alternative, as it
provides greater flexibility for future planning and has potentially fewer obstacles to the
underwater crossing. '

Section 2.2.3 of the Project’s Final EIS/EIR describes the refined Second-to-Main Alternative in
detail.

4, Caltrain Downtown Extension: Underground Construction Options

Two alternatives were considered for constructing the underground Caltrain ali gnment between
Townsend/Clarence and Second/Folsom: tunneling and cut-and-cover.

LPA Alternative: Tunneling

This alternative consists of constructing the underground Caltrain alignment between
Townsend/Clarence and Second/Folsom using the “stacked drift” tunneling method. This
alternative was selected as the LPA because:

‘s Demolition of Fewer Historic Buildings — The tunneling alternative would reqtﬁre
demolition of only three historic buildings; less than the 13 that would need to be
demolished under the cut-and-cover alternative. ‘

LI I LY T * N 2 N 1] . ) 4

22 ~ which gpbea‘rs tc'; 'be. the cas:e 1n the des_ign as we'%re ‘1—0;>Aked
23 at it here. You can take that bus lcop down, and use the -
24 land to fund the project, and reduce the cost to taxpayers
25 which in this time of economic uncertainty is particularly
15
B
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the terminal, reduce the area within easy walking distance to terminal entrances, and
reduce the passenger concourse’s efficiency and attractiveness, when compared to
alternatives that construct a new terminal at the existing Transbay Terminal site. These
factors will reduce the attractiveness of transit at the new terminal site.

San Francisco Proposition H (November 1999) — San Francisco voters passed Proposition
H in November 1999. This proposition stated, “As part of the extension of Caltrain
downtown, a new or rebuilt terminal shall be constructed on the present site of the
Transbay Terminal serving Caltrain, regional and intercity bus lines, Muni, and high
speed rail...” (Emphasis added). The Main/Beale Alternative was thus in conflict with
cifizen mandate.

Poor Bus to Rail Connection — The Main/Beale Altemative would only provide one
transfer point between the bus and rail terminals while the alternatives that include a bus
terminal directly above the rail terminal provide many transfer points. By reducing the
number of transfer points the Main/Beale Alternative would make it more difficult to
transfer between modes and thus reduce the number of transit passengers.

. Reduced Development Opportunities — The Main/Beale Alternative would construct a

bus terminal in a prime development site: Furthermore, the 2003 Cooperative Agreement
between the State of California, the TIPA, and the City/County of San Francisco which
transfers state-owned properties in the Transbay Terminal area requires use of the current
terminal site for the new Terminal. Thus the aiternatives that include rebuilding the bus
terminal at the Transbay Terminal site would keep the Main/Beale site land available for
development and thereby increase both the revenues available for the project and the
potential for revitalization of the project area.

Section 2.3.1.2 of the Final EIS/EIR outlines reasons for rejecting this alternative. Volume 2 of
the Final EIS/EIR (Section 5.1.7) presents more details on rejection of the alternative. Finally,
the MTC Transbay Terminal Improvement Plan study also presents reasons for rejecting this
alternative. . -

Rejected Alternative: “A Tale of Two Cities Terminal Alternative”

The Tale of Two Cities terminal alternative was developed as part of the planning done through
the MTC’s Transbay Terminal Improvement Plan study. As part of the MTC Study, this

nllrr-mh' ve yuac reiectad fnr ths fn"nh"g‘:fne reacnne’
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THEN YU 4"¥Soa evening.

SECRETARY TANJUAQUIO: Last card I‘have is from James, I
believe it's Dean.

JAMES DEAR: MY name is James Dear. I speak on behalf of
homeowners at 21 Stone Street. We're concerned about the
fumes from the storage unit. I mean the bus storage unit at
the proposed site between Second Street and Fourth Street,
concerned about the traffic impact on Second Street if buses
are'going to be grade separated, going to go on a rim across
or above Second Street, then again between the storage,

Third and Fourth Street, if we're going to cross that grade

or be above Third Street. 1It's a very heavy-use street,




This alternative is outlined in Final EIS/EIR Section 2.3.1.3. More details are available in the
MTC’s Transbay Terminal Improvement Plan study. '

Rejected Altemative; Renovated Transbay Terminal (with/without Aerial Caltrain Alignment)

Renovation of the existing Transbay Terminal has been considered in severa previous technical
and planning studies both with an aerial Caltrain extension alignment and as a stand-alone
project (i.e. without extending Caltrain downtown). The main reason for rejecting this
alternative is that it would not meet the project objectives. More specifically the alternative was
rejected for the following reasons: -

EN-]
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Insufficient Transit Capacity — According to the MTC's Bay Crossings Study (2002), the
number of express buses using the Transbay Terminal in 2020 is expected to grow
significantly. The renovated Transbay Terminal does not have the capacity to efficiently
meet the expected future demand.

Poor Terminal Design — While renovating the existing Transbay Terminal is possible, the

rencvations necessary to make the building seismically safe and fully accessible would
lead to many compromises in efficiency and building design. These compromises would
reduce the amount of development space available in the building and its attractiveness,
thus. reducing the revenues generated by the building that would be used to build and
operate the terminal.

its impact on the neighborhood. I think that -- in
reviewing the EIR report, I only saw a brief paragraph that
considered the impact on the neighborhood. 1I'd like to see
more time on some impact we perceive on diesel fumes, health
effect on the neighborhoods. We have a lot of businesses,
now housing going in that area. Our building is -- right

now, we're in negotiating for a charter school, 15-20 feet

20
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» Reduced Bay Créssing Options — The refined Second-to-Mission Altemative provides
less flexibility for constructing a future Bay Crossing than the refined Second-to-Main
Altemative, and has potentially more engineering obstacles to the underwater crossing.

Alternative Rejected: Essex Street Curved Alignment

The Caltrain Extension alignment shown in the 1997 San Francisco Downtown Extension

Project Draft EIS/EIR would follow Townsend Street and would curve north just east of Third

* Street and follow a tunnel alignment under Rincon Hill to Essex Street. It would be in a subway .
configuration under the alignment of the existing west bus ramps and follow the curve under the
existing bus ramps into the basement of the new Transbay Terminal. This altemative was
rejected for the following reason: :

¢ Curve Geomelry -~ The alignment’s curve from Essex Street into the Transbay Terminal
would have a 395-foot radius, which would not accommodate the trains (rai} vehicles)
currently being considered for California’s high speed rail system. Thus, this alternative
would eliminate the possibility of extending high speed rail to downtown San Francisco.
Extending high speed rail to downtown San Francisco will create important economic,
environmental, and social benefits to San Francisco and would be inconsistent with
various State laws, which include those cited above under rejection of the No Build
Altermnative.

Alternative Rejected; Essex Street Stub-End Alignment

This altemative would follow the same alignment as the rejected Essex Street Curved Alignment,
except that rather than curving into an underground station directly underneath the Transbay
Terminal, it would continue straight into a rail terminal oriented perpendicular to and slightly to
the west of the Transbay Terminal. This alternative was rejected for the following reasons:

¢ Degraded Passenger Circulation — In the Essex Street Stub-End Alignment, the train
platforms would not be directly under the bus platforms, but would instead have a single
point of intersection. This would reduce the ease of transferring between modes thus
potentially reducing transit ridership, as well as reduce the number of people channeled
through the passenger concourse thus reducing the revenues from the retail development.

s Terminal Flexibility — A stub end terminal is not as flexible and efficient operationally as
a through station. A key problem is the need to reverse train direction at the passenger
platforms which takes a significant amount of time and wastes limited terminal capacity.
The Essex Street Stub-End terminal would therefore be less efficient and flexible than
alternatives that provide for through movements.

* Train Storage Capacity — A stub end terminal can only provide train storage at the
terminal’s passenger platforms or upstream of the terminal (requiring trains to reverse
direction at the platforms). Thus train storage is more complicated with the Essex Street
St?b-Ef;fl )Aitcmative than under through station alternatives (i.e. terminals that include
tail tracks).

* Reduced Bay Crossing Options ~ The Essex Street Stub-End Altemative would preclude
-the ability to easily construct a through station alignment for trains that would pass under
the San Francisco Bay as part of a future new crossing. Instead, it is likely that trains
would need to pull into the terminal and reverse direction to connect to the Bay crossing;
this would be an inefficient and time consuming maneuver.

Page 16



Rejected Aliternative: Market/Beale Terminal

The 1997 Draft EIS/EIR included an extensive analysis of rail terminal alternatives. One of the
alternatives was to construct an underground terminal under Beale Street at Market. This
alternative was rejected for the following reasons:

*

16
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25

pated: NoV. 75 , 2002

High Cost of Excavation ~ The narrow width of Beale Street requires that a station built
under the street be three levels deep: a mezzanine level, an intermediate train level, and a
lower train level. This would require an extremely deep excavation. Such an excavation
would be very expensive.

Impact on Historic Structures — The deep underground station would be located between
historic buildings located on both sides of Beale Street at Market. The excavation with
its associated dewatering required for this project could potentially impact these historic
buildings.

Reduced Terminal Capacity ~ The rail terminal capacity for this alternative was limited
to four tracks which would have provided the minimum capacity for Caltrain; tracks for
high speed rail service would need to be built Sou