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FILE NO. 140508 

AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
6/18/14 

RESOLUTION NO. 

[General Obligation Bond Election - Tra_nsportation and Road Improvement] 

transit related improvements, and other.critical infrastructure and facilities for 

transportation system improvements and safety and related costs necessary or 

convenient for the foregoing purposes; authorizing landlords to pass-through 50% of 

the resulting property tax increase to residential tenants under Administrative Code, 

Chapter 37; providing for the levy and collection of taxes to pay both principal and 
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interest on such bonds; incorporating the provisions of Administrative Code, Sections 

WHEREAS, The Mayor's Transportation Task Force (the "Task Force") has determined 

that the City's street and transportation infrastructure (the "Street and Transportation System") 

is inadequate to meet current demands of City residents and that the Street and 

Transportation System is in need of significant investment; and 

WHEREAS, The Task Force estimated that the required improvements to the Street 

and Transportation System is approximately $10.1 billion over the next 15 years; and 
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WHEREAS, Continued under-investment in the Street and Transportation System 

increases the risk of loss and injury to City residents, impacts the economic vitality of the City, 

reduces the City's ability to support growth and reduces the quality of life; and 

WHEREAS, With adequate funding the City can make significant investments in the 

City's Street and Transportation System, including but not limited to improved street safety for 

all users of City streets, a more reliable and faster Muni, and better pedestrian, bike, and 

disabled access (collectively, the "Street and Transportation Project"); and 

WHEREAS, The Transportation and Road Improvement General Obligation Bond (the 

"Bond") will provide a portion of the funding for eligible investments within the Street and 

j Transportation Project; and 

WHEREAS, The Board recognizes the need to safeguard and enhance the City's 

Street and Transportation System by making significant investments therein; now, therefore, 

be it 

RESOLVED, By the Board: 

Section 1. The Board determines and declares that the public interest and necessity 

demand the acquisition, construction and improvement of street, transportation and related 

infrastructure, and the payment of related costs necessary or convenient for the foregoing 

purposes. 

Section 2. The estimated cost of $500,000,000 of the Bond is and will be too great to 

be paid out of the ordinary annual income and revenue of the City, will require an expenditure 

greater than the amount allowed by the annual tax levy, and will require the incurrence of 

bonded indebtedness in an amount not to exceed $500,000,000. 

Section 3. The Board, having reviewed the proposed legislation, makes the following 

findings in compliance with the· California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), California 

Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., the CEQA Guidelines, 15 Cal. Administrative 

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Tang, Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Kim, Breed, Farrell, Mar, Yee, Cohen and Campos 
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1 Code Sections 15000 et seq,, ("CEQA Guidelines"), and San Francisco Administrative Code 

2 Chapter 31 ("Chapter 31"): 

3 (a) SFMTA Transit Effectiveness Project. 

4 (i) A portion of the bond proposal relates to funds for SFMTA's Transit 

5 Effectiveness Project ("TEP"). On March 27, 2014, the San Francisco Planning Commission 

6 by Motion No. 19105 certified the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Transit 

7 Effectiveness Project ("TEP FEIR"), and on March 28, the SFMTA Board of Directors by 

8 Resolution No. 14-041 approved the TEP as described in Resolution No. 14-041, and adopted 

9 findings under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines, and 

1 O Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code ("CEQA Findings"), including findings rejecting 

11 alternatives, adopting a mitigation monitoring and· reporting program, and adopting a 

12 statement of overriding considerations. Planning Commission Motion No. 19105 and SFTMA 

13 Board Resolution No. 14-041 are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 140508 and 

14 incorporated in this resolution by reference. 

15 (ii) The .Planning Commission certification became final on May 22, 2014, upon 

16 the with9rawal of the one appeal filed with the Board of Supervisors that challenged the 

17 certification, which documentation is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File 140326. The 

18 Board has reviewed and considered the CEQA Findings adopted by the SFMTA Board, 

19 including the statement of overriding considerations and the mitigation monitoring and 

20 reporting program, and hereby adopts the CEQA Findings as its own. The Board additionally 

21 finds that the portion of the bond proposal that relates to funds for the TEP as reflected in the 

22 ordinance placing the bond on the ballot is consistent with the project as described in the TEP 

23 FEIR. 

24 (iii) Additionally, the Board finds that the portion of the bond proposal that 

25 relates to funds for the TEP as reflected in the ordinance placing the bond on the ballot (1) 

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Tang, Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Kim, Breed, Farrell, Mar, Yee, Cohen and Campos 
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1 does not require major revisions in the TEP FEIR due to the involvement of new significant 

2 environmental effects 'or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 

3 significant effects; (2) no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the 

4 circumstances under which the project analyzed in the TEP FEIR will be undertaken that 

5 would require major revisions to the TEP FEIR due to the involvement of new significant 

6 environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the severity of effects identified in the TEP 

7 FEIR; and (3) no new information of substantial importance to the project analyzed in the TEP 

8 FEIR has become available that would indicate: (i) the TEP will have significant effects not 

9 discussed in the TEP FEIR; (ii) significant environmental effects will be substantially more 

1 O severe; (iii) mitigation measures or alternatives found not feasible that would reduce one or 

11 more ~ignificant effects have become feasible; or (iv) mitigation measures or alternatives that 

12 are considerably different from those in the TEP FEIR will substantially reduce one or more 

13 significant effects on the environment. 

14 (b) For the reasons set forth in the letter from the Environmental Review Officer of the 

15 Planning Department, dated May 28, 2014, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the 

16 Board in File No. 140508 and incorporated in this resolution by reference, the Board finds that 

17 the portion of the bond proposal that relates to funds for transportation and road 

18 improvements other than funds for implementation of improvements within the scope of the 

19 TEP is not subject to CEQA because as the establishment of a government financing 

20 mechanism that does not involve any commitment to specific projects to be constructed with 

21 bond funds, it is not a project as defined by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The use of 

22 bond proceeds to finance any project or portion of any project that relates to funds for 

23 transportation and road improvements other than funds for implementation of improvements 

24 within the scope of the TEP will be subject to approval of the Board upon completion of 

25 planning and any further required environmental review under CEQA. 
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1 Section 4. The Board finds and declares that the proposed Bond is (i) in- conformity 

2 with the priority policies of Section 101.1 (b) of the San Francisco Planning Code, (ii) in 

3 accordance with Section 4.105 of the San Francisco Charter and Section 2A.53(f) of the 

4 San Francisco Administrative Code, and (iii) consistent with the City's General Plan, and 

5 adopts the findings of the Planning Department, as set forth in the General Plan Referral · 

6 Report dated May 28, 2014, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 

7 140508 and incorporates such findings by reference. 

8 Section 5. The time limit for approval of this resolution specified in Section 2.34 of the 

9 San Francisco Administrative Code is waived. 

10 Section 6. Under Section 2.40 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, the 

11 I ordinance submitting this proposal to the voters shall contain a provision authorizing landlords 

12 to pass-through 50% of the resulting property tax increases to residential tenants in 

13 accordance with Chapter 37 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

14 Section 7. The City hereby declares its official intent to reimburse prior expenditures of 

15 the City incurred or expected to be incurred priorto the issuance and sale of any series of 

16 bonds in connection with the Project (collectively, the "Future Bonds"). The Board hereby 

17 · declares the City's intent to reimburse the City with the proceeds of the Future Bonds for the 

18 expenditures with respect to the Project (the "Expenditures" and each, an "Expenditure") 

19 made on and after that date that is no more than 60 days prior to adoption of this Resolution. 

20 The City reasonably expects on the date hereof that it will reimburse the Expenditures with the 

21 proceeds of the Future Bonds. 

22 Each Expenditure was and will be either (a) of a type properly chargeable to a 

23 capital account under general federal income tax principles (determined in each case as of 

24 the date. of the Expenditure), (b) a cost of issuance with respect to the Future Bonds, (c) a 

25 nonrecurring item that is not customc;trily payable from current revenues, or (d) a grant to a 
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1 party that is not related to or an agent of the City so long as such grant does not impose any 

2 obligation or condition (directly or indirectly) to repay any amount to or for the benefit of the 

3 City. The maximum _aggregate principal amount of the Future Bonds expected to be issued 

4 for the Project is $500,000,000. The City shall make a reimbursement allocation, which is a 

5 written allocation by the City that evidences the City's use of proceeds of.the applicable series 

6 , of Future Bonds to reimburse an Expenditure, no later than 18 months after the later of the 

7 date on which the Expenditure is paid or the Project is placed in service or abandoned, but in 

8 no event more than three years after the date on which the Expenditure is paid. The City 

g recognizes that exceptions are available for certain "preliminary expenditures," costs of 

1 o issuance, certain de minim is amounts, _expenditures by "small issuers" (based on the year of 

11 issuance and not the year of expenditure) and expenditures for construction projects of at 

12 least 5 years. 

13 Section 8. Documents referenced in this resolution are on file with the Clerk of the 

14 Board of Supervisors in File No. 140508 , which is hereby declared to be a part of 

15 this resolution as if set forth fully herein. 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA 
City Attorney 

By: ~ \V'~O-~ 
KENNETH DAVID ROUX 
Deputy City Attorney 

n:\legana\as2014\ 1400378\00930444.doc 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date: 

Case 

Block/Lot No.: 

Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

Recommendation: 

Recommended 
By: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

General Plan Referral 

May 28, 2014 

2014.0524R 
Transportation 2030 General Obligation Bond 

Various, Citywide 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

1 South Van Ness Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Men.aka Mohan - (415) 575-9141 

mm.aka. mohan@sfgov.org 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

Finding the proposed General Obligation Bond, on balance, in conformity 
with the General Plan. 1he bond would provide up to $500,000,000 for 
critical transportation needs to improve Muni service and make streets 
safe for all users. · 

The City and County of San Francisco is proposing a $500 million General Obligation Bond for the 

November 2014 ballot. The purpose of the Bond is to improve road conditions, transit service, and street 
safety in San Francisco. This $500 million Bond will address the urgent need to improve streets and safety 

for all users and fund Muni infrastructure upgrades for more efficient and reliable operations. 

A significant capital. investment in the transit system made possible by this Bond will include improved . 
transit service through physical changes to transit corridors, improve safety and accessibility of the Muni 

system, and jumpstart the long-term renovation program of Muni's maintenance and storage facilities. This 

improved Muni, in tum, will promote social equity, environmental sustainability, affordability, and access 

to the city's housing, jobs, and recreation. 

These funds will also create safer streets by improving the walking and bicycling environment in the city to 
reduce collisions, improve safety at intersections, and increase the comfort and accessibility of the bicycle 

network. 

www.sfp!anning.org 
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' GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
CASE NO. 2014.0524R 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

The Transportation 2030 Bond Program is comprised of seven categories outlined below, along with some 

project elements for each category. 

(1) Provide faster and more reliable transit-The Bond aims to add transit bulbs/b~arding islands and 
accessible platforms; ad turn lanes, turn restrictions, and_transit-only lanes; and remove stop signs 
and install traffic signals 

(2) Improve safety and accessibility at transit stops-The Bond seeks to address safety and accessibility 

issues by constructing new escalators and boarding islands and improving the reliability of 
BART/Muni escalators 

(3) Fix obsolete Muni facilities to create productive working conditions and improve vehicle 
maintenance-The Bond will renovate SFMTA transit facilities and bring them up to modern 
standards of construction anc! seismic safety; rehabilitate and reconfigure SFMTA's existing 

facilities to optimize operations; and upgrade and expand washing and fueling stations. 
(4) Invest in development of critical capital projects along key corridors-The Bond will address 

congestion issues along key transit corridors by evaluating and redesigning these streets to 
optimize their performance. 

(5) Improve pedestrian safety through focused engineering efforts at high-injury locations-The Bond 
will address pedestrian safety through building refuge islands, speed tables, corner curb bulbouts, 
and other counter measures to improve safety for people walking. 

(6) Install modern traffic signals to improve safety and mobility-The Bond aims to effectively manage 
traffic congestion by updating traffic signals and operations to improve visibility of the signals 

(7) Build 'Complete Streets" that enable safe, convenient and comfortable travel for all users and 

provide safer. well-defined bikeways-The Bond aims to address these issues by installing curb 
bulbs, raised crosswalks, improved sidewalks at intersection corners, and other street 
improvements to improve safety for all roadway us~rs . 

. Individual projects funded by the bond program will require additional project level General Plan Referral 
and Environmental Reviews as they are identified. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The Category 1 covered under TEP Eill certified 3/27 /14. Categories 2-7 are not defined as a project under 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15378 & 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change in the 
environment 

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The proposed Bond to fund Transportation Improvements is, on balance, in conformity with the General 

Plan, as described in the body of this Case Report. If the Bond is approved and funds for transportation 

improvements become available, some projects may require project-level General Plan referrals, as 
required by San Francisco Charter §4)05 and § 2A.53 of the Administrative Code, Environmental Review 
and/and other discretionary actions by the Planning Department. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
CASE NO. 2014.0524R 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT~ 

Note: General Plan Objectives are shown in BOLD UPPER CASE font; Policies are in Bold font; staff 
comments are in italic font. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 1 
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND 
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER 
PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT 
OF THE BAY AREA. 

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

Safety is a concern in the development and accommodation of any part·of the transportation system, but 
safety for pedestrians (which includes disabled persons in wheelchairs and other ambulatory devices) 
should be given priority where conflicts exist with other modes of transportation. Even when the bulk of a 
trip is by transit, automobile or bicycle, at one point or another nearly every person traveling in San 
Francisco is a pedestrian. 

Comment: The Bond, as it is proposed to be revised, would provide additional funds for improved pedestrian safety 
through building refuge islands, speed tables, corner curb bulb-outs, and other counter-measures to improve safety for 

. people walking. 

OBJECTIVE 14 
DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A PLAN FOR OPERATIONAL CHANGES AND LAND USE POLICIES 
THAT WILL MAINTAIN MOBILITY AND SAFETY DESPITE A RISE IN TRAVEL DEMAND THAT 
COULD OTHERWISE RESULT IN SYSTEM CAPACITY DEFICIENCIES. 

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

Comment: The proposed Bond; if approved, would install modem traffic signals to improve safety and mobility 

OBJECTIVE 20 
GIVE FIRST PRIORITY TO IMPROVING TRANSIT SERVICE THROUGHOUT THE CITY, 
PROVIDING A CONVENIENT AND EFFICIENT SYSTEM AS A PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE TO 
AUTOMOBILE USE. 

POLICY20.9 
Improve inter-district and intra-distri~t transit service. 

During non-peak hours, while travel to downtown for shopping and entertainment is still substantial, 
there is much more travel between and within districts in the city. In a "grid" network of transit services, 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPAl't"TMENT 3 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
CASE NO. 2014.0524R 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

the potential to improve inter- and intra-district transit travel relies on improving certain important cross­
town lines. Transit service on these lines should be frequent, well-coordinated with other transit services 
and corridors, and as quick and direct as possible. 

Comment: The proposed Bond, if approved, would provide faster and more reliable transit 

POLICY 21.11 
Ensure the maintenance and efficient operation of the fleet of transit vehicl~s. 

Consideration should be given with every transportation system funding and development decision to 
maintaining and operating transit vehicles and the facilities that support them. 

Comment: The proposed Bond, if approved, would fix obsolete Muni facilities to create productive working conditions 
and improve vehicle maintenance 

OBJECTIVE 23 
IMPROVE THE CITY'S PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION SYSTEM TO PROVIDE FOR EFFICIENT, 
PLEASANT, AND SAFE MOVEMENT. 

POLICY23.6 

Ensure convenient and safe pedestrian crossings by minimizing the distance pedestrians must walk to 
cross a street. 

Appropriate treatments may include widening sidewalks at corners to provide more pedestrian queuing 
space and shorter crosswalk distances, especially where streets are wide. Large pedestrian islands should 
be installed to provide pedestrians with a safe waiting area while crossing where traffic volumes are high 
and/or streets are unusually wide. Consideration should be given to bicycle movement and the efficient 

operation of transit service in sidewalk widenings. 

Corner bulbs reduce the crossing distance and provide more corner queuing space. The reduced crossing 
distance makes crossing safer, while the increased queuing area reduces the corner overcrowding that 
often spills into the street. Care should be taken not to constrain the movement of bicycles and transit 
vehicles in the design of sidewalk bulbs. Corner bulbs should be designed to shorten crossing distance and 
enhance visibility to the maximum extent possible while still retaining necessary vehicle movements. 

Comment: The proposed Bond, if proposed, would improve pedestrian safety through focused engineering efforts at 
high-injury locations. This could include addressing pedestrian safety through building refuge islands, speed tables, 
comer curb bulb-outs, and other counter-measure to improve safety for people walking. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
CASE NO. 2014.0524R 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT' 

RECOMMENDATION: Finding the General Obligation Bond, on balance, 
in·conformity with the General Plan 

If approved, the following types of projects funded by the Bond should be referred to the 
Planning Department to determine whether they require separate General Plan referral(s), 
pursuant to Section 4.105 of the Charter and Sections 2A.52 and 2A.53 of the Administrative 
Code or other authorization: 

• Demolition of buildings I structures 
• Construction of new buildings I structures 
• Additions to existing structures (enlargement) 

PROPOSITION M FINDINGS - PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 

Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes Eight Priority Policies and requires review of discretionary 
approvals and permits for consistency with said policies. The Project, the proposed $500,000,00 General 
Obligation Bond for Transportation Improvements, proposed to be placed on the November 2014 ballot, is 
found to be consistent with the Eight Priority Policies as set forth in Planning Code Section 101.1 for the 
following reasons: . 

Eight Priority Policies Findings 
The subject project is found to be consistent with the Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 
in that: -

The proposed project is found to be consistent with the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 
101.1 in that: 

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

The project will not displace or restrict access to any existing neighborhood-serving or restrict future 
opportunities. 

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

The project will not displace any existing housing. 

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

The project will not adversely impact the City's supply of affordable housing and existing neighborhood housing 
will be preserved. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO · 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
CASE NO. 2014.0524R 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

The projed seeks to improve transit services, reduce travel ·time, and install modern traffic signals, all of which 
will yield safer and efficient roadways. No specific projects have been identified and the Bond is a financing 
mechanism for future improvements. 

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

The project will not displace any individual businesses. 

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

Improvements to existing transit facilities will bring thein up to modern standards of construction and seismic 
safety. These efforts will help increase the City's preparedness again injury and loss of life in an earthquake. 

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The project would not have an adverse effect on landmarks or historic buildings. No specific projects have been 
identified and the Bond is a financing mechanismfor future improvements. 

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

The project will not impact parks and open spaces. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

RESOLUTIONNo.14-041 

WHEREAS, The Strategic Plan requires that the SFMTA, in the context of the "Transit 
First" policy, make transit and other non-personal vehicle-oriented traruiportation modes the 
preferred means of travel; and 

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

WHEREAS, Tl;ie goals of the TEP are to improve Murii travel speed; reliability and 
safety, make Muni a more attractive transportation mode; improve cost-effectiveness of Muni 
operations· and assist in implementirig'the City's Transit Rirstpolicy; and 

WHEREAS, The SFMTA applied to the Planning Department.for environmental review 
of the TEP under the California Environm~tal Quality Act, Public Resources Code Sections 

· 21000 et·seq., (CEQA), on June 25, 2011; and the:Planning·Department determined that an 
Environmental Im.pact Report(EIR) wasiequired anc;l proVided public notice·ofthat 
determination by publication in a newspaper of general.circulation on November 9,r 2011; and 

·.WHEREAS, OnJuiy 10,.2013, thePlanningDepartmentpublishedtheTrarisit -
Effectiveness Project Draff Environmental Ilnpact Report (DEIR) and provided public notice in a 
newspaper of general ci:rcUlation of the availability of the DEIR for public review arid· comment 
and ofthe date· and· time of.the Planning Comn;ri.ssion public hearing·on the DEIR; this notice· 
was mailed to the·Departm.ent's list of persons requesting such notice; and 

·WHEREAS, Notices of availability of the DEIR and of$.e date and time of the public 
hearing were posted at the San Francisco County Clerk's Office, on.transit veliicles, and on the 
Planning Department's web site on July 10, 2013, and copies were provided to all public libraries 
within San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS,. On Jlily 10,- 2013, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to 
a list of persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, and to 
government agencies, the latter both, directly and through: the State Clearinghouse; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on the 
TIEIR on August 15, 2013 and r~eived public comment on the DEIR; the period for acceptance 
of written coinm.ents ended on September 17, 2013; and 
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WHEREAS, The Planning Department prepared responses to comments on 
environmental issues received atthe public hearing and in writing during the 67 day public 
review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments 
received or based on additional information that became available during the public review 
period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material was presented in a Responses to 
Comments document, published on March 13, 2014; and 

WHEREAS, .The Planning Department prepared a Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR), consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review 
process, any additional information that became available, the Responses to Comments 
document, and the Supplemental Service Variants Me:pJorandum dated March 13, 2014, all as 
required by law; and 

WHEREAS, Environmental review files have been made available for review by the 
SFMTA Board and .the public. (Planning Department File No. 201 l .0558E.)These files are 
available for public review at the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are 
part of the record before the SFMT A Board; and 

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

VtHEREAS, The Planning Commission found that the FEIR reflects the independent 
judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, i1l adequate, accurate and 
objective, and that the Responses to Comments document, the Supplemental Service Variants 
Memorandum, and all relevant errata conqiln no significant revisions to the DEIR, and certified 
the completion of the FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines; and 

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

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

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board of Directors approves the Transit Preferential 
Streets "Toolkit" as identified in the FEIR and incorporated herein by this reference; and be it 
further 

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board of Directors approves at a programmatic and 
conceptual level the Service Improvements, Service-Related Capital Improvements and both the 
Moderate and Expanded Travel Time Reduction Proposals Alternatives identified in the FEIR 
and inc01porated herein by this reference; and be it further 
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RESOLVED, That, in taking this approval action, the SFMTA Board of Directors adopts 
CEQA Findings, which include rejecting alternatives identified in the FEJR. as infeasible and 
adopting a statement of overriding considerations, attached to this Resolution as Enclosure A and 
incorporated herein by this reference; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the SFMT A Board of Dire,ptors adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) attached to this Resolution as Enclosure B; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the SFMf A Board authorizes the Director of Transportation to direct 
staff to continue with obtaining otherwise necessary approvals and to carry out the actions to 
implement the Project. 

I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Municipal Transportation Agency 
Board of Directors and the Parking Authority Commission at their meeting of March 28, 2014. 

Secretary, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Board and Parking Authority Commission 
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ENCLOSURE A 

Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, 
l~CLUDl~G THE SE;~VICE P9UCY F~l;WORK, · 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. FINDINGS: 
FIN.DINGs-oF FAcT.· EvALUATION·OF MITIGAtloN MEASURES AND 

ALTERNATIVES~ AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
· SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIRAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY . 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
~ . . ' , 

In determining to approve the Transit'Effectiveness Project-(the "Project') cfe~cribed ih Section I, 

Project Description'below, the San Francisco' Municipal Transportation Agency Board of 

Directors (the "SFMTA Boardn) ·makes arid adopts the folloWirig finding~ of facia~d deci~ions 
regarding significant impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives, and adopts the statement 

of ov~rriding considerations, Qa~1;ic;f on substantial evidence in the whole record of this 

proceedlng: and. u~der the qalifor~ia Er:iviro~mental Quality Act ("CEQN), .California Public 

. Resources c.ode SectJons ~ 1 OQQ et seq: ("C~QA'1, particulariy .Sectionl:? 21081. and. ~1081.5, 
the Guid~line$ for l~plementati'c)'n ofCEQA ("CE;QA Guidelinesn), 14 Califo.rn~? Co.de of 

Regulations Sections 15000. et s~q., particularly Sections 150.91 through 15093, and Chapter 31 

of th~'$~~ F~~ncl~cci Ad111f~lstr~#e." Code. These findings comprise ENCLOSURE. A t_o th~ 
associated Board of Directors Resolution. · · 

This document is organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, .t~e ~nyjronmef'!tal-review 

process for the Project, the approval actions to be taken and th~ location of records; 

Section II i~e.nilfies the.impact~ fourid not to be significant that do .not re~~i.re mitigatic;>n; 
' ' . . , ' 

Section Ill identifies p~tentially significant .impaCts thatcan be avoided or reduced to less-than~ 
significant levers tffrough 'mitigation a~d. describes 'the disposition of the. 'mitigation- nie~~ure~: 

·' '·· . ' . 

Se<;_tion IV, identifies significant impacts that cannot oe avoided or reduced to less-than- · 

significant levels and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of 

the mitigation measures; 
. ' ' : 

Section V evaluates the different Project alternatives and sets forth the· economic, legal, social, 

technological, and other considerations, and incorporates· by reference. the reasons set forth in 

Section vr·, that support approval of the P·roject and the rejection of the alternatives; or 

elements thereof, analyzed as infeasible; and 

Section VI pr~sents a staJement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in 

support of the Board's actions to approve the Project despite its significant and unavoidable 
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environmental impacts and its rejection of the alternatives not incorporated into the Project as 

infeasible. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") containing the mitigation measures 
' ·. ~ . -

from the Final J;:nvironmental. IJ:npact Report ("FEIR") that have been proposed for adoption is 

. attached with th13se.findings·as Attactunent B.to tl;le associated Bo~rd of Directors Resolution: 

The MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. The 

MMRP provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the FEIR for the Project 

that is required to reduce. or avoid a significant adverse impact and that is made a condi~ion of 

approval. The ·MMRP-also specifies the ~g~ncy responsible for imp·l~m~ntation of each measure 

and establishes monitoring actions.~nd a monitoring schedule. The fuJI text of the mitlgation 
• - ' - ... . - 1 

measures is set forth in the MMRP. . ' . 
These findings are based upon ~ubstantial evid~nce in the entire record ~efore the SFMTA 

Board. The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft 
. ' . -

Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR" or"DEIR") or the Responses to Comments document 

(''RTC") are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the 

evidence reliei:i upon for these findings. The DEIR and the Responses to Comments document, 

together with the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandu-m dated March 13, 2014 and 

Errata dated March 27, 2014, comprise the FEIR. 

I. APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT 

A. Project Desc.riptlon 

The Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP} is comprised of a Service Policy Framework, Service 

Improvements and Service Variants, Service-related Capital Improvements, and Travel nnie 

Reduction Proposals ("TIRPs"), including the Transit Prefe:rential Streets Toolkit•. The TEP , 

includes locations throughout th!3 49-square7mile Gity and Couflty ,of San Francisco and is a. 

program comprised of a group of varied projects and proposals. The TEP components will be 

implemented on public land and within the public right-of-way throughout the City, on property 

largely under.the jurisdiction of tfle San Francisco Public Works Department and the SFMTA. 

The.proposals that comprise the TEP: vary in the level of detail provided, from highly specific 

redesigns, including capital improvements, aloF)g·certain tr~nsportation corridors .to more 

conceptual poli~y r~commendations. Accordingly, and pursua,nt to CEQA Guidelines Sections , 

15161 and 15168, the Fl;I~ an.alyzed portions of the TEP.at~ "project-level" where the amount 

and type of information available for those cor,nponents lent itself to. a detailed and specific 

analysis of all potential environmental impacts, and other portions were analyzed at a "program-
. . 

level" (a more conceptual level) when the details about and current level of design· for a 
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component did not allow for a project-level analysis. In particular, the Service.Policy 
Fram~vycirk1-5 of the 12 Service-related Capital Improvements, and 6 of the 17Travel Time·· 
Reduction Proposal1:1 (TTRPs) were analyzed ~ta program level. 

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

1. The Service Policy Framew~rk 

The Service Policy Framework sets forth transit service delivery objectives that support the, 
. . . 

SFMTA Strategic Plan goals, and idenJifies a variety of aptions to !mplement these objectiv~s. 
The Service Poiicy Framework wilf guide how inve5tments a~e made to the Muni systerri and is 
intended t~ improve system reliability and redute'trahsit fravel time as ~ell ~s lmpro~e· c~stom~r 

• • .;: j • • ' • ' • • ' II', ' •' ;~o ' ' ! '• • ~ ' • ·, '• •.' ., 

service. These objectives ·include the effeiCt:ive allocation of transit resources, the efficient . 
delivery of-service, tile lrnpri:>v~m~ht of s~rvic~ r~liability ~nd.~ed.u_c~ion in tran~it traveJ time, and. 
an improvement in. c~sto!llek 'servi~e. Most impqrtan~ly, th~ Policy FralT)ework w.ould Organize· 
Muni transit seniice into four distinct transit categories: · ' · · · · 

. ':;"· ' - ·: ' ·. . •. 

• Rapid Network: These heavily used bus and rail lines form the bac~bone of the Muni 
system. With vehicles arriving frequently and transit pri~ritY e~hancements along the 
ro.utes, the R!ipid netw9rk de!ive~ sp~eg ~nd. relia9ility~ wheth!;!r custorpers, are~ heading. 
across town, 9r simply traveiing a feY(, blp9ks, , 

• ,Lo~al ""~~ark: AlsQ. ~nown.a~ "Grid" ro~tes, the~eJong ~oµtes qc;>mbine, with the Rapid: 
11~fy.'.ork to form an e?<pap~ive core system ~hat le.t~ cu~tomers get to thejr destinations 
with no more.than a sh~rt walk, or.:a seamless transfer. 
(.. ,.,,. \ - • - • '- •• l - ' ,, •• 

• Cor:nmunJfy Con.nect9rs: Also ~nown as "G.irc1,1I~to~"1 these lightly used bus routes 
wedo'!linantly Cif«?Ulate tl}roi.Jgb l?an Franciscq's hlll~i~e r~&identi~l:.n~ighborhoods; filling 

.. in gap~ in coverage ~nd conn_f!lcting c1.,1.storners to th~ cqre n~twork. 
• · 9pecializeq Services: Thes~ routes augment .existing service during specific times of day 

to serve a specific need, or serve travel demand related to special events. They include 
express service, owl service, an~ special event trips to serve sporting events, large 
festivals and other San Francisco activities. 

2. Service Improvements and Service Variants 

Th~ Servi99 I mproyerpents and. Serviq~ Vari<:1nts include creation of new transit routes, changes 
in the alignment Qf some existing rout~. ~liminatjon of underused routes or route segments; 
changes to headways and hours of service, changes to !he day of the week for service, and 
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changes to the.mix .. of local/limited/express seivi.ce on several routes: The Service. 

Improvements were developed based on a comprehensive evaluation of the overall transit 

network and public input from community meetings. ·Specifically, these proposals include: 

• Increasing frequency of transit servi~e along heavily used corridors; 

• Creating new routes; 

• Changing existing route alignments; 

• Eliminating underutilized routes or route segments; 

• Introducing larger buses on crowded ro~tes; 

• Changing the mix of local/limited/express servlce; 

• Expanding limited service~. 

In addition; the SFMTA included_ a ri:uniber of possfble variants to the~e s.ervide changes 

(iriCJudirig recent service variants developed as part of th_e puo!ic outreach process ar:id 

summarized in the S4pplemental Service Variants Memorandum of March 13, 2014) that are 

proposed a~ part Of the project to allow for flexibiiity in the phasing and implementation Of the 

Service Improvements. Proposed Service Variants mostly include modification.$ tp port~ons of 

some routes or change the type of vehicle u~ed on some routes. In addition, many of the 

service variants work in concert to improve s~rvice along a particular corridor or neighborhood. 

3. Service-Related Capital Improvements . 

Some of the Service Improvements will be supported by Service-related Capital Improvements. 

The Service-related Capital Improvements include the following: a) Transfer and Terminal Point 

Improvements, which include installation of overhead wiring and_ poles; installation of new 

switches, bypass rails, and/or transit bulbs; expansion of transit zones; and modification of 

sidewalks at stops to accommodate substantial passenger interchanges and/or to provide for 

transit vehicle layovers; b) Overhead Wire Expansion capital improvements to support·service 

route-changes for electric trolley routes and. pmvide bypass wires to allow trolley coacnes to 

pass one another on ·existing routes; c) Systemwide Capital Infrastructure projects, such as 

installation of riew·accessible platforms to improve system accessibility across the light rail 

network. 

4. Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRPs)., Using the Transit Preferential Streets 
(TPS) Toolkit 

The Travel Tim~ Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) will implement roadway and transit stop changes 

to reduce transit delay on the most heavlly used routes that make up the backbone of the Muni 

system, which is referred to as the Rapid Network. The SFMTA has identified a set of 18 

standard roadway and traffic engineering elements that can be used, to reduce transit travel time 
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along a transit corridor. Collectively, these tools or elements are c'alled the Transit Preferential 
Streets Toolkit {"TPSToolkit"). The TPS Toolkit elem'ents will be applied to 17 Rapid Network 
transit corridors to improve operation of the Muni system. Theseelements include: 

. . 
• . Transit St9p Changes: removing or co11soliqating transit. stops; moving stop locations at 

int~rsection~; a9ding transit bulbs; adding transit .boarding i~lands; increasing transit 
stop lengths; conv~rting flag stops to trarisit zones; · 

• Land Modifications: establishing transit-only lanes; establishing transit queue 
jump/bypass lanes; establishing dedicated turn lanes; widening travel lanes through 
·lane reductions; 

• Parking .. and Turn Restrictions: implementtuming restrictions; widening travel laries 
through p'arking restrictions; installing traffic signals at uncontrolled and tWo-way·stop:­
ccintrolled intersections;- installing traffic signals at all-way-slop-controlled intersections; 
replacing all-way stop.;.coritrols with' traffic calming measures at intersections; 

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

. ' 

The TEP proposes to apply the TPS.Toolkit to 17Rapid Network corridors throughout the City.! r 

Using the TPS Toolkit, ttie SFMTA has developed specific corridor designs for 11 of the 17 
proposed TTRP corridors. These corridor designs were thus· analyzed at a project- level in the 
FEIR. Project variants were also included as part of these project-level TTRPs. Tliree of the 
TTR.Ps (lTRP.14, TTRP.22 and TTRP.30_J) include variants with. different designs on one or 
more.segments of the.route. TTRP routes with· no design',variants· at the project level include 
TTRP.5, TTRP.Bx, TTRP.28_1,· TTRP.~ •. TTRP.N; TTRP.91 TTRP.71· and·TTRP.L. The SFMTA 
developed conceptual planning for the remaining 6 TTRP corridors, for which specific corridor 
designs will be developed at a later stage of the project. These corridor designs were thus 
analyzed at a programmatic level in the F~IR. 

For each of the project-level TTRPs, the SFMTA developed two specific corridor-designs 
c0mpris~d .of TPS Too!~!t elemer:its_: a moderate option, ref~rred to as the "TTRP. Moperate _ 

. Alternatiy~;" and an ~:icpanded op~ion, referred to as the "TTRP Expan~ed Alternative." This 
wa~ done because, alt~o~~h the TEP prog~am was examined in one environ~entaJ document in 
order to understand ~e full. scope of it~·po~ential cumulc,;itive.enyironme.nta~ impacts, the TEP is 
actually a collection of projects and proposals, which, while related, mc;1y be implemented at 

~ : .. . 

various times and, in many cases, independently of ea.ch .~ther. Thus, these al~ematives 
bracket a range of feasible options that accomplish the SFMTA's objectives for the TEP and 
describe and analyze.tbe scope of potential physical environmental impacts' that would result 
from implementing a combination of elements trom both alternatives. These two alternatives are 
described and analyzed at an equal'level of detaii in the FEIR. · ' · 

, .. 
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Under either alternative, the Service Policy Framework, the Service l~provements, Service 
Variants, the Ser.iice-related Capitallmprovements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the 
program-level TTRP corridors would be implemented. The difference between the two 
·alternative projects is that under the TTRP Moderate Alternative, these elements would be 
implemented incombination with a "moderate" number of TPS Toolkit elements along qertain 
Rapid Network corridors, and, under the TTRP Expanded Alternative, these elements would be 
implemented in combination with an ."expanded" number of TPS Toolkit elements along the 
same Rapid,Network corridors. 

Please note that when the DEIR was published, the SFMiA had developed project-level details 
for only 8 of the 17 TTRP corridors. Subsequently, SFMTA staff developed project-level details 
for three more of the TTRPs, using the _TPS Toolkit. With this additional detail, the TTRP.L, 
TTRP.9, and TTRP. 71_ 1 Moderate and Expanded Alter,natives were analyzed at a project level 
of detail in the RTC document. 'These three TTRPs would. have the same significant and less­
than-significant .i.mpacts as the eight project-level TTRPs analy~ed in the DEIR and the same 
mitigation measures would be applicable. Ch~pter 2 of the RTC document, Project Description 
Revisions, provides a detailed description of the three additional project-level TTRPs and a 

. summary of their significant and less-than-significant impacts. Chapter 5 of the RTC document, 
DEIR Revisions, presents-the results of the impact analyses of the new three project-level 
TTRPs as integrated into EIR Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation 

· Measures and Chapter 6, Alternatives. Thus, 11 of the 17 TTRPs are ·analyzed at the project" 
level in the FEIR. In addition, the descriptions and analyses ofTTRP.N and TTRP.5 Moderate · 
and Expanded Alternatives were updated in the FEIR based on minor design modifications to 
these two project components that occurred after the DEIR was published. 

B. Project Objectives 

The FEIR discusses several Project objectives identified by the SFMTA as Project Sponsor. 
The objectives are: 

• To improve, to the greatest extent possible, transit speed, reliability and safety by 
redesigning routes; to reduce travel time along high-ridership corridors by optimizing 
transit stop locations, implementing traffic engineering changes, and constructing capital 
infrastructure projects; and to improve safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and riders at 
intersections by introducing infrastructure changes (e.g. pedestrian bulbs, transit bulbs, 
etc.) that lead to safer transit operation. 

• To make Muni a more attractive transportation mode and increase. tr~nsit ridership 
through both attracting new riders and increasing use by current riders by: 'serving major 
origin-destination patterns, such as between regional transit connections and mfijor 
employment sites; providing direct and eff!cient service through reduction or elimination 
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of circuitous route segments; reducing crow.ding through shifting resources· to improve 
cLil;>tomer comfort and decreasing pass-ups; and. redesigning routes to m_aximize · 
ridership. 

• To improve the_ cost-effectiveness and productivity oftran.sit operations by improving 
network efficiency and reducing system reduhqancy by implementing service 

· modiffcation~·thaf include-route restructuri~g. f~eque11~y improvements, vehicle~type 
. ch~ng.es, and hours of service adjustmen.ts. . . . . 

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

C. Envirqnmental Review 

T~e San Francisc'? Pl~mrting D_epart!'Tlent, as lead agency, prepared a Notice 9f Preparation 
("NOP") and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings on November 9, 2011, and held two Public 
Scoping Meetings on December 6 and 7, 2011. 

. . . 
The NOP was ,dis~ribut!fd to the.State. Clearinghous~ and mailed.to loc<il; ~tate, and federal 
agenc:ies and fo other in~ereste~ parties on _November 9, 20f1, initiating a.3()-day pupflc 
comment period extenc~ing through .D13cember 9, 2011. ,A copy of tjle NOP is available in 
Appe11dix 1 in Volume 2 of the EIR. The Public Scoping Meetings were held at the SFMTA 
offic~. ()ne South Van Ne5s Avenue, in San Francisco. The purpose of the meetings was to 
present information about the proposed Project to the public and receive ·public input regarding 
the scop_e c;>f th~ EIR analyses. Attendees were-provided an opportunity.to voice comments on 
concerns regarding the project; translators were available for Chinese- and Spanish-speaking 
attendees .if needed, 

Oral comments were provided by 21 individual~ at the Public Scoping Meetings. During the 
public r~yiew.peri9d, 29 public agencies and/or other interested parties· submitted comment· 
letters to the Planning-Department. Comments raised the following concerns· related.to physical 
enV.ironmental effects: aesthetics of various transit facilities, including overhead wires; the· 
potential for impacts on_ archeological resources; air quality impacts related to potential 
increqs~ in us.e of private passenger vehicles; the effects on tr~c flow and potential for 
diversipns due to new transit and pedestrian bulbs; locations of ahd distance between transit 
stops; the potential for shifts in-travel modes;.concemabout·loss of parking·and loading; 
pedestrian safety concerns; the environmental review process; suggesfed use of different 
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approaches to. the transportation impact E!nalysis such as providing estimates of time saved; 

and requested variations on some service improvements.· 

The San Francisco Planning Department published an Initial Study on January 23, 2013. The 

Initial Study was distributed to the State Clearinghouse and mailed to local, state, 'and federal 

agencies and to other interested -parties on January 23; 2013, initiating a 30-day public · 

comment period extending from Januar-Y 24, 2013 through February 22, 2013~ A copy of the 

Initial Study is available in Appendix 2 in Volume 2 of the EIR. 

The San Franci~co Planning Department then prepared a DEIR, which describes both of the 

Project Alternatives; presents -the environmental setting; identifies potential impacts at a 

program-level or a project-level of detail for both Alternatiye,s; presents mitigation measures for 

impacts found to be significant or potentially significant; and summarizes the Project · 

Alternatives and their impacts, and compares their impacts and those of.the No Project 

Alternative. In assessing construction and operational impacts of the Project; the DEIR also 

considers the contribution of the Project impacts to cumulative impacts associated with the 

Project in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actiohs with 

potential for impacts on the same resources. 

Each environmental issue presented in the DEIR is analyzed wi~h respect to significance criteria 

that are based on the San Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division 

("EP") guidance regarding the environmental effects to be considered significant. EP guidance 

is, in turn, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some modifications. 
' . 

The Department published the DEIR on July 10, 2013. The DEIR was circulated to local, state, 

and federal agencies and to interested organlz<1tions and individuals for review and comment 

beginning on July 11, 2013 for a 67-day public review period, which e_nded on September 17, 

2013. The San Francisco Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to solicit 

testimony on the DEIR on August 15; 2013. The Planning Department also received written 

comments on the DEIR, sent through mail, hand-delivered, or by email. 

The San Francisco Planning Department then prepared the Responses to Comments document 

("RTC"). This document, which provi~es written response to each comment received on the · 

DEIR that raises environmental issues, was published on March 12, 2014, and includes copies 

of all of the comments received on the DEIR and responses to those comments. The RTC 

provided additional updated information and clarification on is~ues raised by commenters, as 

well as Planning Department DEIR text changes. The text changes included more detailed· 

analyses, at a project levei, for three transit Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRPs)Jor" both 

the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives that had previously been analyzed in the DEIR at a 

8 

922 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

program level; the TTRP·.L (L Taraval), TTRP.9 (979L San Bruno}, and TTRP.7.1_ 1 (71 Haight-:-· 
Noriega). 

On March 13, 2013, the Planning Department published a Supplemental .Service Variants 
Memorandum, which described and analyzed additional service ~ariants.dE!veloped as part of 
the SFMTA's ·public oUtreach process. The Planning Department conclud.ed that these ~dditi.onal 

I· • . .. . . 

service variants would have the 'same environment~! impacts and require the same mitigation 
measures as the service variants already describ~d and.analyzed i[I the DEIR; a~c:t thus, no 
additional environmen~al review ~as required. nor was rec;:irculat!on of the PEIR requi(ed. 

1' ~· • • • t • • • • • • 

The Planning Commission reviewed and. considered the. FEIR, which is compris!3d Of the DEIR, 
the RTC document and the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandum, Errata dated March 
27, 2014, and all of the supporting information. In certifying the FEIR, the Planning Commission 
determined tliat it does not add·significarit new information to the DEIR that would require 
recirculation .. under CEQA.because the FEIR contains no infon~ation revealin.g (1fany new 
significant environmental i.mpact that would r~sult from the proj~ct or frorti a new mitigation 
measure proposed.to be implemented, (2) any substantial inc~ease in the severity of a 
previousiy' ide.ntified environmental impact, (3) a'ny feasible project aitemapve or mitigation 
measure considerab.ly differentfrom others previously analyzed that wo·uld ciearly lessen the 
environm~ntal impacts of the·. project, b'ut that was rejected 'by: the project's· proponents, or (4) 
that the DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory iii nature that 
mean_ingfL1I· pµblic review and comment were. precluded. :This SFMT A Boatd concurs ih. this 

. determin~tion. 

D. Approval Actions 

1. Planning Commission Action· 

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

2. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directots ~ctions 

• Approval of the Transit Effectiveness Project, including the Service Pcilicy Framework 

• - Approval of the implementation of certain parking· and traffic me.asures in accordance 
with Section 201{c) of the Transportation Coae 

3. San Francisco Board of Superylsors Actions 

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

review. 

Additional actio~s that may be taken by the Board of Supervisors are;: 

• Review and.approval of system·~hanges r~lated to any route abandonments. 

• Approval of sidewalk changes, upon referral from the Departmen~ of Puplic Works. 

. ' 

4. Other ·san Francisco Agency Actions . . 

• Approval by the D~partment of Public Works of sidewalk legi~lation and construction 

period encroachm~nt Plilrmits. . 

• Approvql by the San Francisco Recreati<;m and Park Commission of property 
e / ' ' • • • t 

encroaphments, if required. 

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

Referra[s 

5. Other-Local, State, and Federal Age'ncies 

Implementation of the Project will involve consultation with, or required approval$ by, other local, 
" ' ' 

state and fedE?ral regulatory agencies, including, but not limited to, the following: 

• The Transportation Advisory Staff Committee ("TASC"): Coprdin~tion of all roadway and 

transi.t changes. 

• City of Daly City: Approval of installation of a traffic signal and transit bulb in Daly City. 

• California Department of Transportation ("Caltrans") District 4: Approval of temporary 

construction street encroachment permits within Caltrans rights-of-way. 

To the extent that the identified mitigation measu~es require consultation with or approval by 

these other agencies, the SFMTA Board urges these agencies to assist if1 implementing, 

coordinating, or approving th.e mitigation measures, as appropriate to the particular measure. 

6. Location and Custodian of Records 

The DElR and all documents referenced fn or relied on by the Draft and FEIR, the DEIR public 

hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the EIR received during the Notice of 

. Preparation and DEIR public review periods, the administrative record, the Responses to 

Comments document, and the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandum, and bacK:ground 

documentation for the FErR are located at the Planning qepartment, 16~0 Mission Street, San 

Francisco. (Planning Department Case File No. 2011.05586.) The Pianning Commission 

Secretary, Jonas lonin, is the custodian of records for the Planning Department and the 

Planning Commission. 

10 

924 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

-CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

All information, including written materials and testimony, concerning· approval· of the Project 
and adoption of these findings, presented to the SFMTA Board or incorporated into ·reports 
presented to the SFMTA Board, are fo~ted at the SFMTA offices at One South' Van Ness -
Avenue, 7lh floor, San Francisco. 

All files hctve been available to the SF.MTA Board arid the public for review in considering t~ese 
finqings and whether to approve the Proje_ct. 

E. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and ~itigation Me_asures _ 
~ r < • ' • ! ' I ' 

The following Sections II, Ill, and IV set out the SFMTA Board of Directors' findings about the 
FEIR's determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures 
proposed to address them. These findings provide the wri,tten analy~is C!nd c(;mclusions of the 
SFMTA' Bpa~d "regarding the environmental impacts _of the Project and ~he mitigation measures 

, ~ . r. , 

included as part of the FEIR and adopted by the SFMTA Board as -part of the Project. To avoid 
d~plieatlon and redundancy, and because the SFMTA Board agre~~- with, ~nd he~eby aqop~, . 
the co~cl~sion~ in the .FEiR, th~se findings will not repeat the analy~is and conq!usions in the 
FEIR, but instead incorporate th~m by ref~rence and reiy upon them as substantial evidence 
supporting ~ese findings. 

In making these findings, the· SFMT A. Boa~ has consi?ered th~ opinjons of SFMTA staff and 
other G_!ty staff and exjJe~s, other agencies, arict "'embers of the. publiq. The SFMTA_ B,oard 
finds that the deterrriinfltion of significar;ice thresholds is a judgment pecjsion within th~ 
discrition of the SFMTA and the City and County of s~~ Fra~cisco; the signifi~nce thresholds 
used fn the EiR are ~upported by subst~_ntial evlden~e -i~ the record, ir;Jcl_uding the. expert o.piriion 
of th~ SFMTA arid 'city ~taff; and the significance thresholds Js_ed in the .EIR provide. reasonable 

. . : ' 1 ' ... ' ~ . ! '. - ' , .t " f ~ - - ' . . 

and cippropriate means of assessi~g t~e significance of the ~dvers~ environmen_tal effects qf the 
Project.~ - · - · - - · ' - · · 

, These findings do' not ati:empt to describe the full analysis of ea~h environmental impact 
contained_ in the FEI~. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and 

- - .. - ,· • ' ' ; - ~ ·~ ' - i ' . 1 ' . 

conclusions can be found in the FEIR, which includes its Initial Study present~d ir:i EIR Appendix 
2, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the FEIR 
supporting the determinations regarding the Project impacts ana mitigation measures designed 
to address those.impacts: In making these findings, the SFMTA Board of Director~ ratifies, 
adopts, and incorpor:ates in tliese findings the· determinaticiris and conclusi6ns of the FEIR 
relating to environmental impacts and mitigation measures, exc~pt'to the extent any such 
determinations are specifically and expressly modified by these findings . 
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As set forth below, the SFMTA Board adopts and incorporates the mitigation measures set forth 

in the FEIR and the attached MMRP to substantially lessen or avoid the significant impacts of 

the Project. The SFMTA Board 'intends to· adopt all the mitigation measures proposed in the 

FEIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure 'identified in the FEIR has inadvertently 

been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby adopted and 

incorporated in the findings below by reference. fn addition, iri the event the language . 

describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately 

reflect the mitigation r:neasures in the FEIR due to a clerical error, the langu.age of the policies 

and implementation measures as set forth in the FEIR shall controL The impact numoers and . . 
mitigation meastJre numbers used in these findings reflect .th~ information contained in the . 

'' ·• 

FEIR. 

In the Sections II, Ill a~d IV below, the same findi~gs are made for a category of environmental 

impacts and mitigation .measures: Rather than repeat the identical finding dpzens of fi,m.es to 

address ~ach and ever), signrrlcant effect and mitigation measure; the initial finding obviates the 

need for such repetition because in no instance is the SFMTA Board rejecting the conclusions 

of th~ FEIR or the mitigation measures identified in the FEIR !or the Project. 

The findings below include findings relevant to the TTRP Moderate Alternative and to the TTRP 

Expanded Alternative. Under either alternative, the FEIR assumed that the Service P91icy 

Framework, the Service lmprove~ents, Service Variants, the Service-!elated Capital 

Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the program-level TTRP corridors would be 

implemented. It is not known at this ~ime which specific alternative, or mixture of proposals from 

the two alternatives, will be ·ultimately approved by the. SFMTA Board for each TTRP corridor. It 

is likely that, over time, a mix of the proposals described in the TTRP Moderate Alternative and 

the TTRP Expanded Alternative will be adopte.d and implemented along the various corridors. 

Because of this, in taking this action, the SFMTA Boa~d makes the following findings regarding 

the potential for environmental impacts and required mitigation measures for both the TTRP 

Moderate Alternative and the TIRP Expanded Altematiye, as each are described in the FEIR. 

II. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT AND THUS DO NOT REQUIRE 
MITIGATION · 

Under CEQA, no mitigati~n measures are required for impacts that are less than significant 

(Pub. Resources C_ode § 21002; C,EQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4(a}{3) and 15091 ). Based on the 

evidence in t~e whole record 9f this procee9ing, the Board finds that implementation of the. 

Proposed Project will not result in any signifjcapt impacts in the following areas and that these 

impact areas therefore d9 not reqaire mitigation: 

Land Use and Land Use Planning 
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• Impacts LU-1, LU-2, and LU-3: The proposed Project would not physic.ally divide an · 
established community, would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or 
regulEitions. of an agencywithjuri~dicti9n over the. proje~t adopted for the·.purpose of 
avo.h;!ing or rn.itigating an environmental effect, or have a substantial ~dverse impact 011 
the existing character of the vicinity. 

• Impact C-LU-1: The prqposed Project,. in combination with other past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable future projects Jn the pr~j~ct vicinity, would .not have a. 
cumulatively considerable co.1_1tributi9n to a significant cumulative land use or land use 
plarini.nQ impact. · 

Aesthetics 

• Impacts AE-1 and AE-2: The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on a scenic vista or on scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and other features pf the ~uilt or n_atural environment which cqntribute to a 
s~enic public setting. . · . ·. · 

' T • • ~ ' ' • 

• lrppact AE~3; The proposed Prpject would not degrade.existing visual character or 
qu~lity of the project sites an,d surroundings. , 

._ ' . 

• Im.pact AE-4:· The proposed Project would-not create a new source·of substantial light or 
gJar~ that would· pave a ·substantial adverse effect on day ·or nighttime views . 

. • . lmp~ct C-AE-.1: The proposed Project, in combination with other past, present, or 
rea~onaqly foreseeable future projects would not have a· cumulatively considerable 

.. contr:ipl,rtion to a significant.cumulative aes~etics impact. 

Population and Housing 
; .... - I-"" 

• 'Impact PH-1 :. The proposed Project wciul!:f.noflnd~~ substa~tial ~opula~ion growth 
either directly or indirectly. · · 

• . Impact PH-2: Th~ p~oposed project would -nqt displace any ~xlsting housing units or 
create any demand for· additional housing, or aisplace substantlal.numbers of people, 

. necessitating the construction of replacement housing. 

• Impact q:.P.H-:~: ·in~ propo~ed Project in co~bi~~tion. with ~ttie~ past, pr~sent, or 
reasonably foreseeable flifure projects wou19 riot result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to siQnificant cumulative impacts on po.pulation or housing: · 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

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

• Impact C-CP-1: The proposed Project, iii combination with past, present, and 
· · reasonably foreseeable future proj«?cts in the vlcinify, would not re5ult in a cumulatively 

considerable contribution fo significant cumulativ~ "impacts on ctdturai resources or 
archaeological resources. · 
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• The proposed Project would not result in changes to air traffic patterns because the 
project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private 
airstrip. . 

• The proposed Project would not substantially increase transportation hazards due to a 
design feature_ m incompati~le uses. · 

• Impact TR-1: 'Implementation of the Service Policy Framework and. the TEP project 
components would not result in construction-related transportation impacts because of 
their temporary and limited duration. · 

• Impact TR-2: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objectives A through D 
would.not result in significant impacts to local or regional transit, traffic operations, 

.. pedestrians and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehicle access, or parking. · 

• I in pact TR-4: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Acti9ns A.1, A2 and 
A.4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through 8.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and 
Objective D, Actions D.1 through D.4 would not result in significant tr~ffic impacts. 

• Impact TR-6: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective·A, Actions A.1; A.2 and 
A.4, Objective B, Actions 8.1 through B.4, Objectiye C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and· 
Objective D, Actions D.1 ·through D.4 would not result in significant loading impacts. 

• Impact TR-7: Implementation of all of the TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop Changes, 
Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restriction.s, Traffic Signal and Stop Sign ·· 
Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements, woyld not result in significant impacts t6 local 
or regional transit, pedestrians and bicycles, emergency vehicle access, or parking. 

• c. 

• Impact TR-9: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Changes, parking and Tum Restri!:'.:tions, and Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes, 
would not result In significant traffic impacts. · 

• Impact TR-11: Implementation of TPS Toolkit element categorY Traffic Signal and Stop 
Sign Changes would not resyl~ in significa~t loading imp;acts .. 

• Impact TR-12: Implementation of program-"level Service-related Capital Improvements 
projects (TTPl.2, TTPl.3, TTPl.4, OWE.6, and SCl.1) would not result in signiflca~t 
impacts to local or regional transit, traffic operations, pedestrians and bicyclists,. loading, 
emergency vehicle access, or parking. · 

• lmpactTR-13: Implementation of any of the TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Changest Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, Traffic Signal and Stop 
Sign Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements along the nine program-level TTRP 
corridor~ woulp not result in significant impacts ~o local or regional transit, pedestrians 
and brcyclists, emergency vehicle access,. or parking. 

• Impact TR-15:. Implementation of any TPS Toolkit elements within the following 
categories: Transit Sfop Changes, Parking and Turn Restrictions •. and Traffic Signal and 
Stop Sign Changes, along the-program-level TTRP corridors Vl/Ould not result in 
significant impacts on traffic operations. · 
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• Impact T"-'1'7: Jmplementation of any of.the TPS'Toolkit elernenfo within.the category 
Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes along the program level ITRP corridors would not 
result in significant loading impacts. 

- • ·, 1· . . 
• Impact TR..,18: Implementation of the Service lmpro~ements or Ser\/ice Variants would 

not result in significant impacts to locaL or regional transit, traffic operations·, pedestrians 
and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehide access, or parking. · · 

• Impact TR-'19: ·lrriplefrientation of the project--level Setvice-retated Ca'pital Improvement 
projects (TTPl.-2, dWE.1, OWE: t Vanant, OWE.2; OWE3, OWE.4, OWE-.5,. and SCl.2) 

· would not result ·in significant impacts fo local or regional transit, traffic-op·era,tions, 
pedestrians and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehicle access, or parking. 

• Impact TR-20: Implementation of the' prqject-level ITRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP:L,TFRP.N, TTRP.'5;'TTRP;8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1, TTRP.14 ' 
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, orITRP.11_1 would n~t result in 
significant impacts to local or regionartransit. · · · · · · · · 

• . Impact TR-21: Implementation ofth'e project-level. TTRP Exp·andei;I Alternative for the 
· TTRP.J, TTRP.L,TTRP.N; TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TT~P:9, TTRP.14, TIRPi22_1,'TIRP.22_1 

Variant 1, TTRP.22.:.:_ 1 Variant 2, TTRP.28,..;.1. lTRP.30_..,1; TIRP.3Q.:_ 1 Variant 1, ' 
TTRR30~ 1 Variant 2, orTIRP.71.J .. would not result in significant impacts to local or 
regional transit. ' - -

• lmp'actTR-22: Implementation ofthe·project:.level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TIRP.L,.TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP~8X, TIRP.9, TIRP.14 Variant 1·. l'TRP.14 
Variant 2, TTRP.22_ 1, TIRP.28.:J/ITRP.30_ 1, or TIRP.71_ 1 would have less-than­
signific;an' trqfflc Impacts ~t 78 st4dy in\erse.~!ion~. 

- . - • ' •' • '+ 'J ' • . ' 

• ·.Impact TR-23: lmpleinentation'ofthe p_roj~ct.:ievel TfRP Expanded Alternative for the 
- TTRP.J; TIRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5; TTRP.8X; TTRP~s. TTRP.28.:J. orTTRP:11_1 would 

have less-than-sign_ificant traffic impacts at 40 study intersections. 

• lrripact TR-25: · lmplemehtation of the project-level TTRP:14 Expandetj Alternative would 
have less-than-sigriiijcaht traffic·impacts a\,19 study.intersections under Existing plus 
Service lmprovement§i. and the TTRP.14'E:xpandedAlternative conditions.· ' 

• Impact TR-29: lmp!ementation of tile p~o)eC:t-level TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
· w.ould:have less~thari.:.significailt traffic impacts at six study intersections that would 
-operate ~t level .of service C'LOS~fb or better under Existing'pius Service Improvements 
and the lTRP.2?.:_1 ~and.ed AltematiVe"conditions. " . - . 

• Impact TR..:.33: lmpl~me~tatio~ ofth~' pr6ject~level TIR~.22_;;1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would have less-than-signJficant traffic impacts at six study intersections that 
would operate.atLOS Dor better under:Existirig plus'Seivice Improve.merits and the 
TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded AltematiVe Variant 1 ·condition$. · ·. · , · 

• Impact TR-37: implementati~n of the project~l~v~I ITRP.22_ 1_ ExpE!nded Alternative 
Variant 2 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at six study intersections that 
would operate atLos·o or befte.r und~r Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.22 .. J Expanded Alternative Varianf2 ccinditions: · · · · · 

. . . . ~ 

• Impact TR-39: lrnplem~ntati_ori of {he p~oject.,.level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
wo'uld have iess-than-signifleant traffic impaCts at nine study intersections that would 
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OP.erate .at LOS P o~ betf;er under Existing plus Service Improvements arid the · 
TTRP.30_ 1 ExpandedAlternative conditions. 

• Impact TR-41: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
.. Variant 1 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study intersections that 
· would operate at LOS p or better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 

TIRP.30_ 1 Expanqed Alternative Variant 1 conditiorys. 

• · lrnp~ct TR-43:. Implementation of the project-:l~vel TTRP.30_ 1' Expanded Alternative 
. Variant 2 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study intersections that 
woLjld operate at LOS D o~ better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TIRP.30_;.1 Expand~d Alternative Variant 2 conditions. 

• Impact TR-44; Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TIRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.BX, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 
Variant 2, TTRP.22 1, TTRP.28 · 1, TTRP.30 . 1, or TTRP.71 1 would not result in 
significant impacts to pedestrians and bicycttsts. -

• Impact TR-45: Implementation of the project:-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TIRP.J, TJRf.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.ax, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 
Variant 1, TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_ 1_ Expanded Alternative, TTRP.30_ 1, · 
TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, TTRP,30_ 1 Variant 2, or·TTRP. 71....; 1 would not result in significant 
impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists. · · 

• Jmp~ct TR-46: Implementation of the proje~t-level TTRP Moderate Alternative fc;>r the 
TIRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TIRP.5, TTRP.BX, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, or 
TTRP.71_ 1 would not result in significant loading impacts. 

• Impact TR-4 7: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternat1ve for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TIRP.5, TTRP.BX, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 1, 

· TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, ·nRP.28_ 1, or TTRP.71_ 1 would not result in significant loading 
impacts. · · 

• Impact. TR-55: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TIRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant.1, TTRP.14 
Variant 2, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, TTR.P.30_ 1, or TTRP. 71_ 1 would not result in 
significant impacts on emergency vehicle access. 

• Impact TR-56: Implementation of the project-level TJRP ~xpanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TIRP.5,·TTRP..8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22 1, TTRP.22 1 
Variant 1, TIRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, .TTRP.28_ { TTRP.-30_·1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, -
TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 4, or TTRP. 71_ 1 would not result in significant impacts on 
emer9ency vehicle access. . . . ·_ ' · · . _ 

• Impact TR-57: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP .. 14Ve1riant1, TTRP.14 
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, orTTRP.71_1 would not resultin a 
significant parking impact:. . . . . --

• Impact TR-58: -Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP..8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22~1, TTRP.22_1 
Variant 1, TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 2_, TTRP.28_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, 
TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 2, or TTRP.71_ 1 would not result in a significant parking impa'*. 
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• Impact C-TR-4: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants, in 
combination with past;· present and reasonabiyforeseeable development in San 
Francisco, would not contribute colisiderably'to ridership at the regional transit 
screenlines·on AC Transit, Oaltfain, Golden GateTran~it, SamTran's, and other regional 
ferry service under. 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements only conditions.' 

• < i • ~ ! • ' 

• lrripaet C-TR-5: Th~ TPS Toolkit elements as applied Jn the program-level TIRP 
corridors, and Sef\iice Improvements with the TIRP Moderate Altematiy~. would not 
contribute considerably to ridership at the regional transit screenlines on AC Transit, 
Calttain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, and other regional ferriservice under 2035 

· Cumulative plu~ Servibe Improvements and lhe TT~P Moderate Alternative conditions. 

• lfllp~ct C-TR~6: The TPS To,o!Kit ~!~merit~ as applied in progra~-level TIRP corridors, 
·. . and ~ervice lmpro~ements with the TTRP Expanqed Alternative, in com.bin.ation with 

past, present ~nd reasonably foreseeable developi:n~nt.in San Franci~co, would not 
contribute considerably to ridership at the regional transit screeniines on AC Transit, 
Caltrair,i, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, arid other regional ferry serVice under 2035 
Gurnulative plus Service Improvements 'and ttie TIRP EX!Jahded Alternative conditions. 

• i_mpact C-TR-8: Implemerit~ltion of .ihe ser:vice Policy Framework obj~ctive t;., Actions 
A.1, A.2 and A.4, Objective· B, Action~ B. f through B.4, Objective c', Ac;lions Q.1-and C.2, 
apd ·objective o;· Actions D.1 through D.4 and any of the TPS Toolkit elem~nt~ within 
·categories: Transit Stop Cha.nges, ParKing <;ind Turn Restrictions, and Traffi.c Signal and 
Stop Sign Changes, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Fran'cisco, Would have· leSS'-than-significant traffic impacts under 
2035 Cumulative plus Seniice Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative 
condi~ions, and therefore would not cohtribUte to any significant cumulative traffic 
impacts. . .. · · 

• ·Im.pact C-TR-10: Implementation of th~ Se~ice Policy F~an:t~work Objective A, Actions 
A.1, A.2 and A.4, Objective 8, Actions 8.1 through B.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, 
ano Objectiye Q, Actions 0~'1 throug~ D.4 ar'la any of the TPS Toolkit elements within 
categ-ories: Transit Stop Changes, Parking and Tum· Restrictions, and'Traffic Sitfrial and 
Stop·Sign ·cnange~; in conibil"]~tioii with past, present and.reasonably foreseeable 
development in ·san Fraocisco, 'would have'less:than..'..significanf traffic;: impaCts under 
20-35 Cun:iulatiye-plus Service lmprovem¢nts ·and the TIRP Expanded Alternative 
conditions; and therefore would not Gontribute to any Significant cumulative traffic 
~~~ - . . . ~·:· 

• Impact C-TR-11: Implementation of the Service Improvements or -Service Variants, in 
· combiriation with past, present a:nd reasonably foreseeable development in San 
.. Francisco; would have less-than-significarit.traffic impacts .under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service Improvements only 'COhditions, and therefore would not contribute to any 
significant cumulative traffic· impacts: 

• Impact C-TR-12: Implementation of the TTRP Moderate Alternative for the TIRP.J, 
ITRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5; TTRP.BX, ·TIRP.9, TIRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP~ 14 Variant 2, 
TIRP.22_1, TIRP.28_1, TIRP.30_1, orTTRP.71 .. ..:1 would have.less-than-sig.nificant 
traffic impacts under 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements ·and theTTRP 
Moderate Alternative conditions, and therefore would not contribute to any significant 
cumulative traffic impacts. 
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• Impact C-TR-38: implementation of the TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J, 
TTRP.L, TTRP.N; TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_ 1 
Variant 1., TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, 
TTRP.30_ 1Variant2, or TTRP.71_ 1, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to 
significant cumulative traffic impacts at 16 study intersections that would operate at LOS 
E or LOS F unaer 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded 
Alternative conditions. · · · 

' 
• Impact C-TR-:39: Implementation of the TTRP Expanded Alternative fo'r the TTRP.J, 

TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant. 
1, TTRP.22_1Variant2, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_ 1Variant1, TTRP.30_ 1 

· Variant 2, or TTRP. 71_ 1 would not result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at 48 
study intersections that would operate at LOS D or bet.ter under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Se~fce Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions. 

• Impact C-TR-40: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework and any of the TPS 
Toolkit elements wlth[n categories: Transit Stop Changes, Lane Modifications, 'Parking 
and Turn Restrictions, and Traffic. Signal and Stop Sign Changes, and Pedestrian 
Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvements or 
Service Variants, and Service-related Capital Improvements, in combination with past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less­
than-significant cumulative pedestrian and bicycle impacts. 

• Impact C-TR-41: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants and 
the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the TTRP.J, ITRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, 
JTRP.~X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1 and TTRP Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_ 1, 
TTRP.30_ 1, or TTRP. 71_ 1, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less-than-significant cumulative 
pedestrian and bicycle impacts. 

• Impact C-TR-42: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants and 
·the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, 
TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1Variant1, TTRP.22_1Variant2, 
TJRP.28_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 2, or TTRP. 71_ 1, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San 
Francisco, would have less-than-significant cumulative pedestrian and bicycle impacts. 

• Impact C-TR-46: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Actions A.1, A.2 
and A.4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through 8.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and · 
Objective D, Actions D.1 through D.4, TPS Toolkit Category Traffic Signal and Stop Sign 
Changes as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvements or Service 
Variants; and Seivice-related Capital Improvements, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less-than­
significant cumulative loading impacts. 

• Impact c., TR-47: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.BX, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, or 
TTRP.71_ 1, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development 
in San Francisco; would have less-than~significant cumulative loading impacts. 

' ' 
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• Impact CTR-48: Implementation of:the project ... level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP~J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5; TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, .TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 1, 
TTRP.2-2 -1 Variant 2,.TTRP.2a· 1, or TTRP.71 1, in combination with past, present and 
.reasonably foreseeable.development in· San Francisco, would have less-than-significant 
cumulative loading impacts. · 

• Impact C-TR-50: Implementation of th~ Service Policy.Framework Objective A, Actions 
A.1, A.2, and A.4, Objective B all actions, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, anq 
dbjective D all actions, and any of the TPS Toolkit elements within categories: Transit . 
Stop.Changes and Traffic Signal and Stpp, $ign Changes, and-Pedestrian Improvements 
as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvements, aod _Service-related 
Capifal hhprovetnents, in co_mbination with past, present ahdTeasonably foreseeable 
developmeritih ·san Francisca·, would have·less~than'-significant cu'mulative· pafking 
impacts. ·· ' · - · · ' · -

•. Impact C-TR"'.51: lmP,lementation Qf the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TJRP.N, TTRP.5_, TIRRBX, TTR.R,9, DRP.22.:_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, 
TTRP.30 1, or TTRP. 71_ 1, in combination with past, present arid reaso11ably 
foreseeable development iri San Francisco, would tiave less-than-significant cumulative 
parking i.~paC:t~1 - · · · · 

• . imp~c:t C:TR-53: 1.m.plementation qf the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, nRP.8X; TTRP.9,,nRP.14, TTRP.28_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1, 
TTRP.30_ 1 V~riant 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 2, orTTRP.71_1, in qombination with past, 
preseijfa-nd reasonably foreseeable d·i:tvelopment iii San Francisco, would have less-. 
than~significanf ct.imulative ·parkinQ impactS. · · 

,· '; '. •, 

Noise and Vibration 
.'i· 

• The proposed Project is not located within an airport land 1,1se plari area, within two miles 
of a p14blic .Qr p1;1blic 1,1se airport, or in the ~c!nity Qf a priv~t~ airst~ip, and the~fore would 

. not.e:i;cpo~!'! peopi~ residing or working in ~he proj~ct aref! to. excessive noi~e [evels . 

.• . Impact NG-1: Construction activities; occurri~g·indirectly as~ resul.t·of the.proposed 
Service Policy Framework, and as p'roposecf under the TEP for ttie Service · 
Jmproyements and·Service Varian~; Service-relat~d Capital. Improvements, ~nq TTRPs 
a~~ TIRP yarian,ts wpui9 rio' ,r~su.lt iQ a substantial t~mporary _or periodiC;-Ipcr~a~e in 
noise !~vets abov~ ~xi~ting ambient conditions. ~ . ·.· 
' ~ ' . - . 

• lmpact"Nc:i-2: Construction activities, occurring indirectly as. a resuit ·of the proposed 
Service Policy Framework, and as proposed under the TEP for the Service ·' . 

_ lmprox~me,nts and Ser\(ice Varia-nts, S~rvice.,~lated Capital. lmptovelJ)~nts,. a11d TTRPs 
·and TTRP Varia.nts would not expose pers_ons c,ind structures to exc,S:Ssiv~ temporary 
gro_ung-~o~e vi~ration !lr ground-borne nofl?e levels._ 

• Impact N0-3: The proP.osed Service Policy Framework and operation of the Service 
lmprbvenients and-Service Variants woU!d"not resulfin a substantial increase in 
permanent noise levels along' affected transit routes above existing ambient conditions. 

• Impact N0-4: The propo~~d Service Policy Framework and 'fhe ·servicei Improvements 
and Service Variants proposed by theTEf> woµld not ~xpcise people to or generate 
excessive ground-borne vibration or noise levels along affeeted transit routes. 
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. • Impact C-NO-t The Service Policy. Framework and the construction and operation of 
· the proposed TEP,· including Service lmprove.ments and Se~ice Variants, Service­
related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs and TTRP Variants, in combination with other 
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not increase construction 
noise and vibration or operational noise and vibration levels along affected transit routes 

. substantlally abov~ existing ambient c~ndition,s. 

Air Quality 

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

• Impact A0:-1:, The Service Policy Framework and construction activities proposed under 
the s·ervice Improvements and Servi~e Variants~ Service-relat~d Capital Improvements, 
and'TTRPs and TTRP Variants would not result in a violation of air quality standards or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation; nor would it result 
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria air pollutants, for which.the project 
region is in nonattainment under an applicable ambient air quality ~tandard. 

• Impact AQ-2: Th·e Service Policy Framework and construction activitJes proposed under 
the Service Improvements arid Service Variants, Service-related C9pital Improvements, 
and TTRPs and TTRP Variants would not generate emissions of PM2•5 and toxic air 

. contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would expose sensitive 
·receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. · 

• 1,mpact AQ-3: · l:he Service Policy Framework and the propo~ed project-leve,il Servjce 
Improvements and Service Variants in combination with the TT.R~s and TTRP Variants 
would not result in a violation of air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation nor result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment 
under an applicable ambient alr quality ~t;:mdard. 

• lmpactAQ-4: The Service Policy Framework and proposed project.'..level 9ervice 
Improvements and Service Variants would not generate emissions of PM2.s and toxic air 
contamina.rits, including diesel particulate r:natter, at levels that would expose sensitive 
receptorsfo ~ubstantial pollutant concentrations. 

• lrnpactAQ-5: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and opera,tion of the 
proposed TEP, including the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service.:. 

. related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs· and TTRP Variants, would not conflict with or 
obstr:uct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plari, the Bay Area's applicable air quality 
plan. · 

• Impact C-AQ-1: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and operation of the 
proposed TEP, including the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service" 
related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs and TTRP Variants, in combination with past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net Increase of any. criteria air pollutant for which the project region is in 
nonattainme.nt under applicable ambient air quality.,standards. 

• Impact C-AQ-2: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and operation .of the 
proposed TEP, including the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service­
related Capital lmprovemeints, a~d TTRPs and TTRP Variants, in COfTlbination with past, 
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present and reasonably foreseeable fUture projects, would not generate emissions of 
PM2.s·and toxic air contaminants, including diesel.particulate matter, at levels that would 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations .. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Imp.act C-GG-1: The jlropqsed Project w.ould generate greenhouse gas.emissipns, but 
not !n levels th~t wol!ld r~4l~ in a signjficar:it impacl on the.environment,9r conflict with 
any pol,icy, plan,. 9r regulation adopted for the. purpose of reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions ... ·' . ; .· . . . . 

Wind a_nd Shadow 

• lmpactvys .. j: The proposed Projectwoµ.ld.not'alterwfnds i!l a mann~rthat would 
substantially affect public areas. ' 

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

Recreation 

• . impact RE"'.1,· RE,.3:· The p~op.osed Project would not r~_u!t in the incre~sed use-pf 
existi.ng !J~igl)b,or,hood or regional parks or oth~r recire~tipn facilities such that substantial 
physical deteripratlon would occur ~r be accelera~ed, nor"result in the degradation of 
recreational resources. . · 

• impact RE-2: Tl)~ propos~d. proj~ct would not include reqr~ational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment. -

• Impact ~RE-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present, or 
reasopably foreseeable n,itlire jm:ijectswould not result in a' cunililatively considerable 
contribution tci significant cumulative impacts on recreation. · 

Utilities and Services Systems 

• ·-, -. . ,• .' • 1 ' < ' 

• - Impact UT-1, UT~?: T~~ pr~posed Projegt ~04ld not exceed_ the wast~water treatment 
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board; result in a d~termination that 
·the wastewater'treatnient provider has inadequate.capacity tO. serve the ·projerit; or 
·requite or result in··tne 'construction· of new or the expansion of existing ·water, · 
· wastewater'treatment or·storniwater drainage facilities· · · · 

. . . . 

• lmpaqt UT-3: The proposed Project would have slifficient water supply. available from 
- · exi~ting ehtitlemeflts ana would not require ~ew or expanded water supply resources or 
· entitlements. · · 

• Impact UT -4: The proposed Project would increase the amoµnt of s91id waste g~11erated 
on the project sites, but would be adequately seived by the City's landfill and would 
comply with federal; state and. loc_al_stat1,.1tes and r!3Qul~tii:ms related to solid was~e .. 
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~. Impact C-UT-1: The proposed Project in combination with otherpast, present, or 
. reasonably foreseeable future projects would not result ha cumulatively considerable 

contribution to significant cumulative impacts on utilities and service systems. 

Public Services 

• Impact PS.:.1: Th.e proposed Project wouid not result in su.bstantial adverse physical · 
impacts associated with the provjsion of police. protection, fire protection, scliools, ·and 
library services in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, qr .other 
performance objectives. · 

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

. Biological Resources 

• Impact Bl-1, 8-2, Bl-3: The proposed Project would not affect any special status 
species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or federally protected 
wetlands; would not interfere with the movement of native resident or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors; and would not conflict with 
any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree · 

· preservation policy or ordinance.. · · ' · · · 

• · Impact C-81-4: The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on biological ·resources. 

Geology and Soils 

• Impact GE-1: Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in exposure of 
people and structures to potentfal substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, · 
injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic ground-shaking, 
liquefaction, lateral spreading, or landslides. 

• Impact GE-2: The implementation of the proposed Project would not result in substantial 
- · - - · erosron, loss of topsoil, or ~dverse imp~~ts to topographi~al features. 

• ,Impact GE-3: The Implementation of the proposed Project would not locate sensitive 
land uses on geologic·units or soils that are expansive, unst<!ble, or that would become 
unstable as a result of future uses, and potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, latere1I 
spreading; subs.idence, liquefaction, or collap~e. 

• Impact C-GE-1; The propo?ed Project would not result in a· cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative Impacts on geology and soils. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Impact HY-1: The implementation of the proposed Project would not violate water 
quality or waste discharge standards, exceed the capacity of existing drainage systems, 
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provipe additional sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise substantially aegrade water 
quality. ' . · . · ·. 

• Impact HY-2, HY-3: The 'proposed Proj~ct wo·uld not substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interf~re sub.stantially with gro~ndwater ~echarge, and would not .subs,t~ntially 
alter existing drainage patterns in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation: · · · · 

• I • • • ' • , 

• Impact HY-4, HY-5: The implementation of.the proposed: Proj~~t ~oulcin~t expose. 
· people or structures fo substantial risk 'of loss due to flooding, or to a sighificant'risk of 
loss, injury or death involving 'inundation by seiche; tsunami, or mudflow, or 'as a ·result of 
the f~ilure of a reservoir. · 

. • Impact C-HY•1: The pro'posed Project woµld not result in a cumulative1y··corisiderable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on water quality and hydrology. 

Hazard~ and-Haz~rdou~ Materi~ls 

• lnipact HZ-3: Implementation of the proposed Project would not create a ~ignifica~t. 
hazard to the public or the environment by location ori a hai;ardous matedi3.ls'.site. 

• ·I'- • '.· •• 

• h:npact HZ-4: Implementation of the propqsed. Project would not expose p~ople or. 
structures t6 a significanf risk ofloss, injury,' or death involving fires, and would 'not 
interfere with the implementation of an emergen~ response plan. 

' . 
• Impact C-HZ-1: The·proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 

contribution to s_ignifi~ant.c1,1rnulativ~ imp~cts with re~pectto hazards and h_azaroous 
materials. . · . · · · · . . . . · · . · . . 

. Mineral and Energy Resources 
" ; - .·· '. 

• · . imp act Ml=~ 1: The prppos~d -Prpj~ct woul~ not. resu!t ill the. los~ _of: availal;>i,ity of·a k~own 
· mineral resource or a locally-irrlpoltaht mineral resource recovery site, · · 

' • ' ~ ' • • • ' • .' • ' ' • - •; I~ ! . ' ·, ' ' •, • ' -

• I ropact ME-2: Jhe proposed Proj~q w<;>uld not result in the u~e of l~rge amounts .of fuel, 
water,· or energy, gr use these ill a' wasteful manner. . , . ' 

• • l. '."" ' . • ~ • . • . ' • -
,.. ' 

• ll"!lpa«?t C:-ME~1 :- The-ptopo~ed Project VJouJq not result in a ~umulativ~ly ,~or:i~ideraR!e " 
contribution ta signifiG.ant cumulative impacts on mineral and energy resources. 

• • ,· , _.~ € ~ , • ~ ~, , ' ' .- ' • • • ~ <'r ' ' 

Agriculture and Forest Resources 

• lmpactAF-'1: The proposed Project wou_ld not have a substantial adverse effect on 
agriculture or forest' resciurces. . ' . . 

Growth·~tnducing Impacts 
' ' 

• Impact GR-1: Implementation of the Service Policy_ Framework and 'the TEP project 
components would not result in growth inducing im~acts. · 
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Ill. FINDINGS. OF POTENTIALLY-SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED OR 
REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION AND 
THE DISPOSITION OF THE_MITlGATION MEASURES 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen 

a project's identified'_significant impacts or p~tential significant impacts if such measures are 

feasible (u~less mitigation to s.uch levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). 

The findings in this Section Ill and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the 

-EIR. Th~se.findings discuss' m'itigation mea~ures as identified in the FEIR and re~ommended . 
for adoption by the SFMTA Board of Directors. The full text of the mitigation measures is 

contained in the FEIR and in Att;:!chrnent B, t.he Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

The SFMTA Board adopts all of the mitigation measures identified in the F[::IR. The SFMTA 

Board finds that all of the mitigation measures are appropriate ana feasible. Based on the 

analysis contained in the FEIR, other considerations in the record, and the significance 

thresholds in t.he EIR, the SFMTA Board finds that ·the impact~ identified in this Section Ill will be 
~ " . ' ' . ' . . 

reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation measures 

contained in the FEIR, impqsed as cqnditions of approval, and set fqrth in Attachment B. . .. 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources · 
. ,· 

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

There is a reasonable presumption that construction of the proposed program-level and project­

level TEP components will not require an exc~vation 'depth and/ or be lopated in an area where 

the potential for effect on archaeological resources is likely. However, to av~id pot~ntial adverse 

impa.cts on archaeological resources when,:i the presence of the resource cannot.be known, 

foreseen, or predicted, the Accidental DiscoverY Archaeological Mitigation M~asure will be 

implemented for all TEP components. ThiS mitigation measure r~quires t~at upoi:i accidental 

discovery of an archaeological resource during construction (Including human remains), the 

appropriate treatment of the resource will be carried out by a qualified archaeological. 

consultant. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Accidental Discovery of Arcf!eological Resources. 

The construction of the following four TEP components has the potential to advers~ly affect 

archaeological resources: TTRP.22_2; TTRP.9; and two Service-related Capital 1.mprovements, 

OWE.1 New Overhead Wiring -;- Reroute 33 Stanyan onto Valencia Stre.et, and SC 1.2 Sansome 

Street Contraflow Lane. TTRP.9 includes a segm~nt .ofBayshore Boulevard, and TTRP. 22_2 

includes a segment of Richardson Avenue. These segments occur along the historic shoreline, 
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estuqry; tidal marsh or lagoon, or watereourse and such sites may include prehistoric 
arch~~ologic;al resources~ The·installatioh of overhead wire support pole$ and duct banks along 
a two-block portion of Valencia Street (OWE.·1) will be constructed in the Mission· Dolores area 
in which·the.re is~ potential for signi.ficant archaeological resources from the Hispanic Period. 
The)nstallation· of tr~c mast arms alor!Q a thre9-bl9cK:· portion of Sansome Street (SCl.2) will 
occur in an area with the potential for impacts to archaeological tesourtes from the Yerba 
Buena period~ Construction in these areas could resuit in significant impacts on archaeological 
resources 'if-the A~ch~e.ological Moriitoring mitigation· measure is ·not implemented. 
lmplem~r:itation of the ArchaeoloQical Monitoring mitigation measure requires review by the .. 
Planning Department ;:1rcheologist'once·engineeringdesign details are known. If detenilined­
ne~ssary .by the Planning Department, the·SFM:r'A would bei required to hire an archaeological 
consult~nt to be present and monitor·construction activities associated with these four TEP 
compor:ients(~s necessary), redirect·construction activities if'an intact archaeological deposit is 
encountered, evaluate the deposit, and either re-design the project or implement a 'data 
recovery program. 

lyTitigation Mea.sure M-C.R-2b.'_. ,ll.rf,;~CJeo/ogic~I fl{fgnitoring 

• Impact CP-3: Tne.proposed Project could directly ·or i~directly d~stroy-a unique 
. p~leontol.ogi~l_.resour9e or site or: unique.g~plogJc fe~t1,m~. . . 

Given the shaliow excavation depths of TEP construction activities ~~d previous ground 
disturbance tt\at is common within tJ1'e pubiic rlght-of-WCiY, tl:tere ls~ low probabliity .C>f. 
encountering significant paleontblogi"cal resourbes iri the course of project.co'nstruction .. 
However, the presence of sh;;1l!qw,p,aleoi:i~c;>l9gical re~ources within arei:IS of.excavatic;m under 
the proposed Project cann~t he concJusiv~ly ru.led out : Disturban~ of paieontologlcal 
res<?urces.C~l,Jl,d impair the.~bi!ity,qf p~l~911tologi9~I r~sourc~s tQ yield important scientific 
information. The Paleontological Resources Accidental Discqye.l)':mitigation,measure Will apply 
in the event that any indication of a paleontological resource is encountered in the course of 
TEP projecfcortstruction·activities, and.if the're5ource may be impbrtarit, a qualified 
pale9ritologtcal con~ultantwill·be retained'to'design ahd·implement a sampling ahd data 
recovery program. · • 

Mitigation, Measuc~ M~CP~3: Paleohtol~gical Resciurces Acciden,tal.Dispovery 
• '. ., • • c ~ 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• lmpactHZ-1: Implementation of the proposed Projectwould·not create a significant 
h,ai:ard thrpugh. routine transport, use, di~po~a!. handling; QO!l'nission of hazardous·. · 
rflaterial!!! or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
release· of hazardous materials into the environment. · · . · 
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The use, storage,· anci disposal of hazardous materials is regulated by numerous, local, state; 
and federal laws and regulations. Excavation in the public-right-of-way is regulated under the 
Public WorKs Code, which states that excavation contractors are subject to all applicable 
hazardous material guidelines for disposal, handling, releas'e, and treatment of hazardous 
material; site remediation; and worker safety and training. Additionally, Article 20 of the Public 
Works Code and Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code require envirbhmental 
investigation at construction sites where contaminated fill materials may be enco.untered. The 
SFMTA and con,struction contractors will adhere to these regulations; However, to ensure that 
potential significant impacts from release oJ haz~rdous materials during co~·struction are 
reduced to less-than-significant levels; the SFMTAand construction contractors are required to 
implement the Hazardous Materials Soil Testing mitigation measure,,which requires that soil to 
be removed from an excavation area and not encapsulated within the same area be tested and, 
if found to contain hazardous.materials, be transported and disposed of in compliance With 
local, state and federal requirements. 

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

• Impact HZ-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not substantially emit 
hazardous emissions or acutely hazardous material~ near schools. 

To ensure that construction and operation of the program- and. proJect-level TEP components 
will not result in significant hazardous materials emissions or the ~an~ling of acutel_y hazardous 
materials near scl;lools, the SFMTA and construction contractors are required to implement the 
Hazardous Materials Soil Testing mitigation measure listed al),ove. 

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

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

. THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

Based on subst~ntial evid.ence_ in the whole record of these proceedings, the SFMTA Board of 
Directors .fiods ~hat, where feasible, changes or atteratlons have bee_n required, or incorporated 
into, the Project to reduce the significant environmental impacts as identified in the FEIR. The 

· SFMTA Board finds that the mitigation measures in the FEIR and 9escribed below are 
' • ' > ~ 

appropriate, and that changes have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project that, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21002 and CEQA Guldellnes Se~ion 150!;)1, may 
substantially lessen, but do not avoid (i.e., reduce to less-than-significant levels), the potentially 
significant environmental-effects associated with implementation of the Project that are 
described below. The SFMTABoard adopts all cif'the mitigation measures and Improvement 
measures set forth in the Mitigation Monltoring and Reportir;ig Plan, (MMRP), attached as 
Attachment B. But, the SFMTA Board further finds that for the impacts fisted belowt despite · 
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the implementation of.all feasible mitigation measures; the effects remain significant and 
unavoidable; . ' 

.. -
Bas~d on substantial evidence i'l the whole record, includjng the expe~ oplniqn 9f $FMTA and 
Planning Department. staff and consu~nts to ~ose staff, the SFMJ ~ Board. also fi~ds that for 
some impacts identified in the FEIR, as noted below in this Section IV, no feasible mitigation 
measures were identified th the FEIR antl those impacts remain significant and unavoidable. For 
a detailed. explanation of the ·1ack of 'feasible' mitigation measures 'for some of the following 
impacts, and of the reasons why certain mitigation measures, although technologic~lly feasible, 
may be subject t~ uncert~inty, including funding-related unc~rtai~ty. 'piea~e see the relevant 
discussions in the FEI R. 

The, s~M,TA ~card deter~in~~ that the fqll9Wi.n~ ~ignificant impacts on the environment, ~s , 
reflected in the FEIR, c;ir~. unavoJdable, but und~r Public Res~urces. ~ode;§§ 219~1 ("!)(3) and 
(b}, and CEQA Guidelines§§ 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the SFMTA ~o~rd 
determines that the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding considerat.ions described in 
Section VI below. This finding is supported by substantial evidence ih the record of this · 
proceeding. 

Transpor:tation and Girculation 

• · Impact TR-3: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3, and 
Obje~!iye C, Actions_ C.3 througr C.5 nwy resu.I.t in significant traffic impact.s. 

-~ Mitigation Measure. M-TR-8.; Optimization of lnterse~iion Operatio/1.s. 
• - • ' ' .v • - ' - w •• t 

Beca'use this measure may ri?t be adequate to mitigate impacts to irtter'Sectiori traffic operations 
to less-than-significant levels, and bei;:ause the feasibility of providing a'c:lditiohal vehicle capacify 
is unknown and it is not always possible to optimize an intersection such that level of service will 
improve to level of service ("LOS") D o~ better, the impact on traffic operations remains 
significant-and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-5: Implementation of ttie Poiicy Framework Objective A. Action A.3 and 
Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 may r~~ult in ~ignificant loading im.pacts. 

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

Mitig~tion Me~sure M-TR-48: Enforcemf!nt_of Parking Violations, 
l . j - ' 

These measur~ could r~uce signifi~11t loading impacts to a less-th~n-signifjcant level. 
However, in some locations on-street parking may not be available to convert to commercial 
loading spaces pn the same block and side of the street or within 250 feet on an adjacent side 
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street, the feasibil,ity of providing replacement commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation 
Measure M-TR-·1 O cannot be assured in every situation. And because the effectiveness of the 
use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along new transit-only lanes is not 
known, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M.;.TR-48 is uncertain. Thetefore, the impact of lof)s · 
of on-street commercial loading spaces remains significant and unavoidable. · 

· • Impact TR-,8: Implementation of.the following TPS Toolkit categories: Lane 
Modifications and Pedestrian Jmprovernents may res~lt in significant traffic impacts. 

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

Because this measure may not be adequate to mitigate intersection traffic operations to less-
than-significant levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity i~ . 
unknown and it is·not always possible to optimize an intersection such that level of seivice will 
Improve to. Los· D or better, the impact on traffic op.erations rema_ins significqnt and · · 
unavoidable~· 

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

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

While this measure could reduce significant loading impacts, in some locations on-stre.et parking 
may not be available to convert to commercial loading spaces on the same block and side of the 
street or within 250 feet on an adjacent side street. the feasibility of providing replacement 
·commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation Me<?sure M-TR-10 cannot be assured. 
Therefore, the irnpa9t of loss qf on-street commerdal loading spaces remains significant and 
unavotdabl~. 

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

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

Because this measure may hot be adequate to mitigate intersection traffic-operations to less­
than-significant levels, and because t~e feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity is 
unknown and it is not always possible to optimize an intersection such that level of seivice will 
improve to LOS Dor better, the im~act on-traffic operations remains significant and 
unavoidable. 
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• ln"!Pact TR-16: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Ch~mges, Lane Modifications, Parking andTurn Restrictions, and Pedestrian 
Improvements, along the program-level TTRP corridors may result in.significant loading 
impacts. 

- . Mitigation Measure M-rR-10: Provision of ReplacementCommercial Loading 
Spaces 

While this measure could reduce significant loa~ing impact~! in som~ lpcations on-street parking 
may not be available to conv~rt to com~ercial loadi11g spaces, on the same block and side of the 
street or within 250 feet on an adjacent side street, .the feasibility of providing replacement 
commerC:ial lciading spaces pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 eannot be assured. . 
Therefore, the impact of loss of 9n:-street commercial 1.oading spaces remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• .~mpact TR-24: · 1rriplementatio11 of the proj~ct:-.level TIRp.14 Expan~ed Alternative would 
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue 
that would operate at LOS E'or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service . 
Improvements and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

t. - ' i' ,l-' 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the impact remains signific~nt and 
unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-26; Implementation of the project-level TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternaijve 
woulq re~ult in a significant traffiq.impa¢ ~t.t.he intersection of 16th/Bryant streets that 
would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

- ·Mitigation Measuie·~TR-26: Intersection Restri{Jing·at ffibiiJryiJnt streets. 
- . ....·-

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would reconfigure 'the intersection of 16th and 
. Bryant Streets such that the westbound approach would bea through larie and dedicated right 
turn-pocket and the eastbour;id approe\~h wou.ld.be.to a shared through/right lane. · 

· Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 woul~ not improve intersection operations to . 
LOS D or better during the p.m. peak hour; .therefore, traffic impacts at the inters~ction of 16th 
and B~ant streets r~main significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-27: · Implementation of the projecit-leve_I nRP.22_ 1 Expa~ded Altern'iltive 
would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 1'6th Street/Potrero 
Avenue that would operate at LOS ~ or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Ser\fice 
Improvements and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative.conditions. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available· arid the impact remains significant and 
unavoid.able. 
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• Impact TR-28: Implementation of the project-level TTRf.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets that 
would operate at LOSE or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

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

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

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

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would not improve intersection operations to LOS 
Dor better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th and 
Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-31: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th 
Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing 
plus Service Improvements and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
conditions. 

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

• Impact TR-32: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of-16111/Seventh 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the ITRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

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

• Impact TR-34: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternatlve Variant 2 .conditions. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 161h/Bryant streets 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would not improve intersection operations to LOS 
D or better during the p.rn. peak hour; therefore, traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th and 

Bryant streets would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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•. Impact TR-35: Implementation of the· project-level TTRP.~_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th , 
Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOSE or LOS F conditions under Existing 
plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 
conditions. 

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

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

No feasible mitigation·m~asures are av~ilable and the impact remains signiffc?tnt ani;j 
unavoidC1ble. 

• lmP,act TR-3~: lmplem13ntation of the project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green 
Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under Existing plus 
Service Improvements and the TIRP.30_ 1 Exp~nded.Alternative conditions. 

· No fea~ible !Tiitigati_on measures are availa~I~ an~ the impact remains signifi~nt and 
unavoidable. · , 

• lrnpact TR-40: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
. Varia.nt 1 yitould re!)µlt in a significant traffic impact at th~ intersection of Columbus 
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Streefthat would operate· at LOS E conditions under 
·Existjrig plus Servic~ lmproveinentS and the TTRP.30_ 1. Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
cqriditiori~. · · · · · . 

No feasible mitig~tion meas1:1res.!'lre available and th~ ill}pact.rema!ns significant and 
unavoidable. 

• · Impact TR-42: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersecticm of .Columbus 
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under 
E~isting plus Service Improvements and th~ TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Altemative Variant 2 
ccin~itions. . · · · · · · · · · · , · · 

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

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

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

With implem~ntation of this Mitigation Measure, the impacts related to loss of commerctai 
loading spaces on transit and. traffic operations would be reduced. However, because the 
effectiveness of the use c:>f- camera video enforcement of parking regulations along new transit­
only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and im'pacts on this corridor 
remain significa~t and unavoidable. 

• lmp_ac~ T~~49: Implementation of project-level TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 2 
would result in a reduction in on-street coinmercial loading supply on Mission Street 
such that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could 
not be accommodated wfthin on-street loading supply and may create a potentially 
hazardous condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or 
pedestrians. · 

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

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

• Impact TR-50: Implementation of project-level TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street such that 
the existing loading 9emand during the peak 'hour of loading activities could not. be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians. 

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

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

• Impact TR-51: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Moderate Alternative would 
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such that 
the existing loading demand during the pe~k hour of loflding a~tivities could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially haz.ardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Vio/a_tions 

32 

946 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

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

• Impact T~-52: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a reducfjon in on-~treet comrrierci~I loading supply, on Stockton Street such tliat 
the existing loading demand during the peak hour of lpading activities coµld not be 
accommodated within on-str~et loading s1:1pply and may c:~ei~lte a pot~ntially hazardous 
condition· or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians . 

• - •• fl 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enfo~ernent of Parking Violations 

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along 
new transjt..,~mly. lanesis·np~ known, th~ feasibility of thi~ measure is uncertain and impacts on 
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. 

• lmpa·ct TR•S3:' lmpleniehtaticin of project-level TT-RP.30 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 
1 would r~sult in a r~aiJCfion in 'on'"st'reet com!'llercial loa~ng supply on Stockton Street 

. such that th.;i exi~ting load~ng· dema'ttd dliring the pe~k hoyr of 10,adlng aCti'{ities could 
not be accommqdated-within on-street loaqing supply arid may create a potentially 
hazardous coripition or significant deiay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or 
pedestrians. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking. Violations 
' « ' : ~ . . . . 

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video er:iforcement of parking regL1latioi1s along 
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and· impacts on 
this corridor remain significant arid· una'1oidable ... 

• Impact TR-54: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternati'(eVariant 
2 would result in a reduction in on-stre~t commercial loading supply on Stockton Street 

_ ~l!ch th~t the existing ,loading deman~ gurtng th~ peak hqur of loadir:ig acti~iti~s coulc:! 
nc;if be· a~~r!irpod;;:i~~~- withi~ an.:._st~~et loadi,rig supply an~ may· create" a potentially 
.n~ardous 9oriqiti6n or significant del~y that may affect traffic, transit. bicy~l~s. or 
·pede~trians·. - .· · · · · · ' . . . · · 

· • - Mltig~tio,n M~asufe M-TR-:48: Enfor,cern,ent of Parf;<ing Viql~tlon.s · 
~ ' . 

Becaus~ the eff~ctiveness of -the ... ~se:of camera vjdeo enforcement Qf PStfking regulations along 
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and impacts on 
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. · 

• · linpacf C-TR-1: The Service Policy Framework and Service lmprovem~nts or Service 
Variants, in combination witt:i past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in 
San Fr:ancisco;· would .. co11~ribute considerably to a·significant cumulative impact on 
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transit, resulting in an exceedance of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Mission 
. corridor within the Southeast screenli,ne of the Downtown screen lines unde.r ?0~5 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements only conditions. 

- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of_Muni Service 

Implementation of this Mitigation Measure would redi.Jce the cumulative Impact on the affected 
corridor to a less-than-significant level. However, becau$e the SFMTA cannot'commit to future 
funding appmpriafions l")or b~ certain of its a,bility to provide additional ~!=rvice citywide to 
maintain the capacity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility of this 
mitigation measure is uncertain, and the·cuinulative impact on transit remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• ·Impact C-TR-2: The Service Policy Framework, TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the 
program-level TTRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TIRP Moderate 
Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development 
in San-Frar:icls~o, would contribute G?nsiderc;ibly to significant ¢L!mu.lative im,pacts on 
transit, resuiting in exceedances of Muni's capacity ut\liz.~tion standar_d on the 
FultonfHayes corridor within the Norl:hWest screehline an!'.! on the Mis.sion corridor within 
the SouthE?ast screenline of the Downtown screenlines under203~ Cumulative plus 
Service lmprovemehts and the TIRP Moderate Alternative condjtlons. 

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

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

• Impact C-TR-3: The Service Policy Framewor_k, the. TP$ Toolkif elen:ients as applied in 
the program-level TIRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TIRP 
Expanded Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to signific'ant cumulative 
impacts on transit, resulting in exceedances of Muni's c~p,13city utilization standard on the 
Fulton/Hayes corridor within the Northwest screenline and on the Mission corridor within 
the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative 
conditions plus Service Improvements :and the TIRP Expanded Alternative conditions. 

- Mitigation Mea$Ure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of Mf:Jni Service 

Implementation of,this Mitigation M~asure would reduce the cumulative impact on the affected 
· corridor.to a less.;than-significantlevel. However, because the SFMTA cannot commit to future 

funding appropriations nor be certain of its ability to provide additional service citywide to· 
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maintain the capacity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility of~this · 
mit!gation measure is uncertain, and the cumulative impact on transit remains significant ahd 

unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-7: Implementation of the S~ivice'Policy Frameworl_c Objeci!ve A, Action 
A.3 and Objective c; Actions c:3 through C.5 and TPS Tooikit categories: ·Lane 
Mpdificati.ons and Pedestriart l'!'Prove!Tlent~ ~~ ~pplied in program-level TTRP cprridors, 
iii combination with past; present arid reasonably foreseeable development in San 
Francisco, would resulHn cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the· corridors 
under 2035 Cumulative plus Seivice Improvements and the TIRP Moderate Alternative 
cor;ipitionl3. 

- Mitigf:ltion Measure M-TR-8: Optimizatioffof Intersection Operations 

Becau~~.this.measure may· not be adequate to mitigate intersection· traffic operations to.less~­
than-significant levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity is 

- unknown and it is not always possible to optimize an intersection such that level of service will 
improve. to LOS D or better, the feasibilit}i-of mitigation is ribt assured. Therefore; the 
·cumulative impact on traffic op~rations remains.significant and un·avojdab.le 

• .Impact C-TR-9: Implementation of the Seivice Policy Framework Objective A, Action 
A.3 and Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories: Lane . . 
Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corrid_ors. 
would result in cumulative traffic impacts·at intersections along the corridors· under 203!5 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TIRP Expanded Alternative conditions. . . ' ' . ~' . ' , .. 

- Mitigation Measure M-f.R-8: Optimization of Intersection Operations 
( ' ,_ 

Because this measure may not be adequat~ to mitigate intersection traffic operations to less­
than-significant levels: and because the feasibiiity of providing additional vehicle capacitY i~. 
unknown and it is not always possible to optimize an intersection such that level bf service will 
improve to LOS Dor be~er, t~e etfectiver:iess.()f tt)is r:nitigation mea.sure is not.assured, and 
mitigation is i~feasjbl.e~'.· Th~refore,.the cun'.i~l~~iY~ impaGt on traffic ope~ations rein§ins 
significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR.;13: lmplementatkm of the 2035 Cumulative plus' Seiviee lmprpvements 
and the TIRP.J E><panded Alternative would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic, 
impacts at the intersection of Market/Church/14th streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

No·feasibl~ mitigation measur~s are aVC}j!a:~le and the c~inul~tive impact re.m:ains signifi~nt. 
and unavoidable . 

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

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

No feasible mitigation measur~s are availabie'. and th~ cumulative impact r~mains significant 
and unavoidable. 

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

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

• Impact C-TR-17: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus ,Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue during the a.m. peak 
hour. · 

No feasible mitigation measures ar.e available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and un'avoidable. · · ' · 

• lmpactC-TR-18:· Implementation ofthe2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative-traffic impacts at the 
int~rsection of Mission/Fifth streets during the a.m. peak hour. 

No feasible mitigation measures ~re available and t_he cumulative impa_ct remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

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

. No feasible mitigatipn measures ~re available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-20: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service lmpro.vements 
and TTRP.22_1. Expanded Alternative would result in project arid cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of 16111/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

- fv1itigation .Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 1 &"/Bryant streets 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would hot improve intersection·operation~ to LOS 
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of 
fsth and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable. 

• ·Impact C-TR-21: Implementation of the 2035 Cumufative pl'-!,s ServiCe Improvements 
· and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would- result in project and traffic 
cu.mulative. impacts qt the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Res_triping at 1 fih!Bryant streets 

lmplement~tion of fl!l~igation Meai?Lir.e M-TR-26 would·notjmprove intersection ORer~tio.ns to LOS 
Dor.better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic_impa~ts at the intersection of 
16th and Bryant-streetsremain significant and unavoidable. 

' ' L J • .- . •I j ' \ • ' • ' • • ~ 

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

Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restiiping at 1 tfh!Bryant streets 

lmplementation·of-Mitigation-Measute M•TR-26 would ·not ·improve intel'Sectio~ operations to LOS 
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of_ 
16th and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable . 

. -, ,\_;· 
' ~.. ' ~ 

•. Impact c~tR.:.2.a: ··1rnplementation'of the 2035 tur:nuiative pit,1s $enrice-lmprovements 
and the TIRP.22~ 1 Expanded Alternative ·would result iri project and ·cumulative traffic 
im,Pacts at the int~rsection of 16~/Potrero streets duri~g the p.m. peak hour. 

. ' . ' 

No fe~sible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• - lmpa'Ct C-TR-24i lmplementation"<>f the 2035 Cum_u!ative p!us· SeNic~ Improvements 
arid the TTRP.22_1.ExpaiidectAltemative Variant 1 would resultin''p-rojed·;imd ' 
cµmulative traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Potrero streets during t.he p.m. peak 
hour., · · · · - - " '· ·-.: · · -, · · - · 

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

• Impact C• TR-25: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in pn;>ject and _ 
cumulative traffic impacts· ahhe intersection of 1·sthtf:>otrero streets.during the p·.m: peak 
hou~ · · 
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No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-26: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22 1 Expande~ Alternative woulc! ~esult in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of 19"ffi(pwens ~treets during the p.m. p~ak bour. . . 

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

• Impact C-TR-27: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of 16th/Owens streets during.the p.m. peak hour.. · 

No feasi~le mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact.remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

" • Impact C-TR-28: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of 16th/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

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

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

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

• Impact C-TR-30: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1. Expa.nded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic 
impac~s a,t the intersec\ion of 16UVFourth streets dt!ring the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

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

• Impact C-TR-31: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic · 
impacts at the int~rsection of 16th/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact re,'.nains significant 
and unavoidable. 
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• Impact C-l'R-32: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service' Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_:_ 1 Exj:>arided Alternative would· result in project and ctlmul~tive·traffic 
impacts-at·the·intersection 6f 16~/Seventh streets during the·a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

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

•. · Impact C-TR-33: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Altei:natlve Variant 1 would result in project and 
cµmulative traffi~ impacts at the intersect.ion of 16th/Se:venth.stre~ti;; during the a,111. ~nd 
p.m. peak hours. · · · · · ·· · 

t. ~ ' ' • - • 

No feasible.mitigption measures are· available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. · : . · , · 

··;. ,i ' "l• -... 

• Impact C-TR-~4: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative pl~~ S~ryice lmprc:iv~ments 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and 
cumul.a~iv~ tp~ffic im,pacts.at the intersection.of 1.6th/p.everith sti:eets during th~ .. a.m. and 

. p~m: peak .. hours:.. '. 

No feasible niitigatldn measures are available and tlie c;:6mulative impact.remains signifitant 
t, , . ·~ , l I . t 

and unavoidable. · · 
'' '. ,·, 

• Impact C-TR-35: Implementation of the·2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the Tr,RP.30;::., 1 Expanded Alternative would result in project ~nd ·cumulative traffic 
,impacts.at the. ii:itersec1;i9n c;>f Coh.irn~us Aven!J~Green Stre~t(~t~.ckton Street. · 

No feasible mitigation measure~ are·avaiiable and the cumuiative impact ~emai.ns significant 
and unavoidable. 

• ~mpe1~(c-TR~~~;. im.p,l~r"~n~~~!~r of th~ 2035 cu~l!l~~~e plu.s ·~~rvice l~prove~ents 
and the TTRP.30_,1. Expan~ei;I Alti:rnative Va'riant 1 would result. in project and . 
c4mulative traffic impacts at the intersection of Columb'usAvenueiGreeri Street/Stockton 
Street. " 

No fe~si~le niitiga~on meas1,1res are·available ~nd the c1;1mulati,ve imp~ct r~rnains ~ignificant 
and Uflavojd~ble. 

• Impact C· TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulafiye pius Service Improvements 
- and_ the DRP.30_ 1 ~xpandeq Alternative Variant 2 woJ .. llq_ rest1lt in project and 

cumulative frafficf frnpacts at the intersection 'of Coitlmbus Avenue/Green.Street/Stockton 
Street'' · · · · • · · ··' , · 

No feasib.ie mitigation mea~ures a.re availEiple aryq the cumulative imP?C?l ~~mains. significant 
and' unavoidable. · · 
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• Impact C-TR-43: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and 
-. Objec~ive C, Actions C.3 through C.5, and TPS Toolkit Categories: Transit Stop -. 

Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restlictions1 and Pedestrian 
Improvements as applied to the program-level TTRP corridors in combination with past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in 
cumulative loading_ impacts. 

- Mitigation Measur~ M-TR-1 O: Provision of Replacement C,ommercia/ Loading 
Spaces. - · · 

While this measure could reduce significant loadin'g frnpacts, in some locations on-street parking 

may not be available to convert to commercial loading spaces on the same block and side of the 

street or within 250 feet on an adjacent side street, the feasibility of providing replacement 

commercial loading spa~s pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 O cannot be assured. 

Therefore, the cumulative impact of loss of on-street commercial loading spaces remains 

significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-44': Implementation of the project~level tTRP Moderate Alternative 
including the TIRP.14Variant1, TIRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30 1 in combination with 
past, present and. other reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would 
result in cumuiative loading impacts. · · 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48:. Enforcement of Parking Viof aUons 

Because the effectiveness of the use of caniera video enforcement of p~uking regulations along 

new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility ofthis mitigation measure is uncertain and 

cum~lative impacts on t~is corridor remain significant and unavoidable. _ 

• Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative 
including the TIRP.14, TTRP.30_ 1, TIRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, and TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San 
Francisco, would.result in project and cumulative jbac;ling 'irripacts. · -

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

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along 

new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this mitigation measure is uncertain and 

cumulative impacts on these corridors remain significant and unavoidable. 
w • • • • • 

• lmpac_t C-TR-49: Implementation of the Serviee Poljcy Framewo~k .. Objective A, Action 
A.3 and Objeclive-c, Actions C.3, C.4 and C.5, and the TPS Toolkit categories: Lane 
Modifications, Parking and Tum Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as applied 
in p_rogram-leyel TTRP corridors, in combination with past, present anq reasonably 
foreseeable development iii San Francisco, may result i·n significant cumulative parking 
impacts. 
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- M;tigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementation of Parking 
Management Strategies. 

It is uncertain whether parking ·management strategies would: mitigate this significant-cumulative 
parkjng impact t6 a less-than-significant level. Therefore, feasibility"of this mitigation measare 
cannot be assured,- and the cumulative impact remain·s significant and unavoidable~ 

• Impact C-TR-52: Implementation of the pn:_iject-leve~ TIRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TIRP.14 Variant 1 or the TIRP.14 Variant 2,' in combination with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeabl~ c:levelopment in San Francisco, would result in significant 

. cumulative parking i~pacts. , _ • · 

- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementation· of Parking 
, Manag~mewJ strategies 

It is uncertain whether parking management strategi~s wou.ld mitigat~ this sig~ifici:int cumulative 
parking impact ta a less-than-significant level. 'tlier~f~re, 'te~sibility of this mitigation measur~ 
cannot be assured, and the cumulative impact remains significant ~nd unavoidable. . -

, ~ . . - ,. . ~ . ·. ~ ,. ' . 

• Impact c:. TR_-5jk implementation of the projedt-levei TIRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TIRP.22_1, TIRP.22 ... :.1Variant1, orTIRP.22 .. ..:1 Variant-2; in combination with past, 

- present and reason~ply foreseeable development in_ San Francisco_, wo~ld result in 
significant cumulative parking impacts... ' ' 

- Mitig~_tion Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementation of Parking 
Management ~tegies -

It is uncertain whether· parking management strategies y.tould mitigate this slgnifi~ant cumulative -
parking impact fo a 1e5S-than-significant ievel.' Therefore, feasibiiify of thi~ mitigation measure 
cannot be assured, and the cumulative impact remains significant and unavoidable. 

•, I_ • ' 

V. EVALUATION.OF FiROJEC:r ALTERNATIVES 

This Section ·describes the alternatives to the project analyzed in th~ FEIR ~nd the reasons for 
finding the alternatives inf~asibl~ ;a~d rejecting them as. required by Public Resou.rc~s Code 
section· 21081 (a)(3) and CEQA9uidelines Section 15091 (a)(3} .. This ~~ction. also outli~es the 
reasons for approving the TEP as proposed. - -. - . -· . 

CEQA mandates that.an EIR evaluate a r~asoriable range of altetnatives to the project that 
would ''feasibly attain m6~t of the. basic objectives of the project, but_ wo~ld avoid-· or substantially 
lessen·effeCts of the pr~ject, and evaluate the co~parative meritS of the project." (CEQA 
Guidelines S~ction 14126.6(a).) CEaA requires that every EIR al~o- evaluate a "No Project" 
alternative. Alternatives provide the decisionmakers With a basis of comparison to the Project in 
terms of their significant impacts ~nd their ability t? meet praj7ct objectives. This ¢omparauve-
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analysis is 1,Jsed to con.sider reasonably, potentially feasible options for minimizing 
environmental consequences of the Proposed Project. 

The Afternatives listed below and rejected are rejected as infeasible based upon substantial 
evidence in the record, including eviqence of economic, legal; social, technological, and other 
considerations described in this Section, and for the.reasons described in Section VI below, 
which is incorporated herein by reference. 

A. Reasons for Appro.ving Proposed Project 
, ~ ' . 

As discussed ·above in Section I and in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, the TEP consists of a S~rvice 
Policy Framework, Service Improvements, 12 Service-Related Capital Improvements, and 
Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) (which apply variol,Js items from the Transit 
Preferentfal Streets "Toolkit") along 17 transit corridors. For:the purposes of environmental 
reviewi the FEIR described and analyzed two possible TEP projects-referred to as the TIRP 
Moderate Alternative and the ITRP Expanded Alternative-at an equal level of detail and 
analysis. This was done because, although the ''TEP" was examined in one environmental 
document tn order to understand the full scope of its potential environmental impacts, the TEP is 
actually a collection of projects and proposals, which, while related, may be implemented at 
various times and, in many cases, independently of each other. 

Thus, the FEIR defined and analyzed the proposed project as two alternatives fn order to 
capture the reasonable range of TEP proposals the SFMTA may chose to implement over time 
and to evaluatethe potential environmental impacts resulting from that range. Both alternatives 
would implement the Servke Policy Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants, 
the Service-related Capital Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the program-level 
ITRP corridors. The difference between the two alternative projects ls that under the ITRP 
Moderate Alternative, these elements would be implemented in combination with a "moderate" 
number of TPS Toolkit elements along certain Rapid Network corridors and, under the ITRP 
Expanded Alternative, these elements would be Implemented in combination with an 
"expanded" number of TPS Toolkit elements along the S(!me Rapid Network corridors. The 
rationale behind this is that the ITRP Moderate Alternative would capture a project with fewer 
and less substantial physical environmental effects .and the ITRP Expanded Alternative would 
capture a project with more substantial physical environmental effects. 

It is not known at this time when or if the full scope of all the ITRP proposals included in the 
TEP wHI be implemented. Implementation of various TIRP proposals will depend on community 
and stakeholder input, as well ·as a n:iyriad of policy and budgetary considerations. It is likely 
that, over time, 'the SFMTA will implement at a project-level a collection of TTRP_proposals that 
fall somewhere in between the ITRP Moderate and E~panded Alternatives analyzed in the 
FEIR. However, at this-time, it is not known whether a given project along a ITRP corridor will 
include components of the Moderate Alternative or the Expanded Alternative, or a mixture of the 
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two. Because of this, the SFMTA Board is not now .rejecting either the TIRP Moderate 
Alternative or the TTRP Exf)anded Alternative. Rather,the SFMTA Board is taking action to 
approve both alternatives at a conceptual and programmatic level and to direct staff to continue 
to develop {)pecific project proposals for each TTRP corridor. ()nce,any such project~ ar~ 
proposed for approval, the ~FMTA Boan;f woulg adopt as necessary findings to r~j~ct 
alternatives to those Rrpposed n:RP projects. 

The SFMTA Board finds that the Proje~ will provide the following benefits: 

• Support and implement the City's transit First Policy by J:iroviding clear direction for 
managing modal allocation of space on the transportation system for the City of San 
Francisco. 

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

• lmp~ove the customer experience on th~ transit sy~tel'!l. 

• Improve transit system reliability.: 

• Improve transit travel times. 

• . Improve. safety fo( pedestrians, bicy~list~. and transit riders. 

• Realign transit routes to elimin~te underused routes arid increase headways on heavlly-
used routes: 

• . ~educe c;rowding on heay!!y-used routes,-. 

• Improve accessibility· to thetransit syst!=!m. 

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

• Redu~e the ~se 9f aut~mobiles on City streets. 

B. Alternatives ·Rejectc;!d and Reasons for Rejection 

The SF.MTA Board of Directors rejects the No ProjectAlterriawe described and analyzed in the 
FEIRbecallse the SFMTA Board finds that there is substantial fividence,'including e\ridence cif 
economic, ·regal, social, technological, and otiler considera'tioris described in this Section in 
addition to those described in Se~ion V! beiow under CEQA GVideiines S~cti~n 15091 (a)(3), 
that make" this alternative infeasible. In making these determinations, the SFMTA Board is ! • 

aware that CEQA defines "feasibility" t6 m~an ,;capable bf being ·accomplished in a successful . 
manner Within a reason"ahle period of time, taking into'_account ecbriohiic, environmental, social, 
legal, and technolOgical factors.;, The SFMTA Boa·rd fs also aware that under CEQA case iaw 
the concept of "feasibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular alternative 
promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project; and.(ii) tl_le question of whether an 
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alternative is "desirable" from a policy standpoJnt to the extent that desirability is based on a 
reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal,· and technological 
factors. 

Because both of the other alt.ernatives analyzed in the FEIR-the TTRP Moderate Alternative 
and the TTRP Expanded Alternative-included implementation of ·the Service Policy 
Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants, the Service-related Capital 
Improvements, and,the TPS. Toolkit as applied to the program-level TTRP·corridors, rejecting 
the No .Project Alternative rejects every alternative that would fail to implement these TEP 
propos?1-ls as infe~sible. 

1. Alternative A: No Project 

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

The No Project Alternative would not provide for an organized, comprehensive, coordinated 
program of transit system improvements. Transit system reliability and efficiency would not 
improve, and crowding .on some routes would not be expected to change substantially from 
exfstfng conditions. Under cumulative conditions with the No Project Alternative, the transit 
syste!ll would pecome rnore 9rowded as growtti and development continue to occur. in thE? City. 
Transit travel times would not improve on a ~oordinated basis. A mode shift from automobiles to 
transit use would riot occur, resulting in additional a~tomobile congestipn .. The No Project 
Alternative woulc::! not help the City suppprt the Transit First Policy. Additionally, traffic 
congestion will continue to degrade the performance of the surface transit system leading to 
increasing operating costs born by the City of San Francisco tax payers, As 9osts continue to . ·. ... . . . - ' ·' . ,. 

increase, a~d on time performance continues to degrade, resources that had originally been 
identified to provide adc!itional service will be used to supplement existing operations. This 

. - . . . . 
spiral of increased operational subsioies with no increase i~ ~ervice may re!Sult in lower 
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ridership, which leads to decreasing revenue and a·downward spiral in the sustainability of the 
transit system and mobility for residents and visitors to the City of San Francisco. 

For these rea,sons, the SFMTA B,o<;ird. finds that, on balance, the Project is pr~ferable to the !'Jo · 
· Proje<;:t Al_temative and tfle No Project Alternativ~ is rejected as infeasible . 

. , ~ '· . 

2., Alternatives Considered and Rejected in the EIR 

Alternative locations for the TEP would not be feasible b~cause tlie Project is a systemWide 
program to improve the existing transit infrastructure and service in San Francisco; therefore, 
alternative locations outside of' San Francisco are rejected." Alternative location's for transit 
improvements· on streets other than those proposed a.re rejected as infeasible- because of the 
need to maintain cohn·ectivityand geog~phic ·coverage within .. the existing transit arid overall 
transportation networ~ · 

The SFMTA considered several potential alternatives to aspects of the TEP's ITRP Moderate 
and Expanded Alter.natives. These alternatives includ~ the following: 

• • Transit-only streets along hi~h transit ridership _corridors. . . 
• . TralJ~it-only lc;tnes a{ong tl;le entir~ty of al! exis~ing four-lane (or mor~) tral)~it corridors .. 
• Stop sign removal and replacement with traffic signals at all stop sign locations on transit 

corri.dors. 

• St9p .consolidation and optimizatioR standards as recomroended in best practices 
.literature. 

• ·Route terminal relocation and·optim_ization for some routes Wit!J terminal locations at 
unproductive route segments or in low·transif demand locatio'ns. 

' . . ' ·' . 

• Fleet mode change by route, such as serviCing some routes that currently operate with 
existing trolley vehicles.with the diesel fleet or vice versa~ 

• Additional extensions-to. existing routes. · 
• M~'dification of route tails (swapping. one route segment with a different route segment 'to , 

serve the same transit'eofridor); 
• · Route discontinuations and other route segment eliminations: 

• Use of higher capacity vehicles on certain routes (note that the TEP includes service on 
some routes, such as the 5_ Fulton, with higher capacity vehicles, 'but not ori others)~ 

• . Streamlining all routes for improve~ directness by, for example, reducing the number of 
turns (streamlini~g is included in the TEP. for some ro~es). · · · 

• ·Modifying freq4ency for all routes (frequency modifications, both increased and 
decre~sed frequency, is im;:luqed iM th_e TEP for some ~outes). 

· • Reduci~g the sp~n of ~erviceJ6r some route~. _ . . . 
n 
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• Farside boarding at all signalized intersections (farside boarding at signalized 

intersections is included in the TEP for many routes, but not all). 

These alternatives were removed from consideration during development of the TEP"for a 

variety of reasons as set forth in Section 6.5 of the FEIR. The SF.MTA Board concurs ·with the 

findings in the EIR, and rejects these alternatives as infeasible for the reasons set forth therein. 

VII.. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

Pursuant to CEQA § 21081 and CEQA Guidelines§ 15093, the $FMTA Bciao;I of Directors 

hereby finds, after ~on?ideration of the FEIR and the evidence in the rec~ra, that e~ch oUhe 

specific overri~ing economic, leg_a_I, social, technologicE!I ard ot~~r benefits of the Project as set 

forth below independently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts 

and is an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons 

for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were 

to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the SFMTA Board will 

· stand by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence 

supporting the vari.ous benefits can be found fn the preceding findings, which are incorporated 

by reference into this Section, and in the.documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as 

defined in Section I. · 

On the basis of the above findings·and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this 

proceeding, the SFMTA Board specially finds that there are significant benefits of the Project in 

spite of the unavoidable significant impacts, and therefore makes 'this Statement of Overriding 

Considerations. The SFMTA Board further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project 

approval, all significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have 

been eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. All mitigation measures .. identified in 

the EIR for the Project are adqpted as part of this approval action. The SFMTA Board has 

· · deterll)lned that any remaining significant effects on the environm~nt found to be unavQidable 

are acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, technical, legal,.soeial and 

other considerations. 

The Project will have the folJowing benefits: 

• The Service Policy Framework 'and the TEP will support and implement the. City's Transit 

First Policy. 

• Improved transit service with the TEP, includi.ng improved (reduced) transit travel times, 

increased efficiency and improved reHabilfty, will make Muni a more attractive 

transportation mode, resulting in more use of transit an"d less automobile travel 

throughout the City. 
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• Implementing the TEP will improve safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders. 

• Improved network efficiency and reduced system redundancy with implementation of the 

TEP will improve the cost-effectiveness of transit operations. 

• Implementation of the TEP capital projects will support increased _access for seniors and_ 

people with disabilities by expanding accessible rail stops and making platform 

upgrades. 

• Enhanced transit service on the busiest lines will drastically improve the customer 

experience by reducing crowding. 

• Service level expansion will improve system-wide neighborhood connectivity and access 

to regional transit by providing more frequent service_ between neighborhoods. 

• Finite public resources will be redirected to better match travel demand and trip patterns 

based on existing community nee~s. 

Having considered these benefits, the SFMTA Board of Directors finds that the benefits of the 

TEP.outweigh the unavoidable adverse ,environmental _effects, and that the adverse 

env[ronmental effects are therefore acceptable. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING ·PROGRAM FOR THE TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT 

. MONITORING·AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

-· 

· .Adopted:Mltlgation"Measures - . 
... 

MITIGATION ·MEASURES.AGREED TO BY SFMTA 

Mitigation Measure M~P-2a: Ac.cide~tal Discovery 
of Archeologil:al Resources· : · · · 

The. following mitigation_~easu~~ ·is- required to, avoid 
any potential adver:se effect from the proposed. project · 
on accidentally discov~red burled. or ~ubmerged · 
historical resources,as. defined in CEQA .Guidelines 
Section 1sp64.5(a)(c); The project sponsor·:s~all 
distribute the Planning Department archaeological and 
paleo'ntologiCal r~source "Al,ERr sheet to the project 
prime contr,actor; to. any project. subcontractor .(including 
demolition,:Etxcavation, grading, foundation,;pile driving, 
etc. firms); and _to. any utilities firm involved.in soils 
disturbing _actiyitjes within.the project site. P.rior.to.any 
soiis disturbing ,activitie_s being, undertak.en; each. 
contractor is responsible for- ensuring that the iALERT" 
sheet is ·circulated to all field personnel, inclu~ing 
mai::hine'.operators, field crew, piledrivers, supervisory 
personnel, etc. The-project sponsor-shall· provide the· 
Environmental ReviewOfficer{ERO) with a signed 
affidavit from the responsible pa'rties (prime contractor, 
subcohtractor(s), and utilities firm} to·the ERO 
confirming that all field personnel h'ave r~ceiv~d copies 
of the Alert Sheet. · · 

'' 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTAand 
project 
contractors · 

: ..:.· .. ,, 

Prior to soils 
disturbance 
activities 

"'' ~ 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMT A to distribute 
Planning, Department 
·ALERT" sheet· and · 
provide signed affidavit 
from project contractor, 
subcontractor{s} and 
utilities firm(s) stating 
that all field personnel 
have received copies 
of the "ALERT" sheet. 

'" 
ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2-SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJ'ECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhlblt2-1 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to receive 
signed affidavit. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Prior to any soil 
disturbing activities. 

Following 
distribution of 
"ALERr sheet but 
prior to any sons 
disturbing activities. 

CASE NO. 2011.0SSSE 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Shr;>uld any indication of an archaeological resource be 
encciuntered·during any sciils disturbing activity of tlie 
project, the projeet Head Foreman and/or project 
sponsor shall irimiediately notify the ERO and shall 
·immediately.suspend any soils disturbing activities in tlie 
vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined 
what additional measures should be undertaken. 

If the ERO determiri~s,that an archaeological resource 
may be presentwithin the project site, the project 
sponsor _shall retain th_e services of an archaeological 
_consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological 
consultants maintained:by"the Planning- Department 
·archaeologist. The archaeological consultant shall . 
advise the ERQ as to. whether the discovery is an 
archaeological resource,.retains sufficient integrity, and 
is of potential scientific/historical/cultural,significance. If 
an archaeological· resour~ is present; the 
archaeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the 
archaeological resource. The archaeological .consultant 
shall. make a recommendation as to ·what action; if any, 
is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may 
require, if warranted; specific additional measures to be 
implementea by the project sponsor. · 

Measures might include: '.preservation- in-situ of.-the 
archaeological resource, an archaeological monitoring· 
prograr:n; or:an archaeological tes,ting program. If an 
archaeological monitoring.program or archaeological 
testing program-is-required, it shaD·be·consistent with 
the Environmental Planning division guidelines for sucli 
programs. The ERO may also require that the project 
sponsor immediately implement a site security program 
if the archaeological resource is at risk from vandalism, 
looting, or other damaging actions. 

Responsibility 
tor Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTAand 
, project 
contractor's 
Head Foreman 

SFMTAand 
project 
.archaeological 
consultant 

During soils 
disturbance 
activities 

When determined 
necessary by the 
ERO 

Mitigation 
Action 

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

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

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

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

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2-SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFEC.TIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility . 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

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

ERO to determine 
if additional 
measures are 
necessary to 
implement 

CASE NO. 2011.0SSSE 
March 2014 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REP0RTiNG PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
.. 

Responsibility 
.. 1. 

A~qpt~cf Mitigatlort lllie~s.ures. · ·, · 
for Mitigati.~>n 

Implementation Schedule 

The project.archaeological c.onsultant shall submit a. · SFMTA and 
Final Archeological Resources'Report (FARR) terthe· project 
ERO that.evaluates.the· historical' ~igniflcancernf,any · .. · archaeological 
discovered archaeologieal resouroe·anddescnbirig the consultant 
archaeological ·and liistorical research methods · 
employed in'the archaeological mcinitorihg/data·r'ecovery 
program(s) undertaken. 'Information that may put-at risk 
any:archaeologlcarresource· shall· be-provided; in a 
separate removable insert within the'·firial report. 
Copies of tlie Draft FARR' shall be serit to the EF,W for 
review ·1:1nd approvaCon.ce;app(o.Ved· by tHe E~O, 
copies of th.e F~.R sh.all. be dist~b.uted ·as follows:· 
CaliforniaArchaeological Site &uniey North\(Vest • 
Information Center CNWIC) sfi'all receiv~ orie'(1) copy 
and the·ERO shall re~eive a copy of.tl:le transmitted of 
the'FARR'to the'NWIC'. The Environmer\tal.-Plan'ning 
division of the P,lannirig Department shall 'iecehie cme 
bound. c9py, oh~ unbound c0py, and .one· ~rilock,ed · 
searcliable Portable Document Format'(PDF} copy on 
CD ·of ttie FA1*R along with copies. of any formial site . 
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or · · 
documentation forn.ominaticm to'the'NRHP/CRHR. In 
instances of high 'i:tublic interest-or'interpretiv~·value, the 
ERO may req~irefa different final. report 9ontent, format, 
arid· distribution' than that' pre,~~nted above. 

; • ' ·"'· <I, : ·' -~ ' 

When determined 
·necessary by the. 
ERO 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA and project 
archaeological 
consultant to prepare 
draft and final FARR 

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

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Re~ponsibility 

ERO to review and 
approve final 
FARR 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

CASE NO. 2011.0SSSE 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b: Archaeological 
Monitoring 
Based on the reasonable potential that archaeological 
resources may be present within the project site, the ' 
following measures. shall be undertaken to.avoid any 
potentially significantadverse effect from the proposed 
project on buried or· submerged historical resources. 
Once engineering design details forthe identified projects 
(OWE.1, OWE 1 Variant;SCl.2, TTRP .9 and TTRP .22_2) 
and other projects in archaeologically sensitive Elreas, as 
identified by the Environmental Review Officer, are 
known, the project sponsor ,shall consult with the Plannfng 
Department archeologist regarding the specific aspects of 
these proposaJs that would require monitoring~ If required 
by the Pl:;tnning Department archeologist, the project 
sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological 
consultant from the pool of qualified archaeologi.ci;:il 
consultants maintained by'tlie Planning Department 
archaeplogi~t. The'archaeologieal cons9ltant shall 
undertake an archaeological monitoring program. All 
plans and reports prepared by the consultanfas specified 
herein shall be submitted first and:directly to the · 
Environmental'Review Officer (ERO) for review and 
comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to 
revision until final approval by the ERO. Archaeological 
monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by 
this measure could suspend construCtion of the project for 
up.to a maximum' of four Weeks. ·At the direction of the 
ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended 
beyond four weeks ~mly if such a S~l?pension is the only 
feasible means to reduce to a 'less than significant level 
potential effects on a significant archaeological resource 
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM. 

Responsibility Monitoring/ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting , Monitoring 

Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule 

SFMTAand 
Planning 
Department 

Prior to soils 
disturbance 

SFMTA to consult with 
Planning Department 
archaeologist. 

If requ)red, SFMTA to 
choose archaeological 
consultant from the 
pool of qualified 
archaeological 
consultants 

: 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Project Consultation with 
archeological Planning 
consultant, Department 
Planning Archeologist to 

· Department occur once 
engineering design 
details for thei 
identified projects 
are known; timeline 
for subsequent 
actions determined 
following meeting. 

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT. (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhibit 2-4 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITO.RING AND REPORTING PROGRAM {continued) 

MONITORING AND' REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule 
Mitigation 
Action 

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

SFMTA and If archaeological 
project monitoring is 
archaeological implemented, prior 

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

• The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, and 
ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the AMP 
reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing 
activities commencing. The ERO, in consultation with 

consultant, in to any soils-
consultation with disturbing 
ERO activities, and 

the project archaeologist, shall determine what project Archaeological 
activities shall be archaeologically monitored. In most monitor and .. 
cases, any soils disturbing activities, such as SFMTA and 
demolition, foundation removal; excavation, grading, SFMTA's 
utilities inStallatlon; foundation work, driving ·of piles construction 

during soils 
disturbing 
construction at any Archaeological . 
location. consulta~t to advise a!I 

construction 
contractors 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

SFMTAand 
project 
archaeological 
consultant, in 
consultation with 
ERO 

Archaeological 
monitor to observe 
construction 
according to the 
schedules 

(foundation, shoring,._etc.),. site remediation, etc.,-shall contractors 
require archaeological monitoring becaus~ of the Archaeological monitor established in the 

contractors are shall t!!mporarily AMP for each site. 

If monitoring is 
implemented, as 
construction 

po!e!ltial risk ttieseactivities pose.to archaeological 
res~urces and-to_th1;1ir depo~itional context.-

• . The archaeological consultant.shall advise all project 
contractors to'be on the alert for ·evidence of the 
presence of the expected resource(s), of how to 
identify the evitlence ofthe expected resource(s}; and 
of.the appropriate· protocol In tlie event of apparent 
discovery of an archaeologicarresource. -

• 

• 

The archaeological rri_o11itor(s)· sh~ll be pr~sent on the 
project site according to a schedule agreed upon by 
the archaeolbgical_c9nsultarit and ~he ERO urltil the 
ERO has, in consultation with the archaeological 
consultant, determined that project construction 

· activities 'could have no effects on significant · 
_archaeological deposits. _. - · · · 
The archaeological monitor shall record and be 
authorized to collect soil samples and 
artifactuaVecofactual material as warranted for 
analysis. 

retained, prior to redirect construction 
any soils-disturbing activities as necessary 
activities and consult with ERO 

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

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
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Monitoring 
Schedule 

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

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

• 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 

If an intact archaeological deposit is encountered, all 
soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit 
shall cease. The archaeological monitor shall be 
empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/ pile driving/construction crews 
·and heavy equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If 
in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, 
etc.), the archaeological monitor has cause to believe 
that the pile driving activity may affect an 
archaeological resource; the pile driving activity shall 
be te~_inated until an appropriate evaluation of the 
resource has been made in consultation with the ' 
ERO. The archaeological consultant snall 
immediately nptify the ERO of the encountered 
archaeological deposit. The archaeological. 
consultant shall, after making. a reasonable effort to 
assess the identity, integrity., and significance of the 
encountered archaeological deposit, present the 
findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 
Mitigation 
Action 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2-SUBJECTTO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhibit2-6 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring 
Schedule 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM {continued} 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
for . Mitigation 

Adopted Mitigation-Measures · Implementation Schedule 

Consultation with Descendant Communities:. On . Archaeological 
discovery of. an archa~ological site 1 associated.with., . monitor and 
descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese, SFMTA and 
an appropriate representative2 of.the pescendant group SFMTA's 
and the ERO shall be contacted. The repr!;!sentative of construction 
the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to contractors 
monitor archaeological field investigations of the site and 
to consulfwith ERO,regardirJg·appfopriate · 
archaeological treatment: of the.site, of recovered; data 
fron:i the site, and, if applicable, any Interpretative . 
treatment of the associated· archaeological ;site. ·A copy 
of the Finr;itArchaeologicaLResources Report shall be 
provided.to the· representative.of the.descendant group~ 
If the.ERO; In consultation with the archaeological 
consultant, ·dete'trnines that a significant archaeological 
resolfrce· is present and that the resource could be · 
adversely affecte;d by the proposed project, at'ttie . 
discretion of the project sponsor, eit.her: · 

A) The proposed· project shall be re-deslgried so as to 
avoid any adverse effect on the sig,nificant . 
archaeological resource; or . 

8) . An archaeologfoal. data rec9v.ery program shall be 
i11Jplemented;. unless the .ERO dete'rmines .. thatihe 

· ar~ha~ologica,I resource i~ of gr~~t~r·int~rpretive 
than research significance and that interpretiv~ use 
of the resource is feasible. 

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

Mitigation 
Action 

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

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

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

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

Monitoring 
.·Schedule 

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

The tenTJ "archaeological'site" is intended here to minimally include any archaeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidenc~ of burial. 
2 

An "appropriate representative" of the descendant group is ·here defined to ~ean, .In the case of Nativ~ Americans, any: indlvldu~l listed in the current Native 
American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native.American Heritage Commission, and in the case of the 
Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America. . · · · · .·· 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

If an archaeological data recovery program is required SFMTA and 
by the ERO, the archaeological data recovery program project 
shall be. conducted in acc:;ord with an archaeological data archaeological 
recovery plan (ADRP). The project archaeological consultant, in 
consultant, project sponsor; and ERO shall meet and consultation with 
consult on the scope of the APRP. The archaeological ERO 
consultant shall prepare a draft ADRP that shall be 
submitted to the ERO for review and approval, The 
ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery 
p~ogram will preserve the significant information the 
archaeological resource is expected to contain. That is, 
the ADRP will identifywhat scientific/historical research 
questions are applicable to the expected resource, what 
data classes the resource ,is expected to possess, and 
how the expected data classes would address the 
applicable research questions;· Data recovery, in 
general, should be limited to the portions of the historical 
property that could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project Destructive data recovery methods 
shall not be applied to portions of the archaeological 
resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shali include the folloWing 
elements: 
• Field' Methods and Procedures~ Descriptions of 

proposed field strateg!e.s, procedL.i'res" and 
· op~rations. . 

• . Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of 
selected cataloguing system and artifact analysis 
procedures. : .· . 

• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and 
rationale for field and post-field discard arid 
deaccession policies. 

Considered 
complete once 
verification of 
curation occurs. 

Mitigation 
Action 

Consultant to prepare 
Archaeological Data 
Recovery Program in 
consultation with. ERO. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Final ADRP to be 
submitted to ERO 

Monitoring 
·schedule 

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

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Monitoring/ · 
for Mitigation Mitigation · Reporting Monitoring 

Adopted Mitig~tion Measures Implementation Schedule Ac:~ion ' - Responsibility Schedule. 

• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off­
site public interpretive program during the course of 
the archaeological data reccivery program. 

• Security Measures. Recommended security 
measures to protect the archaeological resource from 
vandalism, looting, arid non-intentionally damaging 
activities. 

• Final Report. Description of proposed report format 
and distribution cif results. 

• c_uration. Desc,rij:itlon of the procedures and · 
re.commendations for ttie cu~ation of any.,recovered 
data:haVing potential research value._ identification of 
appropriate cur91io,n facilities, and a summary of ~he 
accession poljcies of,the'curation: facilities. ,, 

--
ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT2-SUBJECT.TO CHANGE 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary 
Objects. The treatment of human remains and of 
associated -0r unassociated funerary objects discovered 
during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with 
applicable State and federal Laws, including immediate 
notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San 
Fra11cisco and, in the event of the Coroner's 
determination that the human remains are Native 
American remains, notification of the California State 
Native American Heritage Commission who shall 
appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. 
Code Sec. 5097.98). The archaeological consultant, 
project sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable 
efforts tci develop an agreement for the treatment of, 
with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated 
or unassociated .funerary· objects ( CEQA ·Guidelines 
Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreemenfshould take into 
consideration the. appropriate excavation, removal, 
recordation, analys,is, curation, possession, and final 
disposition of the human remains and associated or 
unassociated funerary objects. 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Monitoring/ 
for Mitigation. Mitigation Reporting Monitoring 

Implementation .schedule Action Responsibility Schedule 

SFMTAand 
project 
archa~ological 
consultant, in 
consultation with 
ERO 

Ongoing 
throughout soils­
disturbing activities 

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

· Native American 
Heritage Commission 
who sh~ll appoint a 
Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD) 
who, ·along with the 
archaeological 
consultant and the 
SFMTA, shall make 
reasonable efforts to 
develop an agreement 
for the treatment of 
human remains and/or 
a.sso\;iated or 
unassociated funerary 
objeCts ·· 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 -SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Project Considered 
archaeological complete on 
consultant and/or notification of the 
archaeological San· Francisco 
monitor County Coroner and 

NAHC, if necessary. 

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND .REPORTING PROGRAM. (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Final Archaeological Resources Report. The 
archaeological corisultarit shall' submit a Draft Fin<:1l 
Archaeological Resources•Repoit-CF~RR) fo,tfre ERO 
that··evaluates the historical ·significance of any 
discovered ·archaeological resource and:des'cribes the· 
archaeological' and historical research 'methods 
em ployed· h the ar'Chae.c:ilogicaf testihg/moiiitoring/data 
recovery p~ogram{s) undertaken. lnfohliatioh that may 
put ahisk·any archaeological res.ource shall be:pfovided 
in a separate removable'ihsert within the draft final. 
report.·: ·· , , 

Copies ofthe Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO fqr 
review and approval. Once approved by the ERO copies 
of the FARR shall be disti"ibuteci·as follows: California 
Archaeological Site Survey Northwesf'lnfomiation. 
Center'(NWIC) shall receive one '(1) copy and the 'ERO 
shatr receive·a·copyofthe-transmittal of the FARR to the 
NWIC. The Environmental Planning diVision of the 
Planning Department' shall' receive on·e bound, one 
i.iribourid I and one ·unlocked searchable PDF ·copy on . 
CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site 
recorctation'forms (CA DPR 523 senes) and/or: 
documentation for nomination tci the'·NRHP/CRHR. In 
instances of_ high public· interest or interpretive ~alue, .the 
ERO may require a different final 'report· content,' forinat, 
and distribution than thatpresented above.' 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation Mitigation 

Implementation Sched1:1le Action 

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

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

AoM1NisruTIVE oRAFi ~ ... ·sueJEcT To cHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
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Monitoringt 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

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

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

If applicable, 
consultant shall 
prepare all plans 
and 
recommendations 
for interpretation by 
the consultant shall 
be submitted first 
and directly tci the 
ERO for review and 
comment, and shall 
be considered draft 
reports·subject to 
revision until final 
approval by the 
ERO: 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

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

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Paleontological 
Resources Accidental Discovery 
In order to avoid any potential adverse effect in the 
event of acddental discovery of a palecintological 
resource during construction of the project, the project· 
sponsor shall be responsible for ensuring that all project 
contractors and s'ubcontraetoi-s fnvolved in soil­
disturbing activities associated with the project comply 
with the fallowing ·procedures in the event of discovery of 
a paleontological .resource. PaleontoJc:igical remains, or 
resource, can take the form of whole or portions of 
marine shell, bones, tusk, horn and teeth from fish, 
reptiles, mammals; and lower order animals. In tlie case 
of Megafauna; the remains, although partial, may be 
large in scale. Also paleontological resources ·include 
petrified Wood and rock impressions of plant or ani111al 
parts. · · · 

Should any indication of a paleontological resource be 
encountered during any soil- disturbing activity qf the 
project, the project foreman and/or project sponsor shall 
immediately notify the City Planriing Department's 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) and one of its 
designated paleontologists '<currently, Dr. Jean De 
Mouthe/Dr~ Peter Roopnarine in the Geology 
Department of the Califcimfa Academy of Sciences) and 

. immediately suspend any soil-disturbing activities in the 
vicinity of the discove·iy Until the ERO' has determined 
what additib'nal measures are needed. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation Mitigation 

Action Implementation Schedule 

SFMTAand 
project 
contractor's 
Head Foreman 

During construction Project 
contractor/SFMTA to 
notify the ERO and 
one of its r,lesignated 
paleontologists and 
suspend soils­
disturbing activities. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PRQGRAM Exhibit 2-12 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

. Responsibility 

SFMTA and ERO 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

During construction, 
upon indication that 

a paleontological 
resource has been 

encountered 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION ~ONITORING AND REP"bRTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

A,dQpted Mi,tigation:M~asur~s . 

If the ·ERO determines thafa potentially-significant 
paleontological·resource'may be present within"the · 
project slte,,the.projectspqnsor:shall retain the services 
of a .qualifi~d: paleontological consultantwith,expertise in 
California, paleontology,. to:design · anc:I, impl~ment a .. 
Pal~ntological .R~sources Mitigation.Plan (PRMMP). 
The.PRMMP shaU include a;description of.0discovery: 
procedures; samplirig1and data,reqoyery·procedures; 
procedures. for the; preparation, -identification,· analysis, 
and curatiqn, ofJossil specimens and data recovered; 
and procedures for the preparation and.distribution,.of a· 
final paleontologJcal discovery report'(PDR)i. 
documenting ·the,paleontological find. 

The :PRMMP shall be consistent with tne1 Society for 
Vertebrate Paleontology Standar'd~Guidelines·for·the 
mitig'ation ·of cbnstruction .. related 0adver.ie·impacts to 
paleontologlcal resources and the requirements ·of the 
designated'repository'for any fossils collected. ·In the 
event of a'verifiea·paleontOlogical discover)i, the · 
remaining· construction and soil-disturbing activities 

.within those·geological units specified as 
paleontolqgically;·sensitive in:the PRMMP shall be 
monitored by the project paleontological consultant. 

The.consultant1swork'shall·be conducted in'accoi-dance 
with this mitigation measure ana·at the direction· of the 
Citts ERO. Plans and reports prepared by the 
consultant ~hall be,submitt_ed:for·review and approval by 
the ERO. 

Responsibility 
. for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

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

ERO accepts final 
report 

1 .'1 
.l -;. .... 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA to retain 
appropriately qualified 

·consultant to prepare 
PRMMP, carry out 
monitoring, and 
reporting · 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting. 
Responsibility 

ERO to approve 
final PRMMP 

Project 
paleontological 
consultant shall 
provide brief 
monthly reports to 
ERO during 
monitoring or as 
identified in the 
PRMMP, and 
notify the ERO 
immediately if work 
should stop for 
data recovery 
during monitoring. 

The ERO to review 
and approve the 
final 
documentation as 
established in the 
PRMMP 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on 
approval of final 
PRMMP. 

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

Adopted Mitigatiori Measures 

\~1~~,g~ ~,,d~Ff#ilri~~¥i!~!~~~[~? ..... · ... 
Mitigation Measure M4iZ..,1: Hazardous Materials 
Soil Testing 
In order to protect both construction workers· and the· 
public from exposure to hazardous· materials:in ·soils 
encountered during construction of the proposed ·project, 
the projectsponsor. agrees to adhere to the following 
requirements; 
1) · Any soil excavated and then; encapsulated under 

· concrete and/or asphalt covering within the same 
area as its excavation shall not require testing for 
the presence' of hazardous materials in levels· 
exceeding those acceptable to government agencies 
unless the TEP project or construction manager 
determines any extenuating circumstances exist, 
such as·odors, unusual color or presence of foreign 
material. The reuse, .remediation, or disposal of any 
soil tested and found to contain hazardous.materials 
under these circumstances shall be .in compliance 
with the requirements of the San Francisco 
Department of Public Health (DPH) and oth~r 
agencies. The project sponsor shall be responsible 
for reporting the·teshesults of any soil with 
hazardous material content to DPH within 21 days of 
the completion of testing, accompanied with a map 
showing the excavation location. 

2) Any excavated soil not reused and encapsulated 
under concrete and/or asphalt covering within the 
·same area as its excavation, shall be tested for the 
presence· of hCIZarc:ious materials in levels exceeding 
those acceptable to government agencies, before it 
is moved from the area of excavation. The 
transportation and disposal of the soil shall be in 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility . Mon.itoring/ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting 

Implementation Schedule Action · · Responsibility 
-·-·· ···-· --~- .. --·- • ·-'" . _____ , ·----·- - -·· .--.~:- r·-- ·:·~--·;· .. ,--•--"~··--·.-·-··-;-·"-·----, •-,.·~ ... ,. .. ...,_. __ --·--·-- -~ --·-· --··-·--·,--.- --- ~·--~----··• -- ···-- -. 

SFMTA Soil and 
groundwater test 
results containing 
any hazardous 
materials shall be 
submitted to the 
Department of 
Public Health 
(DRH) within 21 
days of the 
completion of 
testing. 

SFMTA project Department of 
construction contractor Public Health 
shall be responsible for 
the implementQlion of · 
Steps 1 -3. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT ·2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhibit 2-14 

Considered 
complete on review 
and approval by 
DPH of the soil and 
groundwater testing 
results, along with 
maps showing the 
location of the 
excavated soil and/ 
or groundwater 
containing the 
hazardous 
materials .. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

,_ Adopted Mitigation Measures · 

. coff1pliance-With'.DPH, ~tate', -a~d fedeiai , . 
requirements. !he· project sP.cins& ~ha!f.be ' .. 
'responsible for reporting the, tes_t resljJt~ 'of i:iny ~oil. 
with hazardous material'contenfto"DPHwitHiri 21 
days of.the completion oftesting\ accompanied with 
a map-showing the excavatiori-Jocation; · 

3) · lfthe, proposed. e~cavation·activities• encounter' ,,. 
· groundwater, th-e ·grouhdwater•shall be-testeMor 
· hazardous materials-. Copies of the test results shall 
.be submitted to DPH w1thin,21 days' of the 
completion of'testing. Any dewat~ring'.shall adhere 
to DPH,-·SFPtlC1 and·state requirements. - · 

lnthe;·event that"a subseq:iJeht'ordfrfarice ~r regi.il~tions 
· are adcipte_ifby'.DPH gov~rni_ng the tiaijtlling _and testing 
of hazardous niatenals- ericour:i,t13rEfd d)Jring construction 
within.the public rigtlt-of::,way;_opH ~h.~IJ tie,given-1h~ 
opti_on to require· the projec(~ponsor to adher,e to the 
ill}plementatibn of: the new. ordinan~~ o~ -~egt.ilations· in 
lieu of the' ?tbove req'uiremen~~ 'it th_ey proviCJe s,imilai" 
safety protectionft)r botli cori~tructiooworke_rs ~nd the 
public.·--· - · · · 

Responsibility 
for · ·Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

. "':F: 

Mitigation 
Action 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

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

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

·Responsibility Monitoring/ 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring 

Implementation .Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule 

MITIGATION MEASURES IN DEIR 

! T;a~~~~~~~;-~,#;~~1~i~~~1;~~~:-jf~:- . -. . .. ·. 
- • '.- ',.I'" • ),,,' "-" ~~- : •. '-. • ·'~ .:_·.~~;. "·T •• • -,,'~--~'.·~·:._._.,',_ 1, -oL. • '; 

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

The final design of program-level TTRPs that ·include 
TPS Toolkit elements from the Lane Modifications and ' 
Pedestrian l!Tlprovements categories s,hall integrate 
design elements from the following· intersectiofl . 
geometries and t~affic control·measures to the greatest 
extent fea~ible without compromising the purpose of the 
project. Potential intersection geometry optimization 
measures include left or right turn pockets, turn 
prohibitions, restriping to add ai:ldition~I mixed-flow 
capac'ity, lane widening t6 provide for transit-only or 
mixed-flow ·lanes;· and parking prohibitions. 'Potential 

. traffic control-measures include signalization, exclusive 
signal·phases, and· changes to the signal cyCie. The 
final"design•shall ensurethattransit, pedestrian, and 
bicycle travel are accommodated, is within the c·onfines . 
of feasible traffic engineering solutions; and does· not 
conflict with overall CitY policies related to transportation. 
Mitigation-Measure M-TR-10: Provision of 
Replacement Commercial· Loading Spaces 

. Where feasible, ttie SFMTA shall install ·new commercial 
loading spaces of similar length ori·the same'block and 
side of the street, or within 2p0 fe.et 'or:i aqJacent side 
streets, bf where commercial'loading spaces would be 
permanently removed, in ·order to provide,equally 
convenient loading space(s). These loading spaces 
shall only be replacea on streets with commercial uses. 

SFMTA 

SFMTA 

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

During 
development of 
detailed designs 
for t,he ptogram­
level TTRP 
proposals: 

Optimize intersection 
geometries and traffic 
control measures 

SFMTA, Planning 
Department 

Where feasible, install SFMTA with 
new commercial review by Planning 
loading spaces. · Department, 
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Prior to completion 
of detailed designs 
for the program­
level TTRP 
proposals. 

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

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: lnter'$ection Restriping 
at 16th/Bryant streets 
The SFMTA shall reconfigure the proposed changes at 
the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets converting the 
westbound approach of 161

h Street at Bryant Street from 
what is proposed to be a shared through-right turn lane 
to a through lane and a dedicated right-turn pocket 
adjacent to the through lane, and reconfigure the 
eastbound approach from what Is proposed to be a 
sep_arate through. lane and a dedicated right-turn pocket 
adjacent to the through lane to a shared through/right 
lane 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of 
Parking Violations 
On streets where implementation of project-level TIRPs 
would result in a net reduction of on-street commercial 
loadil']g spaces, the SFMTA shall enforce parking 
regulations in transit-only lanes through the use of video 
cameras on transit vehicles and/ or other parking 

. enforcement activities. 
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of 
Munl Service · · · · •· . · · -

The SFMTA, shall, to the eXtent feasible.and consistent 
with annual budget appropriations, ,continue .to monitor 
Munl service cityWide, repoljlng as rE!qulred !)n service 

· goals, including the capacity u.til{zation sta,ndard, and 
where needed, and as approved by decision makers and 
under budgetary appropriations, strive to improve upon 
Muni operations, including peak.hour transit capacity on ,. 
screenlines and corridors. 

SFMTA During project 
implementation 

SFMTA 

SFMTA 

. . ·.• 

Ongoing after 
implementation of 
TIRP 
improvements. 

Ongoing, after 
implementation of 
TEP 
improvements .. 

Mitigation 
Action 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

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

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

SFMTAto monitor SFMTA 
transit service goals 
and,proposed · · 
Improvements to Muni 
operations. 
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Monitoring 
Schedule 

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

Ongoing 

Ongoing. 

CASE NO. 2011.0SSSE 
March 2014 



co 
co 
0 

EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule 

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the 
Implementation of Parking Management Strategies. 
SFMT A shall expiore whether. implementation of parking 
management strategies w9uld be appropriate and 
effective in this and other parts of the City to more 
efficiently manage the supply of on-street parking over 
time. · · 

SFMTA Ongoing during 
·implementation of 
TEP. 

Mitigation 
Action 

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

SFMTA report to 
SF Planning 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

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

~.,., 
(~provement Measure 1-TR-1: Construction 
Measures 
During the construction of all TEP projects, the SFMTA 
shall require the following: · 
1)' Construction contractors shall be prohibited from 
scheduling any truck trips, such as concrete mixers, 
heavy construction equipment and materials delivery, 
etc., to the construction sites during the a.m. (7 to 9 
a.m.) and p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak commute periods. 
2) All construction activities shall adhere to the 
provisions in the City of San Francisco's Regulations for 
Working in San Francisco Streets (Blue Book), including 
those addressing sidewalk and lane closures. To 
minimize construction impacts on nearby businesses 
and residents, the SFMTA shall alert motorists, 
bicyclists, and nearby property owners of upcoming 
construction through its existing website and other 
available means, such as distribution offlyers, emails, 
and portable message or informational signs. 
Information provided shall include contact name(s) for 
the SFMTA project manager, public information officer, · 
and/or the SFMTA General Enforcement Division 
contact number (311 ). 
3) Construction contractors shall encourage . 
construction workers to use carpooling and transit to the 
construction site in order to minimize parking demand. 

SFMTA and 
project 
construction 
contractor(s) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Throughout the 
construction 
duration for any 
TEP component 
requiring 
construction. 

SFMTA and project SFMTA 
construction 
contractor(s) to 
coordinate construction 
related activities with 
DPW, the Fire 
Department, the 
Planning Department, 
and any other City 
agencies. 
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Considered 
complete after 
completion of 
construction 
activities. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion 19105 

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

Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE: March 27, 2014 

March 27, 2014 

March 13, 2014 
2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), Citywide 

Not applicable 
Not applicable 

Sean Kennedy, TEP Manager 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (the SFMTA) 
. One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Debra Dwyer-(415) 575-9031 
Debra.Dwyer@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT AND SERVICE POLICY FRAMEWORK. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") hereby CERTIFIES the 
Final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2011.05.SSE, the Transit Effectiveness Project, a 

citywide transit infrastructure project (hereinafter "Project"), based upon the following findings: 

1. The City and Cormty of San Francisco, acting through the Planning Department (hereinafter 
''Department'') fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter "CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. 

Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the 
San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31"). 

A. The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "EIR") was 
required and provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of 
general circulation on November 9, 2011. 

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

"DEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availabilitY of the 

DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the Planning Commission public 
hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of persons requesting such 

notice and to people that commented on the Initial Study, published January 23, 2013. 

C. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted at 
the San Francisco County Clerk's Office, on transit vehicles, and on the Planning Department's 

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

Reception: 
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Motion No. 19105 
Hearing Date: March 27, 2014 _ 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

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

D. On July 10, 2013, copies of _the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons 
requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, and to government agencies, the 

latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse. 

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse 

on July 10, 2013. 

2. The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on August 15, 2013 at which 

opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The 
period for acceptance of written comments ended on September 17, 2013. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public 
hearing and in writing during the 67-day public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to 
the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that 

became available during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material 
was presented in a Responses to Comments document, published on March 13, 2014, distributed to 
the Commission and all parties who commented on the.DEIR, and made available to others upon 

request at the Department. 

4. A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR") has been prepared by the Department, 

consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any 
additional information that became available, the Responses to Comments document, and any Errata 

to the FEIR, all as required by law. 

5. Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. These files 
-are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the 

record before the Commission. 

6. On March 27, 2014, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and hereby does find that the 
contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and 

reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. 

7. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2011.0558E reflects the 
independent judgment and analysis of the City artd County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate 
and objective, and that the Responses to Comments document contains no significant revisions to the 

DEIR, and hereby does CERTIFY THE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the 

CEQA Guidelines. 

8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project 

described in the EIR: 

A. will have the following unavoidable significant project-specific effects on the environment: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Program Level Components 

Service Poiicy Framework: Objectives A and C 

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

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

TPS Toolkit Categories and Program level TIRPs: 

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

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

• Impact TR-14: Implementation of TPS Toolkit elements within the following categories: 
Lane Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements, along the program-level ITRP corridors 
may result 1n significant traffic impacts; 

Affected Intersections by program-level TIRP corridor 

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

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

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

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

Ocean/Miramar, Ocean/Brighton 

• Impact TR-16: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Changes, Lane Modificatfons, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian 
Improvements, along the program-level TTRP corridors may result in significant loading 
impacts; 

Project Level Components: 

TIRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 1 

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

ITRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact TR-49: Implementation of project-level TIRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 2 
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street such 
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that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative 

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

• Impact TR-50: Implementation of project-level TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result 
in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street such that the 
existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 

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

• Impact TR-27: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th Street/Potrero Avenue that 
would operate at. LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

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

ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

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

• Impact ffi-31: Implementation of the project-level ITRP.22_i Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th 
Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing 
plus Service Improvements and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions; 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 

· Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 
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TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact TR-34: Implementation of the project-level TI'RP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions; 

• Impa!'t TR-35: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th 
Street/Potrero Averiue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing 
plus Service Improvements and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions; 

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

TIRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact TR-51: Implementation of project-level TIRP.30_1 Moderate.Alternative would 
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such that 
the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 

•- Impact TR-38: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green 

-Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; · 

• Impact TR-52: Implementation of project-level TIRP.30_1_ Expanded Alternative would 
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such that 
the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 

. condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

ITRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• Impact TR-40: Implementation of the project-level TI'RP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus 
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under 
Existing plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
conditions; 

• Impact TR-53: Implementation of project-level TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such 
that the existing loading demarid during the peak hour of loading activities could not be 

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

1TRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact TR-42: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus 
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under 
Existing plus Service Improvements and the ITRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 
conditions; 

• Impact TR-54: Implementation of project-level ITRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such 
that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities. could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; and 

B. will have the following significant cumulative effects on the environment: 

• Impact C-TR-1: The Service Policy Framework and Service Improvements or Ser\rice 
Variants, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San 
Francisco, would contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact on transit, 
resulting in an exceedance of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Mission corridor 
within the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service Improvements only conditions; 

• Impact C-TR-2: The Service Policy Framework, TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the 
program-level TTRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TTRP Moderate 
Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in 
San Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts on transit, 
resulting in exceedances of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Fulton/Hayes 
corridor within the Northwest screenline and on the Mission corridor within the Southeast 
screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative conditions; 

• Impact C-TR-3: The Service Policy Framework, the TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the 
program-lev~l TTRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the ITRP Expanded 
Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in 
San Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts on transit, 
resulting in exceedances of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Fulton/Hayes 
corridor within the Northwest screenline and on the Mission corridor within the Southeast 
screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative conditions plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions;. 

. . 
• Impact C-TR-7: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 

SAN FRANCISCO 

·and Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories: Lane Modifications 
and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in program-level ITRP corridors, in combination 
with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would ref)ult 
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in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035 Cumulative 
plus Service Improvements and the TIRP Moderate Alternative conditions; 

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

• Impact C-TR-43: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and 
Objective C, Actions C.3 throµgh C.5, and TPS Toolkit Categories: Transit Stop Changes, 
Lane Modifications, Parking and.Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as 
applied to the program-level TTRP corridors in combination with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in cumulative loading 
impacts; 

• Impact C-TR-49: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 
and Objective C, Actions C.3, C.4 and C.5,. and the TPS Toolkit categories: Lane 
Modifications, Parking and Tum Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in 
program-level TIRP corridors, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development in San Francisco, may result in significar1t cumulative parking 
impacts; 

TIRP.J Expanded Alternative 

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

TIRP.5 EXpanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-14: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.5 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Fulton Street/Masonic Avenue during the p.m. peak hour; 

TIRP.8X Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-15: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus· Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Carter Street during the p.m. peak hour; 

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

TIRP.14Variant1 Moderate Alternative 

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

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

·. TIRP.14 Variant 2 Moderate Alternative 

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

• Impact C-TR-52: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TIRP.14Variant1 or the TIRP.14 Variant 2, in combination with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-17: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection ofRa..'1.dall Street/San Jose Avenue during the a.m. peak hour; 

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

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

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

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alterriative 

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

• Impact C-TR-23; Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts 
at the intersection of I61h/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour; 
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· • Impact C-TR-26: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of 161h/Owens streets dudng the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-29: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements plus 
the TIRP .22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of 16th/fourth streets during the a.m: and p.m. peak hours; 

• Impact C-TR-32: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts 
at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours; 

• Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level ITRP Expanded Alternative for the 
ITRP.22_1, TIRP.22_1 Variant 1, or ITRP.22_1 Variant 2, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• Impact C-TR-21: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and traffic 
cumulative impacts at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-24: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16thfPotrero streets during the p.m. _peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-27: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16th/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-30: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plusService Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16th/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours; 

• Impact C-TR-33: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours; 

• Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level ITRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TIR]:'.22_1, TIRP.22_1 Variant 1, or TIRP.22_1 Variant 2, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact C-TR-22: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 161h/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour; 
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• Impact C.:TR-25: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements arid 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16thJPotrero streets dti.ring the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-28: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Exparided Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16th/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

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

• Impact C-TR-34: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours; 

• Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TIRP.22_1, TIRP.22_1 Variant 1, or TIRP.22_1 Variant 2, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

TIRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative 

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

TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-35: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts 
at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street; 

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

TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• Impact C-TR-36: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative . 

·traffic impads at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street; and 

• Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative 
including the TTRP.14, TIRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1Variant1, and TIRP.30_1Variant2, in . 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts; and 
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--------------·-··----------------------------------------
TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact C-TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street; and 

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

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

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

NOES: Antonini 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: March 27, 2014 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDfTTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Jason Elliott, Mayor's Office 
Jon Givner, Office of the City Attorney 
Naomi Kelly, City Administrator 
John St. Croix, Executive Director, Ethics Commission 
John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Maria Su, Director, Department of Children, Youth and Their Families 
Barbara Carlson, Director, Office of Early Care and Education 
Laurel Kloomok, Executive Director, First Five Commission 
Phimy Truong, Director, Youth Commission · 
Bevan Duffy, Director, Housing Opportunity Partnerships and Engagement 
Carla Johnson, Director, Mayor's Office on Disability 
Adrienne Pon, Executive Director, Office of Civic Engagement & 
Immigrant Affairs 
Allen Nance, Chief Probation Officer, Juvenile Probation Department 
Chief Greg Suhr, Police Department 
George Gascon, District Attorney 
Jeff Adachi, Public Defender 
Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, Recreation and Park Department 
Mark Morewitz, Secretary, Health Commission 
Trent Rhorer, Executive Director, Health Services Agency 
Emily Murase, Executive Director, Department on the Status of Women 
Luis Herrera, City Librarian 
Tom DeCaigny, Director of Cultural Affairs, Arts Commission 
Monique Zmuda, Deputy Controller 

FROM: Linda Wong, Assistant Clerk, Budget and Finance Committee 
Board of Supervisors 

DATE: May 28, 2014 

SUBJECT: INITIATIVE ORDINANCE INTRODUCED 
November 4, 2014 Election 

The Board of Supervisors' Budget & Finance Committee has received the following 
Initiative Ordinance for the November 4, 2014 Election, introduced by Mayor Lee, 
Supervisors Tang, Supervisor Chiu, Supervisor Wiener, Supervisor Avalos, Supervisor 
Kim, Supervisor Breed, Supervisor Farrell, Supervisor Mar, Supervisor Yee, Supervisor 
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Cohen and Supervisor Campos on May 13, 201_4. This matter is being referred to you 
for informational purposes. 

File No. 140508 General Obligation Bonds - Transportation and Road 
Improvement 

Resolution determining and declaring that the public interest and necessity 
demand the construction, acquisition, improvement, and-retrofitting of 
transportation and transit related improvements, and other critical 
infrastructure and facilities for transportation system improvements and 
safety and related costs necessary or convenient for the foregoing 
purposes; authorizing landlords to pass-through 50% of the resulting 
property tax increase to residential tenants under Administrative Code, 
Chapter 37; providing for the "levy and collection of taxes to pay both 
principal and interest on such bonds; incorporating the provisions of 
Administrative Code, Sections 5.30-5.36; setting certain procedures and 
requirements for the election; finding that a portion of the proposed bond 
is not a project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 
adopting findings under CEQA, CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco 
Administrative Code, Chapter 31, for the remaining portion of the bond; 
and finding that the proposed bond is in conformity with the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1 (b), and with the General Plan 
consistency requirement of Charter Section 4.105, and Administrative 
Code, Section 2A.53. 

Please review immediately and submit any reports or comments you wish to be 
included with the legislative file. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please call me at (415) 554-7719 or email: 
linda.wong@sfgov.org. To submit documentation, please forward to me at the Board of 
Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 
94102. 

c: AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Dep~rtment 
Jeanie Poling, Planning Department 
Joy Navarrete, Planning Department 
Christine Fountain, Police Department 
John Monroe, Secretary, Police Commission 
Sharon Woo, Office of the District Attorney 
Sarah Ballard, Recreation and Park Department 
Margaret McArthur, Secretary, Recreation and Park Commission 
Louise Rainey, Secretary, Human Services Commission 
Cynthia Vasquez, .Secretary, Commission on the Status of Women 
Sue Blackman, Secretary, Library Commission 
Rebekah Krell, Deputy Director, Arts Commission 
Sharon Page,Ritchie, Secretary, Arts Commission 
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Capital Planning .Committee 

-· ...... ·-- -.-·.·- - -- . --· ·--····· ... ---- -------·--. ---.----- ---··-···-· ----·- --· -------------- _, __ ,_ 
Ft!!"i?P1 *""' e&&a ±&i r& * · --·--- - ·1r· 

Naomi M. Kelly, City Administrator, Chair 

MEMORANDUM 
May 6, 2:014 

To: Supe~sor Dav~d Chiu, ~~ard President . '1.~ .. r· ~~ 
From: Namm :f(.elly, City AdmID.lstrator and Capital Planmng Conuruttee Chrur_i ~ 

Copy: .Members of the Board of Supervisors· S~ 1 

Ari.gela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board \T en 

Capital Planning Committee ! ~ 

Regarding: (1) The Proposed Transportation 2030 Ballot Initiative Program for the Niv .x::-

2014 election; (2) The Proposed.$500 million Transportation 2030 GenenU ~~ 
Obligation (G.O.) Bond; and (3) 10-Year Capital Plan amendment related to 
the Transportation 2030 G.O. Bond. 

In accordance with Section 3.21 of the Administrative Code, on May 5, 2014, the Capital 
Planning Committee (CPC) approved the following action items to be considered by the Board 
of Supervisors. The CPC's recommendations ·are set forth below. 

1. Board" File Numper: TBD Recommendation t~ support the Transportation 2030 
November 2014 Ballot Initiative Program which 
includes an Advisory Measure, a Vehicle License Fee 
(VLF), and a General Obligation Bond (see Item 2 
below).· . 

Recommendation: 

Comments: 

2. Board File Number: TBD 

Recommend the Board of Supervisors support the 
Transportation 2030 Ballot Initiative Program. 

The CPC recommends approval of these items with the· 
acknowledgement that the VLF would provide San 
Francisco with unrestricted Genera.I Fund money, some 
or all of which the Mayor and Board of Supervisors 
through the budget process could elect to spend on 
street and transportation projects. The vote to approve 
the items was 10-0. · 

Committee members or representatives in favor· 
include: Ken Bukowski, City Ach,ninistrator's Office; 
Judson True, Board President's Office; Ben 
Rosenfield, Controller's Office; Ed Reiskin, Director, 
SFMTA; Mohammed Nuru, Director, Public Works; 
Michael Carlin, SFPUC; John Rahaim, Director, 
Planning pepartment; Melissa Whitehouse, Mayor's 
Budget Office; Ivar Satero, San Francisco International 
Airport; and Phil Ginsburg, Recreation and Parks 
Department. 

Approval of the Ordinance and related Resolution of 
Public Interest & Necessity authorizing the Special 
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Recommendation: 

Comments: 

3. Board File Number: TBD 

Recommendation: 

Comments: 

Capital Planning Committee Memt .l Board of Supervisors, May 6, 2014 

Election for the proposed Transportation 2030 General 
Obligation (G.O.) Bond in the amount of up to 
$500,000,000. 

Recommend the Board of Supervisors approve the 
Bond Ordinance and Resolution. 

The CPC recommends approval of these items by a 
vote of 10-0. 

Committee members or representatives in favor 
include: Ken Bukowski, City Administrator's Office; 
Judson True, Board President's Office; Ben 
Rosenfield, Controller's Office; Ed Reiskin, Director, 
SFMTA; Mohammed Nuru, Director, Public Works; 
Michael Carlin, SFPUC; John Rahaim, Director, 
Planning Department; Melissa Whitehouse, Mayor's 
Budget Office; Ivar Satero, San Francisco International 
Airport; and Phil Ginsburg, Recreation and Parks 
Department. · 

Approval of the Resolution amending the FY 2014-
2023 Capital Plan to increase the proposed 2014 
Transportation G.O. Bond amount to $500,000,000 up 
from $150,000,000. 

Recommend the Board of Supervisors approve the 
Resolution. 

The CPC recommends approval of these items by a 
vote of 10-0. 

Committee members or representatives in favor 
include: Ken Bukowski, City Administrator's Office; 
Judson True, Board President's Office; Ben 
Rosenfield, Controller's Office; Ed Reiskin, Director, 
SFMTA; Mohammed Nuru, Director, Public Works; 
Michael Carlin, SFPUC; John Rahaim, Director, 
Planning Department; Melissa Whitehouse, Mayor's 
Budget Office; Ivar Satero, San Francisco International 
Airport; and Phil Ginsburg, Recreation and Parks 
Department. 

Page 2 of2 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

DATE:· 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

rwayor Edwin M. Leef}"~ . 

. Transportation and R.bad Improvement General Obligation Bonds 

May 13, 2014 

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is the resolution determining and 
declaring that the public interest and necessity demand the construction, acquisition, 
improvement, and retrofitting of transportation and transit related improvements, and 
other critical infrastructure and facilities for transportation system improvements and 
safety and related costs necessary or convenient for the foregoing purposes;. 
authorizing landlords to pass-through 50% of the resulting property tax increase to 
residential tenants under Administrative Code Chapter 37; providing for the levy and 
collection of taxes to pay both principal and interest on such bonds; incorporating the 
provisions of Administrative Code, Sections 5.30 - 5.36; setting certain procedures and 
requirements for the election; finding that a portion of the proposed bond is not a project 
under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and adopting findings under 
CEQA, CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31 for the 
remaining portion of the bond; and finding that the proposed bond is in conformity with 
the priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 (b) and with the General Plan 
consistency requirement of Charter Section 4.105 and Administrative Code Section 
2A.53. 

Please note this item is cosponsored by Supervisors Tang, Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Kim, 
Breed, Farrell, Mar, Yee, Cohen and Campos. 

I request that this item be calendared in Budget and Finance Committee. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Jason Elliott (415) 554-5105. 

1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, Cf>.016~NIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE:('4fSj554-6141 

:-~ . ..) 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Sarah Jones 
Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

May 23, 2014 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 140508 

On May 13, 2014, Mayor Lee introduced the following legislation: 

File No .. 140508 

Resolution determining and declaring that the public interest and necessity 
demand the construction, acquisition, improvement, and retrofitting of 
transportation and transit related improvements, and other critical 
infrastructure and facilities for transportation system improvements and 
safety and related costs necessary or convenient for the foregoing 
purposes; authorizing landlords to pass-through 50% of the resulting 
property tax increase to residential tenants under Administrative Code, 
Chapter 37; providing for the levy and collection of taxes to pay both 
principal and interest on such bonds; incorporating the provisions of 
Administrative Code, Sections 5.30-5.36; setting certain procedures and 
requirements for the election; finding that a portion of the proposed bond 
is not a project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA} and 
adopting findings under CEQA, CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco 
Administrative Code, Chapter 31, for the remaining portion of the bond; 
and finding that the proposed bond is in conformity with the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1(b), and with the General Plan 
consistency requirement of Charter Section 4.105, a·nd Administrative 
Code, Section 2A.53. 
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This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Attachment 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~~ll~ 0 -- -,- 6"'" 

By: Linda Wong, Assistant Clerk 
Budget and Finance Sub-Committee 

c: Nannie Turrell, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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