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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
: 6/18/14
FILE NO. 140509 ORDINANCE NO.

[General Obligation Bond Election - Transportation and Road Improvement]

Ordinance calling and .pfoviding for a _special election to be held in the City and County | _
of San Francisco on Tuesday, November 4, 2014, for the purpose of submitfing to

San Francisco voters a propo-siﬁon to incur the following bonded debt of'the City and
County: $5OQ,000,000 to finance the construction, acquisition, and improvement of
certain transportation and transit related improvements, and related costs necessary or
convenient for the foregoing purposes; authorizing Iandlvords 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 dee, Sections
5.30 — 5.36; setting certain procedﬁres 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 |
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.

Note: - Additions are single-underline italics Times New Roman;
deletions are str ot ; ' .
Board amendment additions are double underlined.

Board amendment deletions are strikethrough-normal.

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

Section 1. Findings.

A This Board of Supervisors (this "Board") recognizes the City’s current street and

transportation infrastructure (the “Street and Transportation System”) is inadequate to meet
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current demands, and that the safety of City streets end transportation infrastructure will
further decline without new investment.

B. The cost of making the necessary and required improvements to the Street and
Transportation System has been estimated by the Mayor’'s Transportation Task Force at
$10.1 billion over the next 15 years. |

C. The Board recognizes.the need to enhance the City's Street and Transportation
System in order to e(eate a system that is more reliable, efficfe,nt and meets future demand.

D. The Transportation and Road Improvement General Obligation Bond (the
"Bond") will provide a portion of the funding necessary to construct, impreve and rehabilitate
the Street and Transportation System (as further defined in Section 3 below).

E. This Board now wishes to describe the terms of a ballot measure seeking
approval for the issuance of general obligation bonds to finance all or a porti'on of the City's
improVementé to its Street and Transportation System as described below.

Section 2. A special election is called and ordered to be held in the City on Tuesday,
the 4t.h day of November, 201 4 for the purpose of submitting to the electors of the City a
proposition to incur bonded indebtedness of the City for the project described in the amount
and for the purposes stated: | | |

" SAN FRANCISCO TRANSPORTATION AND ROAD IMPROVEMENT BOND.
$500,000,000 of bonded indebtedness to consfruct, redesign and rebuild streets and
sidewalks and to make infrastructure repairs and improvements that increase MUNI service
reliability, ease traffic congestion, reduce vehicle travel times, enhance pedestrian and bicycle
safety, and improve disabled accees, subject to independent citizen oversight and regular
audits; and authorizing I_andlords to pass-through to residential tenants in units subject to

Chapter 37 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (the "Residential Stabilization and
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Arbitration Ordinance”) 50% of the increase in the real property taxes attributable to the cost
of the repayment of the bonds." |

 The special election called and ordered shall be }referred to in this ordinance as the
"Bond Special Election."

Section 3. PROPOSED PROGRAM. All contracts that are funded with the proceeds of
bonds authorized hereby shall be subject to the provisions of Chapter 83 of the City's |
Administrative Code (the "First Source Hiring Program"), which fosters construction and
permanent employment opportunities for qualified economically disadvéntaged individuals. In
addition, all contracts that are funded with the proceeds of bonds authorized hereby also shall
be subject to the provisions‘ of Chapter 14B of the City's Administrative Code (the "Local |
Business Enterprise and Non-Discrimination in Contracting Ordinance"), which assists small
and micro local businesses to increase their ability to compete effectively for the award of City

contracts, to the extent the Local Business Enterprise and Non-Discrimination Contracting

Ordinance does not conflict with applicable state or federal law.

A. CITIZENS’ OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE. A portion of the Bond shall be used to
perform audits of the Bond, as further described in Section 15.

Projects to be funded under the proposéd Bond may include but are not limited to the
following: - | |

B. PROVIDE FASTER AND MORE RELIABLE TRANSIT. A portion of the Bond
may be allocated to constructing improvements, such as those identified in the Transit
Effectiveness Prbject, that will improve Muni service reliability and reduce travel time on Muni.
Examples of improvements that are designed to reduce travel time and improve reliabilfty
include: adding transit bulbs/boarding islands and accessible platforms; the addition of transit-

only lanes; and installation of traffic signals or other traffic calming measures at intersections.
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A portion of the Bond may be allocated to fund the City's share of needed
improvements to Caltrain’s infrastructure. This investment will improve reliability.

C. IMPROVE SAFETY AND ACCESSIBILITY AT TRANSIT STOPS.

A portion of the Bond may bé allocated to improve street conditions for pecple who
have limited mobility or other disabilities that can impede access to ffansit. The construction of
infrastructure like new escalators and boardihg islands will improve the safety and
accessibility of transit stations and stobs and allow for levei boarding for people with mobility
impairments.

D. IMPROVE PEDESTRIAN SAFETY THROUGH FOCUSED ENGINEERING
EFFORTS AT HIGH-INJURY LOCATIONS.

A bortion of the Bond may be allocated to deliver p.edestrian safety improvements at
locations fhroughout the City where the majority of pedestrian injuries and fatalities occur.

Pedestrian safety capital projects will be designed and built to most effectively address the

specific safety issues present at each intersection or corridor. Examples of improvements

include refuge islands, "speed tables, and corner curb bulb-outs.
E. INSTALL MODERN TRAFFIC SIGNALS TO IMPROVE SAFETY AND
MOBILITY. |

" A portion of the Bond may be allocated to more effectively manage traffic congestion in

‘the City, improve the overall _reliability of the transit system, and improve pedestrian safety by

replacing/obsolete and deteriorating traffic signal infrastructure. The program will install and
update traffic signals and install pedestrian countdown signals and audible pedestrian sighals
to improve visibility and the overall safety.and efficiency of the roadway.

F. ~ BUILD STREETS THAT ENABLE SAFE TRAVEL FORALL USERS AND
PROVIDE SAFER, WELL-DEFINED BIKEWAYS.
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A portion of the Bond may be allocated to building streets, including but not limited to
curb bulb-outs, raised crosswalks, and improved sidewalks at intersection corners; median
lslands separated bikeways, and bicycle parking. This program could also include mstalllng
basic mfrastructure to decrease the cost of future projects, such as underground signal
conduit.

G. INVEST IN DEVELOPMENT OF CRITICAL CAPITAL PROJECTS ALONG KEY
TRANSIT CORRIDORS.

A portion of the Bond may be allocated to upgrade City streets that anchor the transit
system in order to increase transit speed and reliability, reduce congestion, and to ensure that
people can’safely and efﬁciently move areund the City. The focus of this program is to fund
corridor-wide projects that encourage street interconnectivity to create a comprehensive,
integrated, efficient ah_d connected network for all modes.

H. FIX MUNI FACILITIES TO IMPROVE VEHICLE MAINTENANCE EFFICIENCY.

A portion of the Bond rhay be aliocated to build new and improve the conditiens ahd
operations of existing SEFMTA facilities, some of which are over 100 years old. The
improvemehts will update facility layouts and structures to streamline SFMTA’s capacity for
maintenance work, improve access to necessary parts and materials, and enable reliable
service delivery. | -

Section 4. BOND ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES

The Bond shall include the following administrative rules and principles:

A. OVERSIGHT. The proposed bond funds shall be subjected to appreval
processes and rules described in the San Francisco Charter and Administrative Code.
Pursuant to S.F. Administrative Code 5.31, the Citizen’s General Obligation Bond Oversight
Committee shall conduct an annual review of bond spending, and shall provide an annual

report of the bond program to the Mayor and the Board.
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B.  TRANSPARENCY. The City shall create and maintain a Web page .outlining and
describing the bond program, progress, and activity updates. The City shall also hold an
annual public hearing and reviews on the bond program and its implementation before the
Capifal Planning Committee and the Citizen’s General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee.

Section 5. The estimated cost of the bond financed portign of the project described in
Section 2 above was ﬂked by the Board by the following resolutioh and in the amount
épecified below;

Resolution No. , $500,000,000.

Such resolution was passed by two-thirds or more of the Board and approved by the |
Mayor of the City (the "Mayor"). In such resolution it was recited and' found by the Board that.
the sum of money specified is too great to be paid out of the ordinary annual income and
revenue of the City in addition to the other annual expenses or other funds derived ffom taxes
levied for those purposes and.will require expenditures greater than the amount allowed by
the annual tax levy. |

The_method and manner of payment of the- estimated costs described in this ordinance
are by the issuance of bonds of the City not exceed»ing the principal émount sbeciﬁed.

Such estimate of costs as set forth in such resolution is adopted and determined to 'be

‘the estimated cost of such bond financed improvements and financing, as designed to date.

Section 6. The Bond Special Election shall be -held and conducted and the votes
received and canvassed, and the returns made and the results ascertained, determined and
declared as provided in this ordinance and in all particulars not recited in this ordinance such

election shall be held according to the laws of the State of California (the "State") and the

| Charter of the City (the "Charter") and any regulations adopted under State law or the Charter,

providing for and governing elections in the City, and the polls for such election shall be and

remain open during the time required by such laws and regulations.
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Section 7. The Bond Special Election is consolidated with the General Election
scheduled to be held in the City on Tuesda.y, November 4, '201:4. The voting precincts, polling |
places and officers of election for the November 4, 2014 General Election are hereby
adop’red, established, designated and named, respectively, as the voting precincts, poliing
places and officers of election for the Bond Special Election called, and reference is made to
the notice of election set’ring forth the voting precincts, polling blaces and officers of election
for the November 4, 2014 General Election by the Director of Elections to be published in the
official newspaper of the City on the date required under the laws of the State of California.

Section 8. The ballots to be used at the Bond Special Election shall be the ballots to

be used at the November 4, 2014 General Election. The word limit for ballot propositions

‘imposed by San Francisco Municipal Elections Code Section 510 is waived. On the ballots to

be used at the Bond Special Election, in addition to any other matter required by law to be
printed thereon, shall abpear the following as a separéte proposition:

"SAN FRANCISCO TRANSPORTATION AND ROAD IMPROVEMENT BOND. To
construct, redesign and rebuild streets and sidewalks and to make infrastructure repairs and
improvements that increase MUNI service reliability, ease traffic congestion, reduce vehicle
travel times, enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety, and improve disabled access, shall the
City and County of San Francisco issue $500 milliorr in general obligation bonds, subject o .
indepenvdent citizen oversight and regular audits?"

Each voter to vote in favor ef the issuance of the foregoing bond proposition shall mark
the ballot in the location corresponding to a "YES" vote for the proposition, and to vote against
the proposition shall mark the ballot in the location cdrresponding to a "NO" vote for the
proposition.

Section 9. If at the Bond Special Election it ehall appear that two-thirds of all the voters

voting on the proposition voted in favor of and authorized the incurring of bonded

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Tang, Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Kim,-Breed, Farrell, Mar, Yee, Cohen and Campos Page 7
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indebtedness for the purposes set forth in such proposition, then such proposition shall have
been accepted by the electors, and bonds authorized shall be issued upon the order of the
Board. Such bonds shall bear interest at a rate not exceeding applicable legal limits.

The votes cast for and against the proposition shall be counted separately and when
two-thirds of the qualified electors, voting on the proposition, vote in favor, the proposition
shall be deemed adopted. | |

Section 10. For the purpose of paying the pﬁncipal and interest on the bonds, the
Board shall, at the time of fixing the general tax levy and in the manner for such general tax
levy provided, levy ahd collect annually each year until such bonds are paid, or unﬁ_l there is a
sum in the Treasury of said City, or other account held on behalf of the Treasurer of said City,
set apart for that purpose to meet all sums coming due for the principal and interest on the
bonds, a tax sufficient to pay the annual interest on such bonds as the same becomes due
and also such part of the principal thereof as shall become due before the proceeds of a tax
levied at the time for making the next general tax levy can be made available for the payment
of such principal. |

Section 11. This ordinance shall be published in accordance with any State law
requirements, and such publication shall constitﬁte notice of the Bond Special Election and no
other notice Qf the Bond Special Election hereby' called need be given.

Secﬁon 12. The Board, having reviewed the proposed legislation, makes the following
ﬁhdings in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), California

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

| Code Sectioné 15000 et seq., ("CEQA Guidelines”), and San Francisco Administrative Code

Chépter 31 ("Chapter 31"):
(@) SFMTA Transit Effectiveness Project.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Tang, Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Kim, Breed, Farrell, Mar, Yee, Cohen and Campos Page 8
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(i) A portion of the bond proposal relates to funds for SFMTA’s Transit
Effectiveness Project (“TEP”). On March 27, 2014, the San Francisco Planning Commission
by Motion No. 19105 certified the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Transit
Effectiveness Project (“TEP FEIR”), and on March 28, the SFMTA Board of Directors by
Resolution No. 14-041 approved the TEP as described in Resolution No. 14-041, and adopted
findings under the California Environmental Quality Act (*CEQA”), fhe CEQA Guidelines, and
Chapter 31 of the Administrativc_—z Code (“CEQA Findings”), including findings rejecting
alternatives, adopﬁng a mitigation monitoring and reporting program, and adopting a
statement of overriding considerations. Planning Commission Motion No. 19105 and SFTMA
Board Resblution No. 14-041 are on file with thé Clerk of the Board in File No. 140509 and

incorporated in this ordinance by reference.

(i) The Planning Commission certification became final on May 22, 2014, upon

|| the withdrawal of the one appeal filed with the Board of Supervisors that challenged the

certification, which documentation is on file'with the Clerk of the Board in File 140326. The
Board has reviewed and considered the CEQA Findings adopted by the SFMTA Board,
including the statement of oVerriding considerations and the mitigation monitoring and |
reporting program, and hereby adopts the CEQA Findings as its own. The Board additionally .
finds that the portion of the bond proposal that relates to funds for thé TEP as reﬂécted in this
or_dinance is consistent with the project as described in the TEP FEIR. |

(iiiy Additionally, the Board finds that the portion of the bond proposal that
relates to funds for the TEP as reflected in this ordinance: (1) does not require majof revisions
in the TEP FEIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental éffects ora
substantial increase in thle severity of previously identified significant effects; (2) no substantial
changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project analyzed

in the TEP FEIR will be undertaken that would require major revisions to the TEP FEIR due to

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Tang, Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Kim, Breed, Farrell, Mar, Yee, Cohen and Campos Page 9
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the involvemenf of new sighificant environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the
severity of effects identified in the TEP FEIR; and (3) no new information of substantial
importance to the project ahalyzed in the TEP FEIR has become available that wduld indicate:
(i) the TEP will have significant effects not discussed in the TEP FEIR; (i) significant
environmental effects will be substantially more severe; (iii) mitigation measures or
alternatives found not feasible that would reduce one or more signiﬁcant effects have become
feasible; or (iv) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those
in the TEP FEIR will Substantially reduce one or more‘signiﬁcant effects on the envirohmeht.
(b) F or.the reasons .set forth in the letter from the Environmental Review Ofﬁcer of the
Planning Department, dated May 28, 2014, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk‘of the

Board in File No. 140509 and incorporated in this ordinance by reference, the Board finds that

| the portion of the bond proposal that relates to funds for transportation and ro-ad

improvements other than funds for implementatibn of improvements within the scope of the
TEP is not subject to CEQA because as the establishment of a government financing
mechanism that does not involve any commitment to specific projects to be constructed with
bond funds, it is hot a project as defined by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The use of
bond proceeds to ﬂnance any projéct or portion of any project that relates to funds for
transportation‘and road improvements other than funds for implementation of improvements
within the scope of the TEP will be subject to approval of the Board upon completion of
planning and any further required environmental review under CEQA.

Section 13. Thé Board finds and declares that the proposed Bond is (i) in conformity
with the priority policies of Section101.1(b) of the San Francisco Planning Code, (ii) in
accordance with Section 4.105 of the San Franéisco Charter and Section 2A.53(f) of the
San Francisco Administrative Code, and (iii) conéistent with the City’s General Plan, and

adopts the findings of the Planning Department, as set forth in the General Plan Referral
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Report dated May 28, 2014, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No.
140509 and incorporates such findings by reference. |

Sectioh 14. Under Section 53410 of the California Government Code, the bonds shall
be for the specific purpose authorized in this ordinance and the proceeds of such bonds will
be applied only for such specific purpose. The City will comply with the reqUirements of
Sections 53410(c) and 53410(d) of the California‘GO\}ernment Code.

Section 15. The Bonds are subject to, and incorporate by reference, the applicable
provisions of San Francisco Administrative Code Sections 5.30 — 5.36 (the "Citizens’ General
Obligation Bond Oversight Committee"). Under Section 5.31 of the Citizens’ General
Obligation Bond Oversight Commiﬁee, to the extent permitted by law, one-tenth of one
percent (0.1%) of the gross proceeds of the Bonds shall be deposited in a fund established by
the Controller's Office and appropriated by the Board of Supervisors at the direction of the
Citizens’ General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee to cover the 6osts of éuch committee.

Section 16. The time requirements specified in Section 2.34 of the San Francisco
Administratiye Code are waived.

Section 17. The City hereby declares its official intent to reimburse prior expenditures
of the City incurred or expected to be incurred prior to the issuance and sale of any series of
bonds in connection with the Project (collectively, the "Future Bonds"). The Board hereby
declares the City’s intent to reimburse the City with the proceeds of the Future Bonds for the
expenditures with respect to the Project (the “Expenditures” and egch, an “Expenditure”)
made on and after that date that is no more than 60 days prior to adoption of this Resolution.
The City reasonably expects on the date hereof that it will reimburse the Expenditures with the
proceeds of the Future Bonds.

Each Expenditure was and will be either (a) of a typé properly chargeable o a

capital account under general federal income tax principles (determined in each case as of
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| the date of the Expenditure), (b) a cost of issuance with respect to the Future Bonds, (c) a

nonrecurring item that is not customarily payable from current revenues, or (d) a grant to a
party that is not related to or an agent of the City so long as such grant does not impose any
obligation or condition (directly'or indirectly) to repay any amount to or for the benefit of the |
City. The maximum aggregate principal amount of the Fljture Bonds expected to be issued
for the Project is $500,000,000. The City shall make a reimbursement allocation, which is a
written allocation by the City that evidencés the City’s use of proceeds of the applicable series
of Future Bonds to reimburse an Expenditure, no later than 18 months after the later of the
date on which the Expenditure is paid or the Projéct is placed in service or abandoned, but in
no event more than three years after the date on which the Expenditure is paid. The City
recognizes that exceptions are available for certain “preliminary eXpenditures," costs of
issuance, certain de minimis amounts, exbenditures by “small issuers” (based on the year of
issuan.ce and not the year of expenditure) and expenditures for construction projects of at
least 5 yéars. ' | |

Section 18. The appropriate officers, employees, representatives and ageﬁts of the
City are hereby authorized and directéd fo do everything necessary or desirable to aécomplish
the calling and holding of the Bond Special Election, and to otherwise carry out the provisions

of this ordinance.

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

By: me,b\)\ Dok \“’*"7‘
- Kenneth David Roux
Deputy City Attorney
n:\legana\as201411400378\00930443.doc
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE -
6/18/14
FILE NO. 140509

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[General Obligation Bond Election - Transportation and Road Improvement.]

Ordinance calling and providing for a special election to be held in the City and County
of San Francisco on Tuesday, November 4, 2014, for the purpose of submitting to

San Francisco voters a proposition to incur the following bonded debt of the City and
County: $500,000,000 to finance the construction, acquisition, and improvement of
certain transportation and transit related improvements, 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
Administrative Code, Chapter 31, for the remaining portion of the bond; and fmdmg
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 reqwrement of Charter,
Section 4.105, and Administrative Code, Section 2A.53.

General Obligation Bonds of the City and County of San Francisco may be issued only with
the assent of two-thirds of the voters voting on the proposition.

Ballot Proposition

This ordinance authorizes the followmg ballot proposmon to be placed on the November 4,
'~ 2014 ballot:

SAN FRANCISCO TRANSPORTATION AND ROAD IMPROVEMENT BOND. To
construct, redesign and rebuild streets.and sidewalks and to make infrastructure -
repairs and improvements that increase MUNI service reliability, ease traffic
congestion, reduce vehicle travel times, enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety, and
improve disabled access, shall the City and County of San Francisco issue $500
million in general obligation bonds subject to independent citizen oversight and regular

audits?

The ordinance fixes the maximum rate of interest on the Bonds, and provides for a levy
‘and a collection of taxes to repay both the principal and interest on the Bonds. The ordinance
also describes the manner in which the Bond Special Election will be held and the ordinance
provides for compliance with appllcable state and local laws.

Background Informatlon

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS | | Page 1
' ’ 6/20/2014
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
, 6/18/14
FILE NO. 140509

The Board of Supervisors found that the amount of specified for this project is and will be too
great to be paid out of the ordinary annual income and revenue of the City, and will require
~ expenditures greater than the amount allowed therefor by the annual tax levy.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' Page 2
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

General Plan Referral - s

Date: May 28, 2014 Reception:
’ 415.558.6378
Case 2014.0524R Fax: :
Transportation 2030 General Obligation Bond ' 415.558.6400
. . . . Planning
BZocHLot No.: Various, Citywide formafion:
_ ' 415.558.6377
Project Sponsor: San, Francisco Municip_al Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94103

Staff Contact: - Menaka Mohan - (415) 575-9141
menaka.mohan@sfeov.org

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

Recommended

By:;

W ahaimy, Director of Plannihg
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

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 up'grades 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 tumn, 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.stIanning.org
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CASE NO. 2014.0524R
GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL . GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS

The Transportation 2030 Bond Program is comprlsed of seven categories outhned below, along with some
project elements for each category.

(1) Provide faster and more reliable transit-The Bond aims to add transit bulbs/boarding 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 transxt 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 and 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 users.
Individual projects funded by the bond program will require additional project level General Plan Referral
and Envirorunental Reviews as they are identified.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Category 1 coveréd under TEP EIR 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 §4.105 and § 2A.53 of the Administrative Code, Environmental Review
and/and other discretionary actions by the Planning Department. :

SAN FRANGISCO ' . 2
PLANNING DEPARTMMIENY .
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CASE NO. 2014.0524R
GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND
| TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT®

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

comumnents are in #falic 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.

POLICY 1.2 .
Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.

Safety is a concern in the development and accommodation of any part-of the transpbrtation system, but
safety for pedestrians (which includes disabled persons in wheelchairs and other ambﬁlatory 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 buzldmg 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.

POLICY 14.2
Ensure that traffic signals are timed and phased to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bxcycle fraffic as

part of a balanced multi-modal transportation system.
Comment: The proposed Bond, if approved, would install modern traffic signals to improve safety and mobility

OBJECTIVE20
GIVE FIRST PRIORITY TO IMPROVING TRANSIT SERVICE THROUGHOUT THE CITY,
PROVIDING A CONVENIENT AND EFFICIENT SYSTEM AS A PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE TO

AUTOMOBILE USE.

POLICY 20.9
Improve inter-district and intra-district transit service.

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

SAN FRANCISCO . 3
PLANNING DEPARTWIENT
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CASE NO. 2014.0524R
GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL - 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 vehicles.

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 fadliﬁes 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. T

POLICY 23.6 :
Ensure convenient and safe pedestrian crossings by minimizing the distance pedestrians must walk to
cross a sireet.

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 comer 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 pedesirian safety through building refuge islands, speed tables,
corner curb bulb-outs, and other counter-measure to improve safety for people walking.

SAN FRANGISCO ' _ 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1019



CASE NO. 2014.0524R
GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL - GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND
- TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS

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 Admlmstratlve

Code or other authorization:

* Demolition of buildings / structures
»  Construction of new buildings / 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 consisténcy 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 Prlonty Policies Findings
The subject project is found to be consistent with the Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code Sectlon 1011

in that:

The proposed pro]ect is found to be consistent with the eight priority policies of Planmng Code Section
101.1 in that:

1. _That existing nelghborhood-servmg 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 adoversely zmpact the City’s supply of aﬁordable housing and existing neighborhood housing
will be preserved.

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

parking.

ELANNING DEPARTMENT k : 5
: : ' : 1020



: ' ' CASE NO. 2014.0524R
GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS

The project 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 ﬁnana’ng
mechanism for future improvements.

5.  That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from
displacement due to commercial office developmerit, 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 them 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 buildingé. No specific projects have been
identified and the Bond is a fimancing mechanism for future improvements. '

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

The project will not inpact parks and open spaces.

m&?ﬁ% DEPARTWMENT . 6
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s .SAN FRANCISCO '
" MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION.AGENCY
.. BOARDOF DIRECTORS - )

RESOLUTION No: 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 transportatlon modes the
preferred means oftravel;and - - : : g

WHEREAS The Transit Eﬁ‘ecttveness Project (TEP) is amajor. SFMTA mltlanve to
improve Mum and help meet the Strateglc Plan’s mode shift goals; and :

WHEREAS, The goals of the TEP are to improve Mutii travel speed; reliability and
safety, make Muni 4 more attractive transportation mode, improve cost-effectiveness of Mum
operatlons and assist in implementirig'the City’s Transit Flrst pohcy, and -

: WHEREAS, The SFMTA applied to the Planning Department for environmental review
of the TEP under the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code Sections
21000 et-seq., (CEQA); on June 25, 2011, and the Plannmg Department determinéd that an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was required and provided public notice of that
determination by publication in a newspaper of general circulation on November 9; 2011; and

. WHEREAS, On July 10, 2013, the Planning Department published the Trarisit - N
Effectiveness Project Draft Environmental Iimpact Report (DEIR) and provided publi¢ 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; ﬂns notxce
~ was mailed to the Department’s list-of persons requesting such notice; and

“WHEREAS, Noticés of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public
hearmg were posted at the San Francisco. County Clerk’s Office, on trafisit vehicles, and on the
Planning Department’s web site on July 10, 2013, and copies were provided to all pubhc libraries
within San Francisco; and )

-~ WHEREAS;:On Jﬁly 10, 2013, copies-of the DEIR were mailed nr otherwise delivered to
a list of persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, and to
government agenc1es the latter both, d1rect1y and through the State Cleannghouse and

WHEREAS The Planmng Commlssmn held a duly advertised public heanng on the

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

-.WHEREAS, The 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 Memorandum dated March 13,2014, all as

required by law; and

WHEREAS, Environmental review files have been made available for review by the
SFMTA Board and the public. (Planning Department File No, 2011.0558E.)These files are
available for public review at the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street, Sulte 400, and are
part of the record before the SFMTA Board; and

' WHEREAS, On March 27, 2014, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the
FEIR and found that its contents and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared,
publicized, and reviewed complied with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Gmde]mes, and
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Adm1mstratlve Code; and _

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

WHEREAS The Planning Commission’s CEQA certification motion is on file with the
Secretary to the SEMTA 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 thls reference; and be it

further

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

RESOLVED That the SFMTA Board of Directors adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reportmg Program (MMRP) attached to this Resolution as Enclosure B; and be it further

: RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board authorizes the Director of Transportatlon 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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Transit Effectiveness Project
SFMTA Board of Directors
- CEQAFindings

3/21/2014

ENCLOSURE A

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT,
INCLUDING THE SERVICE POLICY FRAMEWORK, ... .
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS

e

FINDINGS OF FACT, EVALUATION-OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND
ALTERNATIVES, AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
‘ SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS ; .

In determining to approve the Transit Effectiveness Pro;ect (the "PrOJect") descnbed in Section I,
Project Description below the San FranC|sco ‘Municipal Transportatlon Agency Board of |
Directors (the “SFMTA Board”) makes and adopts the following fi ndlngs of fact and decrsmns '
regarding significant impacts, mitigation measures, and alternativés, and adopts the statement
of overrrdlng consrderatlons based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this _
proceedmg and, under the Callfornra Envrronmental Qualrty Act (“CEQA") Calrfomla Public. -
Resouroes Code Sections 21000 et seq. ("CEQA") partlcularly Sectlons 21081.and.21081.5,

the. Gurdellnes for lmplementatlon of CEQA (“CEQA Gurdelmes ), 14 Calrfornra Code of.
'Regulatrons Sectrons 15000 et seq partrcularty Sections 15091 through 1 5093 and Chapter 31
of the San Francrsco Admlnrstratlve Code. These fi ndlngs comprise ENCLOSURE A to the
associated Board of Directors Resolution.

This document is organized as follows:

Sectlon I provrdes a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the environmental revrew
" process for the Project, the approval actions to be taken and the locatron of records;

Sectlon i} ldentrt' es the lmpacts found not to be srgnlﬁcant that do not requrre mltlgatlon'

: Sectlon Ill ldentrt' es potentlally srgnn" cant rmpacts that can be avorded or reduced to Iess-than-

.....

Sectron IV identifies srgnrf icant impacts that gannot be avoided of reduced to less-than- -
signifi¢ant levels and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the-disposition of
the mitigation measures;

Section V evaluates the different Projéct alterriatives afid sets forth the'economic, légal, social,
technological, -and other considerations, and incorporatés by reference the reasoris set forth in
Section VI, ‘that support approval of the Projéct and the rejectlon of the altematlves or -
elements thereof analyzed as mfeasrble and ;

Section VI presents-avsta_tement of overndlng considerations setting forth specific reasons in
support of the Board's actions to approve the Project desp_ite its significant and unavoidable
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envrronmental impacts and its rejectlon of the alternatives not mcorporated into the Project as
rnfeasrbfe

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (*MMRP”) containing the mitigation measures
from the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR") that have been proposed for adoption is
attached with these ﬂndlngs as Attachment B to the assocrated Board of Directors Resolution.
The MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. The
MMRP provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the FEIR for the Project
that is required to reduce or avoid a signifi cant adverse impact and that is made a.condition of .
approval. The MMRP' also specn“ ies the agency responsible for implementation of each measure
and establlshes monltonng actions and a monrtonng schedule. The full text of the mltrgatlon
measures is set forth in the MMRP.

These findings are based upon substantlal evidence jn the entire record before the SFMTA

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

“Environmental lmpact Report ('DEIR" or “DEIR") or the Responses to Comments document
(“RTC") are for ease of reference and are not intended to provrde an exhaus’nve list of the
evidence relied upon for these findings. The DEIR and the Responses to Comments document,
together with the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandum dated March 13, 2014 and
Errata dated March 27, 2014, comprise the FEIR.

I APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT
A.  Project Description

The Tran3|t Effectiveness Project (TEP} is comprised of a Service Policy Framework, Servrce
Improvements and Service Variants, Service-related Capital Improvements, and Travel Time
Reduction Proposals (“TTRPs"), including the Transit Preferential Streets Toolkit: The TEP
includes locations throughout the 49-square-mile City and County of San Francusco andis 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 the 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, along certain transportation corridors to more
conceptual policy recommendations. Accordingly, and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
15161 and 15168, the FEIR analyzed portions of the TEP at g "project—level" where the amount -
and type of information available for those components lent itself to a detalled 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

1028



Transit Effectiveness Project
SFMTA Board of Directors
CEQA Findings

3/21/2014

component did not allow for a projéct-level analysis. In particular, the Sefvice Policy
Framework;, 5:of the 12 Service-related Capital lmprovements and 6 of the 17 Travel Time *
Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) were analyzed at a program level. - :

The description provided here summarizes the project description provided in-thé FEIR, which,
as noted above, is comprised of the DEIR, the RTC, and the Supplemental Service'Variant
Memorandum. Please see Chapter 2 of the FEIR for a more-detailed description of the TEP
project. ) \ . - T t

1. The Service Policy Framework

The Service Policy Framework sets forth transit service delivery objectives that support the
SFMTA Strateglc Plan goals, and identifies a varlety of agtions to lmplement these objectives.
The Service Pollcy Framework wrll gurde how mvestments are made to the Mum system andis
mtended to lmprove system rellabllrty and reduce transrt travel t|me as well as lmprove customer
service. These objectrves mclude the effectlve allocatlon of transrt resources the efficient
delivery of- serwce the rmprovement of serwce rellabllrty and reductlon in transnt travel tlme and
an lmprovement ln customer serwce Most lmportantly, the Pollcy Framework would organlze
Muni transrt service into four dlstmct transrt categones '

Cp i

» Rapid Network: These heawly used bus and rail lines form the backbone of the Muni
system. With vehicles arriving frequently and transit pnorrty enhancements along the

. routes, the Rapld network delivers.speed and. reliability:whether customers, are heading.

.- across town, or -simply traveling a few, blocks e e - a e
. Local Network: Also known as “Grid"” routes these long routes-combine wrth the Rapid -
network toform an.expansive core system that lets customers get to their destinations .-
_‘ W|th -no more than a short walk, or.a seamless, fransfer... v o

LB :Communrty Connectors Also known as “Circulators”; -these lrghtly used bus routes

predominantly-circulate through San Francisco’s hillside residential: nelghborhoods filling
. in gaps in coyerage and connecting customers to the care. network ' -

» ' Specialized Services: These routes augment existing service dunng specific times of day
to serve a specific need, or serve travel demand related to special events. They include -
express service, owl service, and special event trips to serve sportmg events large
festivals and other San Francisco actlwtles : S

2. Service Improvements and Service Variants

The Service lmbroyements and Service Variants include creation of new transit routes, changes
in the alignment of some existing routes, elimination of underused routes or route segments;,
changes to headways and hours of service, changes to the day of the week for service, and
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changes to the mix of local/limited/express service on several routes: The Service -
Improvements were developed based on a comprehensive evaluation of the overall transit
network and public input from community meetings. - Specifically, these proposals inciude:

* Increasing frequency of transit service along heav:ly used carridors;
» Creating new routes; :

» Changing existing route alighments;

« Eliminating underutilized routes or route segments;

» Introducing larger buses on crowded routes;

¢ Changing the mix of locallimited/express service;

« Expanding limited services. ‘

In addition, the SFMTA mcluded a number of p055|ble variants to these service changes
(lncludmg recent Service variants developed as part of the public outreach process and
summarized in the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandum of March 13, 2014) that are
proposed as part of the pI‘OJECt to allow for ﬂEX[blllty in the phasing and implementation of the
Service Improvements Proposed Service Variants mostly include modifications to portions of
some routes or change the type of vehicle used on some routes. In addltlon many of the
service variants work in concert to improve service along a particular corridor or neighborhood.

3. Servicé-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)'Transfér and Terminal Point
Improvements, which include installation of overhead wiring and poles; installation of new
switches, bypass rails, and/or transit bulbs; exparision of transit zones; and modification of
sidewalks at stops to accommodate substantial passenger interchanges and/or to provide for

- transit vehiclé-layovers; b) Overhead Wire Expansion capital improvements to support'service
route-changes for electric trolley routes and provide bypass wires to allow trolley coaches to
pass one another on existing routes; c) Systemwide Capital infrastructure projects, such as '
installation of new-accessible platforms 1o improve system accessibility across the llght rail

network.-

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

The Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) will implement roadway and transit stop changes
to reduce transit delay on the most heavily used routes that make up the backbone of the Muni
system, which is referred to as the Rapid Network. The SFMTA has identified a set of 18
standard roadway and traffic engineering elements that can be used to reduce transit travel time
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along a-transit corridor. . Collectively, these tools or elements are called the Transit-Preferential
Streets Toolkit (“TPS Toolkit"). Thé TPS Toolkit elements will be-applied to 17 Rapid Network -
transit corridors to improve operation of the Muni system. These-elements include: =

) ,'Tran5|t Stop Changes: removmg or consolldatlng transrt stops moving stop locations at -
intersections; adding transit bulbs; adding transit boarding islands; lncreasmg fransit

~ stop lengths; converting flag-stops to fransit zones;

o Land Modifications: establishing transit-only lanes; establishing transit queue
jump/bypass lanes; establrshlng dedlcated tum lanes Wldenlng travel lanes through
‘lane reductlons, :

e Parklng ‘and Turn Restrictions: lmplement turning restrictions; WIdenlng travel lanes
through parking restrictions; installing traffic signals at uncontrolled and two-way- stop-

. controlled intersections;-installing traffic signals-at all-way- stop-controlied intersections;
replacing all-way stop-conirols with traffic calming me&sures at intersections;

‘e~ Pedestrian Improvements: mstalllng pedestrian refuge lslands lnstalllng pedestnan

- 'bulbs and WIdenlng srdewalks

The TEP ‘proposes to apply the TPS Toolklt to 17 Rapld Network corridors throughout the City:
Using the TPS Toolkit, the SFMTA has developed specific corridor designs for 11 of the 17
proposed TTRP corridors: These corridor designs weré thus'analyZed'at a project- level in the -
FEIR. Project variants were also included as part of these project-level TTRPs. Three of the
TTRPs (TTRP,14, TTRP.22 and TTRP.30_1) include variants with. different de5|gns on one or
more segments of the route.- TTRP routes with- no design'variants at the project level include
TTRP.5, TTRP.8%, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.J, TTRP.N; TTRRS, 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 programmatrc level in. the FEIR. :

For each of the project-level TTRPs, the SFMTA developed two specnf' ic corridor-desighs
compnsed of TPS Toolkit elements: a moderate option, referred to as the “TTRP Moderate .
Alternatrve and an expanded option, referred to as the “TTRP Expanded Alternative.” ThlS
was done because, although the TEP program was examined in one environmental document in
order to understand the full scope of its-potential cumulative-environmental impacts, the TEP is
actually a collection of projects and prop_osa_l$, which, while related, may be implemented at
various times and, in many cases, independently of each other. Thus, these-alternatives
bracket a range of feasible optlons that accomplish the SFMTA's objectives for the TEP and
describe and analyze the scope of potentlal physmal enwronmental |mpacts that would result
from implementifg a combination of eléments from both altematlves These two alternatives are
descrlbed and analyzed at an equal level of detall in the FEIR.. -
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Under either alternative, the Service Policy Framewark, the Service Improvements, Service
Variants, the Service-related Capital Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the
program-level TTRP corridors would be implemented. The difference between the two
alternative projects is that under the TTRP Moderate Alternative, these elements would be
implemented in‘combination with a “moderate™ number of TPS Toolkit elements along certain
Rapid Network corridors, and, under the TTRP Expanded Altérnative, these elements would be
implemented in combination with an “expanded” number of TPS Toolkit elements along the
same Rapid Network corridors.

Please note that when the DEIR was published, the SFMTA had developed project-level details
for only 8 of the 17 TTRP cqrrid‘ors_.‘ 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.S, and TTRP.71_1 Moderate and Expanded Alternatives were analyzed at a project level
of detail in the RTC document. "These three TTRPs would have the same significant and less-
than-significant impacts as the eight project-level TTRPs analyzed in the DEIR and the same
mitigation measures would be applicable. Chapter 2 of the RTC document, Project Description
Revisions, provides a detailed description of the three additional project-level TTRPs and a

. summary of their significant and less-than-significant impacts. Chapter 5 of the RTC document,

- DEIR Revisions, presents the results of the impact analyses of the new thrée 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 of TTRP.N and TTRP.5 Moderate -

and Expanded Alternatives were updated in the FE'IR based on minor design modifications to

these two project components that occurred after the DEIR was published.

B. Project Objéctives

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

« Toimprove, 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, lmplementlng traffic-engineering changes, and constructing capltal
infrastructure projects; and to improve safety for pedestnans bicyclists, and riders at
intersections by mtroducmg infrastructure changes (e.g. pedestrian bulbs, transit bulbs,
etc.) that lead to safer transit operation.

» To make Mun{ a more attractive transportation mode and increase transit ridership
through both attracting new riders and increasing use by current riders by:‘serving major

~ origin-destination patterns, such as between regional transit connections and major
employment sites; providing direct and efficient service through reduction or elimination
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. of circuitous route segments; reducing crowding through shifting resources'to improve
customer comfort and decreasing pass-ups; and redesigning routes to maximize
ndershlp '

» Toimprove the cost—effectlveness and productlwty of transnt operations by improving
network efﬂCIency and reducing system redundancy by implementing serwce ‘
modlﬂcatlons that include route restructunng. frequency lmprovements vehlcle-type
changes and hours of service adjustments .

e To lmplement more fully the City's Transit First Pollcy by prowd ing clear dlrec’aon for
managing transportation in San Francisco with the goals -of prowdlng service to all
residents within a quarter mile of 95 percent of the Muni’ service area and pnontlzmg '
transit operations in hlgh—ndershlp comdors over automoblle deIay and on-street
parklng -

C. .Environmental Review -

The San Fr}:;"r;lcis.éo Plén_nipgj. Depa_rtmen_t_, és lead agency, prepared a Notice' of Preparation
(“NOP") and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings on November 9, 2011, and held two Public
Scoping Meetings on December 6 and 7, 2011.

The NOP was distributed to the State, Clearingﬂhousq and mailed to local, state, and federal
agencies and to other interested parties on November 9, 2011, initiating a-30-day public
_comment beribd extending through December 9, 2011. A copy of the NOP is available in
Appendix 1 in Volume 2 of the EIR. The Public Scoping Meetings were held at the SFMTA
offices, One South Van Ness Avenug, in San Francisco. -Thé purpose of the meétings was to
present infoimation about the proposed ‘Project to the public and receive publlc input regarding
the scope of the EIR analyses. Attendees were provided an opportunity to voice comiments on
concerns regarding the project; translators were aVallable for Chlnese- and Spanlsh-speakmg
attendees if needed, . T

Oral comments were provided by 21 individuals at the Public Scoping Meetings. During the
puiblic review-period, 29 public agencies and/or other iriterested parties:submiitted comment
letters to the Planning-Department. Comments raised the following concemns related to physical-
environmental effects: aesthetics of various transit facilities, including overhead wires; the”
potential for impacts on archeological resources; air quality impacts related to potential
increases in use of pnvate passenger vehicles; the effects on traffic flow arid potential for
diversions due fo new transit and pedestrian bulbs; locatlons of and distance between transit
stops the potential for shifts in travel modes; concern about- loss of parking and loading; -
pedestrian safety concerns; the environmental review process; suggested use of different
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approaches to-the transportation impact analysis suph as providing estimates of {ime 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
agencres and to other interested parties on January 23; 2013, initiating a 30-day public
comment period extendlng from January 24, 2013 through February 22, 2013. A copy of the
Initial Study is available in Appendix 2 in Volume 2 of the EIR, i

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

potential for impacts on the same resources.

Each environmental issue presented in the DEIR is analyzed with respect to significance criteria

that are based on the San Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division
(“EP") guidance regarding the environmental effects to be considered significant. EP guidance
is, in turn, based on CEQA Gurdellnes Appendlx G, with some modlt‘ cations. :

The Department published the DEIR onJuly 10, 2013. The DEIR was circulated to local, state,
and federal agencies and to interested organizations and individuals for review and comment
beginning on July 11, 2013 for a 67-day public review period, which ended on September 17,
2013. The San Francisco 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-dehvered or by email.

The San Francrsco Planning Department then prepared the Responses to Comments document
("RTC"). This document, which provides written response to each comment received on the -
DEIR that raises environmental issues, was published on March 12, 2014, and includes copies
of all of the comments received on the DEIR and responses to those comments. The RTC
provided additional updated information and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as
well as Planning Department DEIR text changes. The text changes included more detailed
analyses, at a project level, for three transit Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRPs).for both
the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives that had previously been analyzed in the DEIR ata
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program level: the 'l'l'RP L(L Taraval) TTRP.9 (9/9L San Bruno), and TTRP.71_1 (71 Haight-"
Noriega).

On March 13, 2013, the Planning Department published a Supplemental Service Variants
Memorandum, which described and analyzed additional service variarits developed as part of .
the SFMTA's publrc outreach pr?cess The Planmng Department concluded that these addltronal
service vanants would have the same envrronmental lmpacts and require the same mltlgatlon
measures as the service variants already described and.analyzed in the DEIR, and. thus, no
add|t|onal envrronmental review was required nor was recrrculatlon of the DElR requrred

The Planning Commission reviewed and. considered the’ FEIR, which is comprlsed of the DEIR, -
the RTC document and the Siipplemental Sérvice Variants Memorandum Errata dated March
27, 2014, and all of the supporting information. In certifying the FEIR, the Plannlng Commission
determiried that it does not add-significant new informatiori to the DEIR that would' requrre
recirculation under CEQA because the FEIR contains no information revealing (1) any new
signifi icant environmerital impact that would resuit from the project or from a new mitigation
measure proposed to be implemented, (2) any substantlal increase in the severity of a
prevrously identified environmental impact, (3) any feasible prolect altematrve or mltlgatlon
measure consrderably different from others prevrously analyzed that would clearly lessen the
environmental impacts of the project, but that was rejected. by the project's:proponents, or (4)

" that the DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory i hature that
meaningful- public review and comment were. precluded: -This' SFMTA Board concurs if. this -

. determination. . o S - oo ' U

D. Appfroval Actions

1. Plannlng Commlssmn Actlon

On March 27, 2014 the Planmng Commlssron certrf ed the FEIR.

o2 " San Francisco ‘Municlpal'Transportation Agency-Board of Directors’fActiOns

-' Ap‘proyal of the Transit. Eﬁectiyenese' Project inclyding the Service Policy FrarﬁeWork )

Approval of the implementation of certain parking and traffic measures in accordance
- withe Sectlon 201(c) of the Transportatlon Code

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 FEIR to the Planning Department for further
review. .

Additional actions that may be taken by the Board of‘Supervl'sors are:’

» Review and approval of system chariges related to any route abandonments.
 Approval of‘sideWalk cha‘nges. up'on réferral from the Department of Public Works.

4. Other San’ Franclsco Agency Actlons .
. Approvat by the Department of Public Works of sidewalk Ieglstatron and construction

period encroachment permits. -
« Approval by the San Franmsco Recreatlon and Park Commtssnon of property
encroachments if required. :
. » Approyal by the San Francrsco Planning Department of any required General Plan

Referrals ‘
5. Other—LocaI State, and Federal Agencies

lmplementatron of the PrOJect WIII mvoIve consu.tatlon with, or requnred approvals by, other Iocal
state and federal regulatory agencnes, including, but not limited to, the following:

¢ The Transportation. Advrsory Staff Committee (“TASC") Coordination of all roadway and
. transit changes. :
« - City of:Daly City; Approval of lnstaltatlon 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 rithé—of—way.

To the extent that the identified mitigation measures require consultation with or approval by
these other agencies, the SFMTA Board urges these agencies to assist in implementing,
coordinating, or approving the mitigation measures, as appropriate to the particular measure.

6. Location and Custodian of Records

“The DEIR and all documents referenced in or relied on by the Draft and FEIR, the DEIR public

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

_ Preparation and DEIR public review periods, the administrative record, the Responses to
Comments document, and the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandum, and background '

documentation for the FEIR are located at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San

Francisco. (Planning Department Case File No. 2011.0558E.) The Planning Commission

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

Planning Commission.
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All information, including written materials.and testimony, concerning approval of the Project
and adoption of these findings, presented to the SFMTA Board or incorporated into reports
presented to the SFMTA Board, are located at the SFMTA offices at One South Van Ness
Avenue, 7™ floor, San Francrsco - : :

All files have been available to the SFMTA Board and the public for review in considering these
findings and whether to approve the Project. '

E. Findings about Si‘g;niﬁcant, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Meas__ures o

The following Sections il Ili, 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 written analysls and conclusions of the
'SFMTA Board regardlng the envrronmental impacts of the Pro;ect and the mltlgatlon measures
lncluded as part of the FElR and adopted by the SFMTA Board as part of the Pro;ect To av0|d
dupltcation and redundancy, and because the SFMTA Board agrees with, and hereby adopts

the conclusions In the FEIR, these ﬂndlngs will not repeat the anaIyS|s and conclusrons in the
FEIR, but instead lncorporate them by reference and rely upon them as substantial evidence
supporting these findings. -

In maklng these ﬁndlngs the SFMTA Board has consrdered the oplnlons of SFMTA staff and
other C|ty staff and experts other agencres, and members of the pubhc The SFMTA Board ‘
finds that the determlnatlon of 5|gn|ﬁcance thresholds isa judgment decision wrthln the ‘
dlscretlon of the SFMTA and the City and County of San Franmsco the signifi cance thresholds
used in ' the EIR are supported by substantlal evrdence |n the record mcludmg the expert opinion
of the SFMTA and C|ty staff and the S|gn|ﬁcance thresholds used in the ElR provide.reasonable
and approprlate means of assesslng the srgmf cance of the adverse envrronmental effects of the
Pro;ect

These fi ndings do'not attempt to describe the full analy5|s of gach environmental lmpact
contained in the FEIR, Instead, a full explanation of these envrronmental ﬁndmgs and
conclusions can be found in the FEIR, which lncludes its Initial Study presented tn EIR Appendlx
2, and these findings hereby lncorporate by reference the dlscussron and analysus in the FEIR
to address thase lmpacts In maklng thése fi indings, the SF MTA Board &f Directors rattf‘es
adopts, and incorporates in these findings the' determinatlons and ‘conclusions of the FEIR-
relating to environmental rmpacts and mltlgatlon measures, except tothe extent any such
determinations are specifi cally and expressly modified by these findings.-

1
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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 réference. In addition, in the event the language
describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately”
reflect the mitigation measures in the FEIR due to a clerical error, the Ianguage of the policies
and impleméntation measures as set forth in the FEIR shall control. The impact numbers and
mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the information contained in the

FEIR.

In the ‘Sections Il, Il and IV below, the sartie findirigs are made for a category of environmental
impacts. and mitigation measures Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to
_address each and every S|gnn° icant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the -
need for such repetition’ because in no instance is the SFMTA Board rejectlng the conclusnons

of the FEIR or the mitigation measures identified in the FEIR for 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 Policy

~ Framework, the Service lmprovements, Service Variants, the Service-related Capital
Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the program-level TTRP corridors would be
implemented. It is not known at this time which specific alternative, or mixture of proposals from -
the two alternatives, will be ultimately épproved by the SFMTA Board for each TTRP corridor. It
is likely that, over time, a mix 6f the proposals described in the TTRP Moderate Alternative and
the TTRP Expanded Altemative will be adopted and |mplemented along the various corndors
Because of this, in taking this action, the SFMTA Board makes the following findings regardlng
the potential for environmental impacts and required mitigation measures for both the TTRP
Moderate Alternative and the TTRP. Expanded Altemative, as each are described in the FEIR.

il IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT AND THUS DO NOT REQUIRE
MITIGATION ' _

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than siQn‘tiant
(Pub. Resources Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4(a)(3) and 15091). Based on the
evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Board finds that implementation of the
Proposed Pro;ect will not result in any significant impacts in the followmg areas and that these

impact areas therefore do not require mitigation:

Land Use and Land Use Planning

12
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Impacts LU-1, LU-2, and LU-3: The proposed Project would not physically divide an’
established community, would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or
regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the-purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, or have a substantial adverse impact on
the existing character of the vicinity.

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed Project; in combination with other past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not have a.
cumulatively considerable contrlbutlon toa 5|gnrt'|cant cumulatlve land use or land use
planning lmpact

Aesthetlcs

. contnbu’uon toa sngmﬁcant cumulative aesthetlcs rmpact

Populatron and Housmg -

. 'lmpacts AE-1 and AE-2 The proposed Prolect would not have a substantlal adverse
- effect on:a scenic vista or on scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock

outcroppings, and other features of the buﬂt or natural environment whlch contnbute foa
scenic publlc settlng .

lmpact AE—3 The proposed Project would not degrade eXIstlng vrsual character or
quallty of the pr01ect sttes and surroundlngs .

lmpact AE-4 The proposed. Project would not create a hew source of substantlal lightor -
glare that, would have a‘substantial adverse effect on day ‘of nighttime views.

,»lmpact C-AE-1: The proposed-Project, in-combination with other-past, present, or

reasonably foreseeable future projects would not have a- cumulatlvely cons|derable

*

LR

lmpact PH- 1 The proposed Pro;ect would not lnduce substantlal populat|on growth
either directly or lndlrectly

Impact PH-2: The proposed Pl‘OjeCt would not d|splace any exlstlng housmg units or
create any demand for additional housing, or dlsplace substantlal numbers of people,

~,necessrtat|ng the constructlon of replacement houslng

lmpact C-PH -1: The proposed PrOJect in combrnatlon with other past present or
reasonably foreseeable future projects would not result in a cumulatrvely considerable
contnbutlon to sngnlt' icant cumulative lmpacts on populat|on or housmg

Cultural and Paleontologlcal Resources

Irhpact CP-1: The proposed Project would not causea substantlal adverse change in
the 5|gn|ﬁcance of an historic architectural resource. °

lmpact C-CP-1: The proposed Pro;ect in combination with’ past present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicin lty, would not resultin a cumulatrvely
considerable contribution {o significant cumulatlve |mpacts on cultural résources or
archaeological resources.

13
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Transportation and Circulation |

The propeeed Project would not result in changes to air traffic patterns because the

‘project site is not located within an airport Iand use plan area or ln the vicinity of a private

airstrip.

The proposed Project would not substantlally increase transportatlon hazards duetoa
design feature or mcompatlble uses. .

Impact TR-1 lmplementa’uon of the Service Pollcy Framework and.the TEF' 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. -

Impact TR-4: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Actions A.1, A.2 and
A.4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through B.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and
Objective D, Actlons D.1 through D.4 would not result in significant traffic impacts.

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

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

Impact TR-9: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop
Changes, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes,

. would not result in significant traffic impacts.
- Impact TR-11: lmplementatlon of TPS Toolkit element category Traffic ngnal and Stop

Sign Changes would not result in 5|gmﬁcant Ioadnng impacts.

Impact TR-12: lmplementatlon of program-level Servme—related Capital Improvements
projects (TTPI.2, TTPL3, TTPL.4, OWE.B, and SCI.1) would not result in significant
impacts to local or reglonal transit, traffic operations, pedestrians and bicyclists, loading,
emergency vehicle access, or parklng ' -

Impact TR-13: Implementatlon of any of the TPS Toolkit categones TranSIt Stop
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, Traffic Signal and Stop
Sign Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements along the nine program-level TTRP
corridors would not result in significant impacts to local or reglonal transit, pedestrians

and bicyclists, emergency vehicle access, or parking.

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

14
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Impact TR-17: Implementation of any of the TPS Toolkit elements within the catégory
Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes along the program level TTRP corridors would not
_result in S|gn|t' icant loading impacts. . _

lmpact TR~18: Implementatlon of the Sérvice lmprovements or Service Variants would
not result in significanit impacts to local.or reglonal transit, traffic operatlons pedestnans
and bicyclists, loading, emergency. vehicle access, orparking.

Impact TR=19: Imipleni€ntation of the prOJect-level Service-related Capltal Improvement
projects (TTPL2, OWE.1, OWE. T Variant, OWE.2; OWE.3, OWE.4, OWE.5; and SCI.2)
would not result in significarit impacts to local or regional transit, traffic operations,
pedestnans and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehicle access; or parking.

Impact TR-20: Implemernitation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the
TTRP.J, TTRPL, TTRP.N, TTRP.5; TTRP:8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, or 'ITRP 71 1 would not result in
significant impacts to local or reglonal transit. -

. Imipact TR=21:: Implementation of the pro;ect-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the

" TTRP.J, TTRPL, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X; TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP:22_1, TTRP.22_1
Variant 1, TTRP.22, 1 Vafiant 2, TTRP.28_:1, TTRP.30_1, TTRP. 301 Variant 1,
TTRR.30..1 Variant 2 2; of TTRR.71_1: ‘would not result in 5|gn|f cant |mpacts to local or
regional transnt

" Impact. TR-22: Im plémentation of the project-level TTRP Modérate Alternative for-the
TTRP.J, TTRPL, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP:28: 1; TTRP.30_1,.or TTRP.71_1 would have less-than-
5|gn|ﬁcant traff ic lmpacts at78 study lntersectlons

" Impact TR-23 Implémentation of the projectlevel TTRP Expanded Altematwe for the
~TTRP.J; TTRPL, FTRP.N, TTRP.5; TTRP.8X; TTRP.9, TTRP.28 11, or TTRP. 71 1 would
have Iess-than-S|gn|t' icant traffic impacts at 40 study intersections.

Impact TR-25:- Implementatlon of the prcuect—level TTRP14 Expanded Alternative would
have léss-than-significant traffic-impacts at-19 study intersections under Emstmg plus
. Service Improvements and the TTRP. 14 Expanded Alternatlve conditions.-

Impact TR-29: Implementation of’ the prqect—level TTRP. 22 1 Expanded Alternatlve
"wiould:have- less-than—mgmf icant traffic lmpacts at six study intefsections that would
“operate at level'of sefvice (" LOS") D or better under Emstlng plus Serwce lmprovements

and the TTRR.22. 1 Expanded Altematlve condltlons

| mpact TR-33; lmplementatlon of the pro;ect—level TI'RP 22 .1 Expanded Altematlve
Variant 1 would have less—than—sngnrf icant traffic impacts at six study intersections that
would operate at'LOS D or better under: Emstlng Pplus Service Improvements and the
TTRP.22_1 Expanded Altematwe Vanant 1 condltlons

lmpact TR-37: lmplementatlon of the- prOJect-level Tl'RP22 1 Expanded Altematwe
Variant 2 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at six study intersections that
would .operate at LOS'D or better under: Existing plus Service lmprovements and the
TTRP.22_1 Expanded Altematlve Vanant 2 condltlons ST

Imipact TR-39: lmplementatlon of the prOJect-level TTRP. 30 1 Expanded Alternative
would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study intersections that would
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-operate at. LOS D or better under Existing plus Service lmprovements and the -
TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternatrve conditions. - 3 .

Impact TR-41: " Implementation of the projéct-level TTRP. 30 1 Expanded Alternative

. Variant 1. would have less-than-significantraffic impacts at nine study intersections that

- would operate at LOS D or better under Existing plus Service lmprovements and the
TTRP.30_1 Expanded Altematrve Variant 1 conditions. :

Impact TR-43: Implementation of the pro;ect-level TTRP.30__1 Expanded Altemative
Variant 2 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study intersections that
would operate at LOS D or better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the
TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions.

Impact TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14
Variant 2, TTRP. 22 1, 'I‘I'RP 28_1,TTRR.30_1, or TTRR.71_1 would not result in
significant impacts o pedestnans and brcychsts

. Impact TR-45: 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 Expanded Alternative, TTRP. 301,
TTRP.30_1. Variant 1 1, TTRR.30_1 Variant 2 2, or- TTRP.71 _1-would not result i in srgnrﬁcant
impacts to pedestrians and brcycllsts

Impact TR-46: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the
TTRP.J, TTRR.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.8, TTRF.22_1, TTRP.28_1, or
TTRP.71_1 would not result in significant loading impacts.

Impact TR-47: Implementation of the projéct-level TTRP Expanded Alternative fbr the
~ TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRR.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRR.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 1,
TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_1, or TTRP71 ~1 would not result in significant Ioadrng

impacts.

Impact TR-55: Implementation of the. prOJect-Ievel TTRP Moderate Alternative for the
- TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant.1, TTRP.14
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRR.30_1, or TTRP.71_1 would not result in
significant impacts on emergency vehrcle access.

Impact TR-56: lmplementatron of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternattve for the
TTRPJ, TTRP.L, TTRRP.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 Varrant 1,
TTRP.30_1 Variant 2 2,or TTRR71_1 would not result rn srgnrﬁcant impacts on
emergency vehicle access. :

lmpact TR-57: lmplementatron of the prqect—level TTRP Moderate Alternatrve for the
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, or TTRP. 7_1 would not result | ina

signifi cant parkrng rmpact

Impact TR-58 lmplementatron of the prOJect-level TTRP Expanded Alternatrve for the
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRR.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1
Variant 1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_1, TI'RP 30_1, TTRP.30_1 Varrant 1,

TI'RP 30_1 Varrant 2, or TTRP.71_1 would notresultin a srgnrﬁcant parkrng lmpact.
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Impact C-TR-4: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants, in

- combination with past; present and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would riot contribute conisiderably'to ridership at the regional transit
screenlines on AC Transit, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, ‘SamTrans, and othér regional
ferry service under 2035 Cumulative plus Service lmprovements only conditions.

Impact C-TR-5 The TPS Toolkit elements as applled in the program-level TTRP
corridors, and Service Improvements with the TTRP Moderate Alternative would not
contribute considerably to ridership at the regional transit screenlines on AC Transit,
Caltfain, Golden Gate Trarisit, SaimTrans, and other regional: ferryserylce under 2035
Cumulatlve plus Service lmprovements and the TTRP Moderate Alternatlve condltlons

" _'and Service lmprovements with the' TTRP Expanded Alternative, m comblnatlon with

past, présent and reasonably foreseeable development.in San Francisco, would nhot
contribute consrderably to ridership at the regional transit screenlines on AC Transit,
Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, and other regional férry service under 2035
Cumulative plus Service lmprovements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions.

lmpact C-TR-8 lmplementatron of the Serwce Pollcy Framework Objectrve A, Actions
A1,A2 ‘and'A.4, Objéctivé B, Actions B.1 through B.4; Objectlve C, Actions C.1and C.2,
and Objectlve D, Actions D.1 through D.4 and any of the TPS Toolkit elements within

' 'categones Transit Stop Changes Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Traffic Signal and
Stop Sign Changes, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would have less-than-significant traffic impacts under
2035 Cumulativé.plus Service Improvenients and the TTRP Moderate Alternative
conditions, and therefore would not contnbute to any srgnrf icant cumulatrve trafﬁc
lmpacts ~ .

: lmpact C-TR-10 lmplementatlon of the Servnce Pol|cy Framework ObjeC'[IVEA Actions
A.1,A.2 and A.4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through B.4, Objectlve C, Actions C.1 and C.2,
and Objective D, Actions D:1 through D.4 and any of the TPS Toolkit elements within
categories: Tran5|t Stop Chahges, Parklng and Turn Restrictions, and'Traffic Sighal and

* Stop-Sign Changes, in combinatior with past; present and- reasonably foreseeable

development in 'San Francisco, Would have less‘than-significant traffic impacts under

2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP. Expanded Altémative

conditions, and therefore would not contribute to ‘any significant cumulative traffic

. |mpacts

Impact C-TR-11: lmplementatlon of the Service lmprovements or Service Vanants in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Erancisco, would have less-than-significanit traffic impaicts under 2035 Cumulative plus
- Service Improvements only ‘conditions, and therefore would not contnbute to any
significant cumulatlve traffic |mpacts .

Impact C-TR-12: lmplementatlon of the TTRP Moderate Alternatlve for the TTRP.J,
TTRPL,; TTRPN, TTRP5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 Variant 2,
TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30. 1, or TTRP.71_1 would -have less-than-significant

- - traffic lmpacts under 2035 Cumulatlve plus Service Improvements ‘and the TTRP

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

7
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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, TTRRP.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, 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 under 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded

Alternative condltlons

Impact C-TR-39: Implementatlon of the TTRP Expanded Alternatlve for the TTRP. J
TTRR.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRR.22_1 Vanant
1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1 Varfant 1, TTRP.30_1

’ Vanant 2, or TTRP.71_1 would not result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at 48
study lntersectlons that- would operate at LOS D or better under 2035 Cumulative plus

_ Senvice Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Altemative conditions.

Impact C—TR-40 Implementa'aon of the Service Policy Framework and any of the TPS
Toolkit elements within categories: Transit Stop' Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking
and Turmn Res_trictions,_and Traffic.Signal and Stop Sign Changes, and Pedestrian
Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvements or
Service Varlants, and Service-related Capital lmprovements in combination with past,
present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less-
than-significant cumulative pedestrian and bicycle impacts.

Impact C-TR-41: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants and
the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5,
TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1 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 Iess-than-agnrﬁcant 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_1 Variant 1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 2,
TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, TTRP, 301 Vanant 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 B.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and
Objective D, Actions D.1 through D.4, TPS Toolkit Category Traffic Signal and Stop Sign
Changes as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvements or Service
Variants, and Service-related Capital Improvements, in combination with past, present
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less-than-
significant cumulative loading impacts.

Impact C-TR-47: Implementation of the pro;ect-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the
TTRPJ, TTRPL, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRR.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, or
TTRPR.71_1, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable d_evelopment
in San Francisco, would have less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.
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- Impact C:TR-48: Implementation.of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative forthe

TTRP.J, TTRPL, TTRPN, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 1,
TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_1, or TTRP.71_1, in combrnatlon W|th past, present and
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francrsco would have less-than-srgmf lcant

" cumulative loadrng impacts. -

Impact C-TR-50: Implementation of the Service Pol|cy Framework ObjectlveA Actions
A.1,A.2, and A4, Objective B all actions, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and.
Objectrve D all actions, and any of the TPS Toolkit elements within categories: Transit
Stop Changes and Traffic Signal and Stop, Sign Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements

- as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvements, and Service-related

Capital Improvements in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable
development-in San Francisco, would have’ less—than-srgnrt' icant cumulatlve parkrng
lmpacts

Impact C-TR-51 lmplementatron of the pmject—level TI'RP Moderate Altematlve for the -
TTRP.J, TTRPL, TTRPN; TTRP.5; TTRP.8X, TTRRS, TTRP.22: 1, TTRP.28 1,
TTRP.30_1, or TTRP.71_1, in combination with _past, present and reasonably

' foreseeable development in San Franmsco, would have Iess—than—mgnrf icant cumulatlve
' parkrng lmpacts )

-1 lm pact C-TR-53 lmplementahon of the prqect—level 'lTRP Expanded Alternatlve for the

TTRP.J, TTRPL, TTRPN, TTRP.5, TTRP.8%. TTRP.S, TTRR.14, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1,
TTRP.30_1 Variant.1, TTRP.30_1 Varjant 2, or TTRP.71_1, in combrnatlon with past,
preserit- and reasonably foreseeable development |h San Franmsco would have less-

-than-srgnlt' cant cumulatrve parklng rmpacts

Norse and Vlbratron

The proposed PrOJect is not located wlthln an a|rport land use plan area, within two miles
of a public or public use airport, or in the vicinity of a private. airstrip, and therefore would

: not expose people resrdlng or workrng in the pro;ect area to excessive noise levels.
: Impact NG-1: Construction actrvrtles occurrlng indirectly as a result of the’ proposed

Service Policy Framework, and as proposed under the TEP for the Service '
Improvements and Service Variants, Service-related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs
and TIRP Vanants would not result |n a substantlal temporary or: penodlc increase in
norse levels above exrstrng amblent cond|t|ons . PR :

Impact NO-2: Conistruction actrvrtles occumng indirectly as a result of the proposed
Service Policy Framework, and as proposed under the TEP for the Service. -

. Improvements and Service Vanants, Servicesrelated Capital Improvements, and TTRPs
and TTRP Variants would not expose persons.and structures to excessive. temporary

ground-bome vibration or ground-borne noise levels..

Impact NO-3: The proposed Seérvice Pollcy Framework and operatlon of the Service
lmprovements and Service Vanants would not restlt in a substantial increasein
permanent noise levels along affected transit routes above existing ambient conditions.

Impact NO-4; Thé proposed Sefvicé Policy Framework and the Serwce Improvements
and Service Variants proposed by the- TEP would not expose people to or generate

- eXcessive ground-borne vibfation or hoise levels along affected transit routes.
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. o |mpact C-NO-1: The Service Policy Framework and the construction and operation of
- the proposed TEP, including Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-
related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs and TTRP Variants, in combination with other
-past present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not increase construction
noise and vibratfon or operational noise and vibration levels along affected transit routes
. Substantially above exnstmg ambient conditions.

Air Quality '
e ‘The proposed Project would hot result in significant odor lmpacts

. Impact AQ 1: The Service 'Policy Framework and construction activities proposed under
the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-related Capttal 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 quallty violation; nor would it result
ina cumulatlvely considerable net increase of criteria air pollutants for which the project
region is ln nonattainment under an applicable ambient air qualrty standard.

+ |mpact AQ—2 The Service Policy Framework and construction actlvrtles proposed under
the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-related Capltal lmprovements
and TTRPs and TTRP Variants would not generate emissions of PM,s and toxic air
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would expose sensmve
*receptors to substantral pollutant concentrations.

© o |mpact AQ-3: “The Service Policy Framework and the proposed pro;ect-level Service
Improvements and Service Variants in combination with the 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 result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the project reglon is in nonattainment
under an applicable ambient air quality standard. : _

s Impact AQ 4: The Service Policy Framework and proposed pro;ect-level Service
Improvements and Service Variants would not generate emissions of PM.s and toxic air
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentratlons

o ImpactAQ-5: The Service Policy Framework, and constructlon and operation of the
proposed TEP, including the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service:
related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs and TTRP Variants, would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, the Bay Area's appllcable air quality

plan.

¢ Impact C-AQ-1: The Service Policy Framework, and constructlon 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 resultin a cumu!atrvely
considerable net increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the pl‘OjeCt reglon isin
nonattainment under applicable ambient air quality, standards.

* Impact C-AQ-2: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and cperation of the
- proposed TEP, including the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-
related Capital Improvements and TTRPs and 'ITRP Variants, in combination with past,
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present and reasonably foreseeable fuiture projects; would not generate emissions of
- PM,:s and toxic air contaminants, lncludlng diesel particulate.matter, at levels that would
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact C—GG-1 The proposed Pro;ect would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but
not in levels that would result in a signifi cant impact on the environment or conflict with
any pollcy, plan or regulatlon adopted for the purpose of reduclng greenhouse gas
emlssmns A . :

Wind and Shadow -

lmpact WS-1 The proposed Project would not alter wmds ina manner that would
substantially affect public areas.

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

Recreatlon , R SR

lmpact RE 1, RE-3 The proposed Pro;ect would not result inthe |ncreased use-of
exnstlng nelghborhood or regional parks or other recreatlon facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration would occur or be accelerated, nonresult in the degradation of
recreatlonal resources.

lmpact RE-2: The proposed project would not mclude recreahonal faC|l|t|es or reqmre
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment. S

Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present, or

reasonably foreseeable futtire projects would not result in a cumulatlvely conslderable

contnbutlon to SIinf cant cumulatlve lmpacts on recreatlon

Utllrtres and Serwces Systems

lmpact UT-1 UT-2 The proposed Pro;ect would not exceed the wastewater treatment
requirements of the Reglonal Water Quallty Control Board; ‘result in a determination that

‘thé Wastéwatér treatment provider has’ |nadequate capac1ty to serve the pmject or

'requu'e or result in ‘the ‘construction of new or the éxpansion of exnstmg water

- wastewater treatment or- stormwater dramage facmtles o

* Impact UT-3. The proposed iject would have suff clent water supply avallable from
- existing ehtitlements and would not reqmre new or expanded water supply resources or
" entittlements. :

Impact UT-4: The proposed Project would increase the amount of solid waste generated
on the project sites, but would be adequately served by the Cltys landfill and would
comply wnth federal state and local statutes and regulations related to solld waste.
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Impact C-UT-1. The proposed Project in combination with‘other'past-, present, or

. reasonably foreseeable future projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable

contribution to significant cumulative impacts on utjlities and service systems.

Public Services

N
L ]

Impact PS-1: The proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of police protectlon fire protectlon schools, and
library services in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other

- performance objectives.

Impact C-PS-1: The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant impacts on police services, fire protection, emergency
services, schools, or libraries such that new or altered facrhtles are requnred

Brologlcal Resources

Impact BI -1, B-2, BI-3: The proposed Prolect would not affect any special status

~ species, nparlan habitat or other sensitive natural community, or federaily 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 protectiig biological resources, such as a tree
- preservation policy or ordinance. -

- Impact C-Bl-4: The proposed PrOJect would not result in a cumuiatively consrderable

contrrbutlon to significant cum ulatrve impacts on blologlca! resources.

Geology and Soﬂs

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

Impact GE-2: The implementation of the proposed Project would not resultin substantlal

- erosion, loss of topsoil, or adverse rmpacts to topographlcal features

-Impact GE-3: The tmplementatlon of the proposed Project would not locate sensitive
land uses on geologic units or soils that are expansive, unstable, or that would become

unstable as a result of future uses, and potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading; sub_sjdence. liquefaction, or collapse.

lmpact C-GE-1; The proposed Project would not result in a'cumdlative!y considerable
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on geology and soils. ' .

Hydrology and Water Quality '

Impact HY-1,: The implementatiori of the proposed Project would not violate water
quality or waste discharge standards, exceed the capacity of existing drainage systems,
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provide addltlonal sources of polluted runoff or otherwise substantlally degrade water
quality.

¢ |mpact HY-2, HY-3: The proposed Prolect would not substantlally deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, and would not substantlally
alter existing dralnage pattems in a manner that would result in substantlal erosmn or
sﬂtatlon

. Impact HY-4, HY-5: The lmplementatlon of the proposed Project would not expose
people or structures to substantial risk of loss due to ﬂoodlng, orfoa srgnlf cant risk of -
loss, injury. or death involving lnundatlon by se|che tsuhami; or. mudﬂow oras aresult of
the failure of a reservoir. .

e Impact G-HY-1: The proposed Project wolild not restilt in a cumulatively: con5|derable :
contnbutlon to srgnlf‘ icant cumulatlve impacts on water quallty and hydrology

Hazards and Hazardous Materlals .

. lmpact HZ-3: lmplementahon of the proposed Project would not create a signifi cant
' Hazard to the publlc or the enwronment by location on a hazardous materlals srte

. 'lmpact HZ-4. lmplementatlon of the proposed Project would not expose people or.
structures to a significant risk of loss injury, or death mvolvrng fires, and would not
interfere with the implementation of an emergency response plan

s Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed Project would not resultina cumulatlvely consrderable
contribution to sugnlt' cant cumulatlve impacts. W|th respect to hazards and hazardous
matenals . .

1

Mineral and Energy Resources

. ', lmpact ME—1 The proposed Prolect would not result in the loss .of. avallabmty of a known
" mineral resource ora locally-lmportant mlneral resource recovery site,

. ‘lmpact ME-2 The proposed Prolect would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel
water or energy, or use these ina wasteful manner .

. _lmpact C-ME=1: The proposed Prolect would not result ina cumulatlvely consrderable :
contrlbutlon to S|gnn" cant cumulatlve lmpacts on mlneral and energy resources.

Agriculture and Forest. Resdurces

« ImpactAF-1:  The proposed Prolect would not have a substantlal adverse effect on
agriculture or forest resources.

Growth-Inducing lmpacts"--";, .

e [mpact GR-1: lmplementatlon of the Service Policy Framework and the TEP prolect
components would not result in growth inducing |mpacts
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. .FINDINGS.OF POTENTIALLY:SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED OR
REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION AND
THE DISPOSITION OF THE MITIGATION MEASURES '

CEQA requires agenc;es to adopt mltlgatlon measures that would avoid or substantlally lessen
a project’s identified significant lmpacts or potential signifi icanit impacts if such measures are
feasible (unless mltlgatlon to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alterna’uve)
The ﬁndlngs in thls Section Hl and in Section IV concern mltngatlon measures set forth in the

EIR. . These fi ndlngs_ discuss _mmgatlon measures as identified in.the FEIR and recommended
for adoption by the SFMTA Board of Directors. The full text of the mitigation measures is
contamed in the FEIR and in Attachment B, the Mltlgatlon Momtonng and Reportlng Program

The SEMTA Board adopts all of the mltlgatlon measures identified in the FElR The SFMTA
Board finds that all of the mitigation measures are appropriate and feasible. Based on the
analysis contained in the FEIR, other considerations in the record, and the significance
thresholds in the EIR, the SFMTA Board finds that the |mpacts identified in this Section 1il will be
reduced to a less—than-sugmf‘ cant level through implementation of the mitigation measures
contained in the FEIR, imposed as conditions of approval, and set forth in Attachment B.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

* ‘lmpact CP-2: - The proposed Project could cause a siibstantial édverse'change inthe
significance of an archaeclogical 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 excavatlon depth and/ or be located in an area where
the potential for effect-on archaeologlcal resources is likely. However, to avmd potential adverse
impacts on archaeological resources where the presence of the resource cannot be known,
foreseen, or predicted, the Accidental Discovery Archaeologlcal Mltlgatlon Measure will be
lmplemented for all TEP components. This mitigation measure requires that upon accidental
discovery of an archaeologlcal resource during construction (including human remains), the
appropriate treatment of the resource wn!l be carrled out by a quallﬁed archaeological

consultant.
Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Accidental Discovery of Archeqlogical Resources.

The construction of the following four TEP components has the potential to adversely affect
archaeological resources: TTRP.22_2; TTRP.9; and two Service-related Capital Improvements,
OWE.1 New Overhead Wiring — Reroute 33 Stanyan onto Valencia Street, and SC1.2 Sansome
Street Contraflow Lane. TTRP.9 includes a segment of Bayshore Boulevard, and TTRP. 22_2
includes a segment of Richardson Avenue. These segments occur along the historic shoreline,
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estuary; tidal marsh or lagoon, or watercourse and such sites’may include prehistoric.
archaeological resources. The installation of overhead wire support poles and duct banks along
a two-block portion of Valencia Street (OWE:1) will be constructed in the Mission Dolores area
in which there is a potential for significant archaeological resources from the Hispanic-Period. -
The.installation of traffic mast arms along a'three-block-portion of Sansome Street (SC1.2) will
occur in an area with the potential for impacts to archaeological resources from the Yerba
Buena period: Construction in these areas could resuilt in significant impacts on archaeological
resources if the Archaeological Monitoring mitigation:measure is not implemented:
Implementation-of the Archaeological Monitoring mitigation. measure requires review by the -
Planping: Department archeologist once éngineering design details are known. If determined-
necessary by the Planning Department, the SFMTA wouild be required tohire an archaeological
consultant to be present and monitor-construction activities associated with these four TEP
components (as necéssary), redirect construction activities if an intact archaeological 'debosit is
encountered, evaluate the deposit, and either re-design the project orimplementa‘data -
recovery program. -

Mitrgatlon Measure M-CR-2b Archaeologlcal Momtonng

e Impact CP-3: The. proposed Pro;ect could dlrect!y or lndlrect!y destroy a unrque
paleontologlcal resource or site oF unique:geologic feature. : -

Given thé shaliow excavatron depths of TEP constmctlon actlvrtres and prevnous ground
disturbance that i i common within the publlc nght—of—way, there IS a low probabllrty of
encountering significant paleontologlcal resources in the cotirse of pro;ect construction.
However, the presence of shallow paleontologlcal resources withih areas of excavation under
the proposed Project canhot be conclusively ruled out.’ ’Disturbance of paleontologlcal
resources could i impair, the ability, of paleontological resources ta yield important scientific *
information. The Paleontological Resources Accidental Discovery:mitigation.measure will apply
in the event that any indication of a paleontological resource is encountered in the course of
TEP project construction-activities, and:if the resourcé rivay be important, & quélified
paleontological consultant will be retamed to’ desrgn ahd: |mplement a sampllng and data
recoVery program. - o Wl T . .

Mitigatior: Measure M-CP-3; Paleohtologica[ Resources Accidental Discor}ery_

Hazards and Hazardous Materialé '

 Impact HZ-1:- Implementation of the proposed Project-would not create a significant
hazard through routine transport, use, disposal, handling, or emission of hazardous-.
materials or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous matenals lnto the envrronment .

e
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The use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials is régulated by numerous local, state;
and federal laws and regulations. Excavation in the public-right-of-way is regulated under the -
Public Work's Code, which states that excavation-¢ontractors are subject to all applicable
hazardous material guidelines for disposal, handling, release, and treatment of hazardous:
material; site remediation; and worker safety and training. Additionally, Article 20 of the Public
Works Code and Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code require envifonmental
investigation at construction sites where contaminated fill materials may be encountered. The
SFMTA and construction contractors will adhere to these regulations: However, to ensure that
potential significant impacts from release of hazardous materials during construction are - '
reduced to less-than-significant levels; the SFMTA and construction contractors afe required to
implement the Hazardous Materials Soil Testing mitigation measure, which requires that soil to
be removed from an excavation area and not encapsulated WIthm the same area be tested and,

- if found to-contain hazardous. materials, be transporied and drsposed of in compliance with

local, state and federal requirements,
Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1: Hazardous Materials Soil Testing

« Impact Hz-2: Implementation of't_he proposed project would not substantiélly'emit :
hazardous emissions or acutely hazardous materials near schools.

To ensure that construction and operation of the program- and%proj"’ect-"lev,el TEP components
will not resutlt in signiﬂca_rrt hazardous materials emissions or the hangling of acutely hazardous ‘
materials near schools, the SFMTA and construction contractors are required to implement the

- Hazardous Materials Soil Testing mitigation measure listed above.

Mltlgat/on Measure M-HZ-1: Hazardous Materlals Soil Teslmg

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

Based on substantra! evidence in the whole record -of these proceedlngs the SFMTA Board of
Directors finds that, where feasible, changes or alterations have been reqmred or mcorporated
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 described below are
appropriate, and that changes have been requrred in, or incorporated into, the Project that,
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21002 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, may
substantially lessen, but do not avoid (i.e., reduce to less-than-significant levels), the potentially
significant environmental effects associated with implementation of the Project that are
described below. The SFMTA Board adopts all of the mitigation measures and improvement
measures set forth in the Mttlgation Monitoring and Repomng Plan (MMRP), attached as
Attachment B. But, the SFMTA Board further finds that for the impacts listed below, despite -
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the implementation -of all feasible mltrgatron measures, the effects remain signifi cant and
unavoidable. . . - -

Based on substantlal evidence in the, whole record including the expert oplnron of SFMTA and
Plannrng Department staff and consultants to those staff, the SFMTA Board also finds that for
some impacts identified in the FEIR, as noted below in this Section IV, no feasible mitigation
measures were identified in the FEIR and:those impacts remain significant ahd unavoidable. For
a detailed explanation of the ldck of feasible mitigation measures for somé of the following

impacts, and of the reasons why certain mrtlgatlon measures, although technologlcally feasible,

- may be subject to uncertalnty including fundrng-related uncertainty, please see the relevant
discussions in the FEIR. . T A . . ~ -

The, SFMTA Board deterrnrnes that the follovlnng srgnrt‘ cant |mpacts on the envrronment as.
reflected in the FEIR, are unavordable but under Public Resources Code-§§ 21081(g)(3) and.
(b), and CEQA Guidelines §§ 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the SFMTA Board
determines that the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding COnsiderations described in
Section VI below Th|s fi ndrng Is supported by substantral evrdence in the record of thrs
proceedlng : : . : -

Transportation and Circulation

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

T Mitigation MeésureM-TR-a:' 'Op‘timizat)'dh"df /nte‘rsecﬁonfoberat’idhs.
Because this measure may | not be adequate to mitigate impacts to mtersectron traffic operatrons
to less-than-significant Ievels, and because the feasibility of providing addrtronal vehicle capacity
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 or better, the lmpact on trafﬁc operatrons remarns
signifi cant and unavordable : S o ‘ B

« Im pact TR-5 lmplementatron of the Pollcy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and
ObJectwe C Actrons C3 through C5 may result in signifi cant loadrng |mpacts

- Mltrgatlon Measure M-TR-10: Provision of Replacement Commercral Loadlng
Spaces B

. Mitigation Measure M-TR-48 Enforcement of Parking Vlolatlons )

These measures could reduce srgmf icant Ioadrng rmpacts toa less-than-srgnn" cant level,
However, in some locations on-street par_krng 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
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street, the feasibility of providing re;jlacenient commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation-
Measure M-TR-10 cannot be assured in every situation, And because the effectiveness of the
~ use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along new transit-only lanes is not

~ known, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-48 is Uncertain. Therefore, the impact of loss
- of on—street commermal loadlng spaces remains srgnlf icant and- unavmdable

- Impact TR-8: Impiementation of the followmg TPS Toolkit categories: Lane -
- Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements may result in significant traffic impacts.

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

Because this measure may not be adequate to mitigate intersection trafﬁc-_operatiohs to less-
than-significant levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle. capacity is
unknown and it is ot always possible fo optimize an intersection such that level of servuce will
improve to LOS D or better, the |mpact on traff' c operatnons remams sngnlf icantand
unavo:dable : ‘ -

. Impat‘:t 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 loadlng impacts.

- Mltlgatlon Measure M-TR-10; Prov;slon of Replacement Commem/al Loadmg
Spaoes ‘

White this measure could reduce S|gn|ﬁcant loading impacts, in some lacations on-street parking
may not be avallable to convert to commercial loading spaces on the same block and side of the
street or within 250 feet on an adjacent side street, the feasibility of providing replacement
commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 cannot be assured.
Therefore, the impact of loss of on-street commercial loading spaces remains 5|gn|f Icant and

unavoidable. .

¢ Impact TR-14 lmplémentation of TPS Toolkkit elements within the, foIloWing categories:’
Lane Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements, along the program -level TTRP
corridors may result in SIgmﬁcant traffic impacts. . ‘

- Mltl_gatlon Measure M-TR-B: Optimization of Ihtersectioh Operations
Because this measure may hot 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 sennce will
" improve to LOS D or better, the |mpact on traff ic operatlons remains significant and '

unavoidable.
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* [Impact TR-16: lmplementatlon of the following TPS ToolKit categories: Transit Stop
- Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian
. Improvements, along the program-level TTRP carridors may result in.signifi cant loading
impacts. . ,

Mltlgatlon Measure M-TR-10: Provision of Replacement Commercial Loadrng
Spaces

While this measure could reduce significant loading impacts, in some locations on-street parking
may not be available to convert to commercial loading spaces.on the same block and side of the
street or-within 250 feet on an adjacent side street; the feasrblhty of provrdlng replacement
commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 cannot b assured.
Therefore, the impact of loss of on-street commercral loadlng spaces remarns significant and
unavordable

. lmpact TR-24: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue
that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions Under Existing plus Service
lmprovements and the TI'RP 14 Expanded Altematrve condltlons

No: feasrble mrtlgatron measures are avallable and the impact remains signifi cant and
unavordable ’ -

e Impact TR-26: Implementation of the prOJect-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative
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 condltlons

- Mltrgatlon Measune M-TR-26 Intersectlon Restnplng at 16”’/Bryant streets.

lmplementatron of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would recont‘ gure the mtersectron of 16" and

"Bryant Streets such that the westbound approach ‘would b& a through lane and dedicated right

turn-pocket and the eastbound approach would be to a shared through/right lane.

" Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would not improve intersection operations to

LOS D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, traffic impacts at the lntersectlon of 16'h
and Bryant streets remain significant and unavmdable

o lmpact TR-27 Implementation of the pro;ect-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Altematlve
would result in a-significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th Stréet/Potrero
Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative ‘conditions.

No fea51ble mitigation measures are avallable and the rmpact remains S|gn|f cant and
unavoidable.’ -
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¢ Impact TR-28: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.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 TTRP.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 TTRF.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions.

— ' Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 1 6"/Bryant streets

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would not improve intersection operations to LOS
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, traffic impacts at the intersection of 16" and
Bryant sireets 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 TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1

conditions.

No feasible mitigation measures are avallable and the lmpact remains sngnlﬁcant and
unavoidable.

+ Impact TR-32: Implementation of the project- level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Altemative
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16%/Seventh
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions.

No feasible mitigation measures are avallable and the lmpact remains significant and
unavoidable.

e 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 pius Service -
Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions. '

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 16”7/Bryani‘ streets

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would not imprové intersection operations to LOS
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, traffic impacts at the intersection of 16" >
Bryant streets would remain significant and unavoidable.
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o Impact TR-35: Implementation of the’ project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Altemative
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th -
Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing
plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2
conditions.

No feasnble mmgatlon measures are avallable and the Impact remalns Slgnlf cant and
‘ unavondable

-
3

s -Impact TR-36 Implementatlon ofthe prOJect-level TTRP.22._1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16"/Seventh
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service
Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Altemative Variant 2 conditions.

No feasible mltlgatlon measures are avadable and the' lmpact remains sngmf cant and
unavo:dable '

) lmpact 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 TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative conditions.

No feasible mltlgatlon measures are avallable and the lmpact remains 5|gn|f cant and
unavoidable. . . o . - . .

e Impact TR-40: Implementation of the pro;ect level TTRP. 30 1 Expanded Alternatlve
. 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 urider
Exnstmg plus Serwce lmprovements and the TTRP 30_1 Expanded Altematlve Variant 1
‘ condmons

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

e - Impact TR-42: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Altemative
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus
.Avénue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under

. Bxisting plus Service lmprovements and the TTRP.30_.1 Expanded Altematlve Variant 2
condmons ,

No feaS|ble mltlgat|on measures are avallable and the |mpact remams S|gn|ﬂcant and
unavoidable. ' : : :

¢ Impact TR-48: Imp‘lementation of project-level TTRP.14 Moderate Altemative Variant 1
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street
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- such that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could

not be accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially
hazardous condition or significant’ delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or
pedestnans

- M/t/gatlon Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Vlolat/ons

With lmplementatlon of this Mltlgatlon Measure the impacts related fo loss of commerclal
loading spaces on transit and traffic operations would be reduced. However, because the
effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along new transit-
only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and lmpacts on this corridor
remain sugmﬂcant and unavondable

Impact TR-49 lmplementatlon of project-level TTRP.14 Moderate Altemative Variant 2 -
would result in a reduction in on-strest 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 sxgnlﬁcant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or
pedestrtans

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

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

Impact TR-50: lmplementation 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 demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be
accommodated within on-street loading -supply and may create a potentially hazardous
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians.

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

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along
néew transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertaln and impacts on
this corridor remaln significant and unavmdable

Impact TR-51: lmpl_émentation 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 peak hour of loading activities could not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians.

— Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations
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Because the effectiveness of thé use of camera video enforcement of parking regulatlons along
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertaln and |mpacts on
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable.

. Impact TR-52 lmplementatlon of project-level TTRP.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
accommodatéed within on-street load:ng supply and may create a potentlally hazardous
condltlon or S|gn|f‘ cant delay that may affect traft' ic, tran51t blcycles or pedestrians.

C = Mltlgatlon Measure M-TR—48 Enforcement of Parklng V/olatrons

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along
new transit-only lanes is-not known, the feaSIblllty of this measure is uncertam and impacts on
this comdor remain s:gnlt' cant and unavmdable :

lm pact TR-53 Implementatlon of pro;ect—level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant
1 would Fesult i in a‘redudtion‘in on:street commercial loadmg supply on Stockton Street
“such that the exnstmg Ioadlng demiand durmg the peak hour of loading actlvmes could
not be accommodated within-on-street Ioadlng supply and may created potentlally
hazardous condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or
pedestnans

ETRIN

- Mrtlgatlon Measure M-TR-48 Enforcement of Parklng V/olat/ons

Because the ‘effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parklng regulatrons a!ong
new transit-only lanes is not:known, thé feasibility of this measure is uncertain and |mpacts oh
this corndor remam 5|gn|f' cant and unavmdable LT ' :

I wa' '

. lmpact TR-54 Implementatlon of pro;ect-level 'ITRP 30_1 Expanded AIternatlve Vanant
2 would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street
_such that the exlstlng loading demand dunng the peak hour of loading activities could
' not be’ accommodated w1thm on-street Ioadmg supply and may create a potentlally

.......

_}’pedestnans

, - Mrtlgatlon Measure M-TR—48 Enforcement of Park/ng Vlolatlons 4

Because. the effect{veness of the use. of camera video enforcement of parking regulatlons along
new transit-only lanes is not known the feasnblllty of this measure is uncertam and impacts on
this comdor remam significant and unavondable '

o " Impact C-TR-1: The Service Policy Framework and Service Improvements of Service -
Variants, in combinatién with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in
San Francisco; would contribute 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
.carridor within the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 :
Cumulatrve plus Service Improvements only conditions. t

- Mltlgatron Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Mon/tonng of Munr Servrce

lmplementatron of this Mltrgatron Measure would rediice the cumulative |mpact on the affected
carridor to a less-than-signifi icant level. However, because the SFMTA cannot'commit to future
funding appropnatrons nor be certain of its ability-to provide addrtronal service citywide to
maintain the capacity utilization standard among other service goals, the feasibility of this
mitigation measure is uncertain, “and the-cumulative impact 6n tranisit | remarns srgnrﬂcant and

unavordable

H

¢ Impact C-TR-2: The Servrce Polrcy Framework, TPS Toolkit elements as apphed 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 consrderably to significant cumulative impacts.on
transit, resultrng in exceedances of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the
Fulton/Hayes corridor within the Northwest screenline and on the Migsion corridor within
the Southeast screenling of the Downtown screenllnes under 2035 Cumulative plus
Servrce Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Altematlve condrtrons )

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

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 cumulatrve impact on transit remarns signifi f cant and

unavordable

. lmpact C-TR-3: The Service Pohcy Framework the. TPS Toolkit elements as applred in
the program-level TTRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TTRP
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
condltrons Pplus Service lmprovements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions.

~ . Mitigation Measure,M-C—TR—1 : SFMTA Monitoring of Munr-Servrce :

Implementation of this-Mitigation Measure would reduce the cumulative impact on the affected
- corridor to a Ie_ss:th_an-signiﬁcant level. 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 capdcity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility of this
mitigation measure is uncertatn and the cumulative impact on transit remarns significant‘and
unav0|dable

e |mpact C-TR-7 lmplementatlon of the Service Polrcy Framework Objectlve A, Action
A.3 and Objective C, Actions C.3 thiough C.5and TPS Toolkit categories: ‘Lane
Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors,
in cémbination with past; present arnd reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would result in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors"
under 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TI'RP Moderate Alternative
conditions.- o .

- Mrtlgat/on Measure M-TR-B Opt/m/zat/on of Intersectlon Operations

Because. thls measure may hot be adequate to mitigate lntersectlon 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

lmprove to'LOS D or better; the feasrbllrty of mrtlgatlon is not assuied. Therefore the
cumulatrve lmpact on traff ic operahons remalns srgnrf' cant and unavmdable

« Impact C-TR-9: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action
A3 and Objecttve C,Actions.C.3 through C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories: Lane :
Modifi cations and Pedestrian lmprovements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors .
would result in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the coiridors under 2035
Cumulatrve plus Semce Improvements and the 1TRP Expanded Alternatlve condrtlons

= Mrtlgatlon Measure M—TR—B Optlmizatioh of Intersectlon Operatlons

i

Because this measure may not be adequate to mltlgate intersection traffic operatlons to less-
than-srgnn" icant levels, and because the feaS|b||rty of providing addltlonal vehicle capacnty is
unknown and it is not always possible to optimize an intersection such that level of sérvice will
improve to LOS Dor better the effectiveness of this mrtrgatlon measure is not assured, and
mitigation is |nfeasrble Therefore the cumulatrve rmpact on trafﬂc operatlons remams

_ significant and unavmdable - -

" Impact C-TR-13; Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus’Service lmprovements
and the TTRP.J Expanded Alternative would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic
impacts at the lntersectlon of MarkethhurchI14th streets during the p.m, peak hour.

No feasrble mrtrgatlon measures are avallable and the cumulatwe impact remains sngnlf cant
and unavoidable.

«  Impact C-TR-14: Irplementation of the 2035 Gumulative pliis Sefvice improvements
and the TTRP.5 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of Fulton Street/Masonic Avenue during the p.m. peak hour.
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No feasible mitigation measures are available and the.cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable.

¢ Impact C-TR-15: Implementatlon of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Carter Street during the p.m. peak hour.
No feasible mitigation measures are ayailabiei apd the cumulati{/e_impe_ct remains signiﬁ&ant
and unavoidable. : : - : -

. lrﬁpa(:t C-TR-16: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Moscow Street during the p.m. peak hour.

- No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative |mpact remains sngnn" cant

and unavondable :

. lm pact C-TR-17 Implementation ¢f the 2035 Cumulatlve plus | Serwce Improvements
and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic -
impacts at the |ntersectlon of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue during the a.m. peak

~ hour. .
No feasible mltlgatlon measures are avaﬂable and the cumulatlve lmpact remains 5|gn|ﬁcant

and unavmdable

« Impact C-TR-18: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic lmpacts at the
intersection of Mission/Fifth streets during the a.m. peak hour.

No feasnble mmgatlon measures are avallable and the cumulative impact remalns SIinﬁcant
and unavoidable.

" Impact C-TR-19; Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative |mpacts at the
intersection of Mission/16" streets during the p.m. peak hour.

-No feasible mitigation measures are avallable and the cumulative |mpact remains significant
and unavoadable
. lmpact C-TR-20: lmplementatlon of the 2035 Cumulative plus Servnce lmprovements
and TTRP.221 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic
impacts at the intersectlon of 16"/Bryant streets durmg the p.m. peak hour.

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 16™/Bryant streets
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would hot improve intersection operations to LOS
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection-of
16™ and Bryant streets remaln srgmf icant and unavoidable. :

e Impact C-TR-21: ImpIementaﬂon of the 2035 CumuIatlve plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Vafiant 1 would result in project and traffic
| cumulatlve lmpacts at the mtersectlon of 16"‘/Bryant streets during the p m. peak hour.

— Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: lntersectlon Restriping at 16"/Bryant strets

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would:not improve intersection operations to LOS
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic rmpacts at the lntersectlon of
16™ and Bryant streéts remain significant and Linavoidable. R

+ Impaét C-TR-22: Implementation of the 2035 Curnulativé plis Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in projectand o
cumulative traffic Impacts at the rntersectlon of 1 6"‘IBryant streets durlng the p m. peak

_hour . . : .

- Mitigation Measure M-T R-'26:~‘lntersection Restn'ping at 1 6”’/Bryant streets '

Implementation- of Mitigation Measuré M-TR-26 would not improve intersection operatrons to: LOS
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of -
-~ 16™and Bryant streets remaln S|gnrﬁcant and unavordable

* “Impact C-TR-23 Implementatlon of the 2035 Cumulatlve pIus Servrce Improvements
and the TTRP.22* 1 Expanded AItematlve wotld result iri project and cumiulative traffic
_ lmpacts at the mtersectron of 16 "[Potrero streets dunng the p. m. peak hour

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

K Impact C-TR-24: lmplementatlon of the 2035 Gumulative plus Sennce Improvements
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Altemative Variant 1 wollld resulf in’ project and
cumulative traffic |mpacts at the rntersectlon of 16 IPotrero streets dunng the p.m. ‘peak
hour.

No feasible mltlgatron measures are available and the cumuIatrve impact remalns srgnrt‘ cant
and unavordable ' .
o Impact C-TR-25: [mplementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
' and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alterative Variant 2 would result in project and .
cumulative traffic |mpacts at the intersection of 16%/Potrero streets 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-26: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improveménts
and the TTRP. 22 1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative fraffic |mpacts at the
intersection of 16" /Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour._

No feastble mltigatron measures are available and the cumulatlve lmpact remains significant
and unavoidable. : : u

» [mpact C-TR-27: Implementation of the 2035 Cﬁhﬁulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic
impacts at the intersection of 16"/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour. , ‘

Na feastble mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact | remalns sngmﬂcant
and unavoidable. i : . '

s |mpact C-TR-28: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Altemative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic
impacts at the intersection of 16"/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour.

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulatlve impact remains signifi cant
and upavoidable. ' - <

* Impact C-TR-29: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improverﬁénts
. Plusthe TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at
-the lntersectlon of 16"‘/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours
No feasible mltlgatlon measures are avallable and the cumulatlve impact remains sngnlf icant
and unavoidabie,

* Impact C-TR-30: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service lmpfovements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic
|mpacts at the lntersectlon of 16"’/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

No feasible mitigation measures are avallable and the cumulative lmpact remains 5|gn|ﬁcant
and unavoidable.
¢ Impact C-TR-31: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements
"~ and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Altematlve Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic
impacts at the intersection of 16 "/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. _peak hours.

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the_ cumulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable. :
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« [mpact C-TR-32: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulaﬂve plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22 -1 Exparidéd Alternatlve would resutt inl project and ctimulative traffic
impacts-at: the lntersectlon of 16 ISeventh streets dunng the -a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

: No feaS|ble mltlgatuon measures are avaﬂable and the cumuIatlve lmpact femains S|gn|f' icant
and unavoidable.

. Impact C-TR-33: Implementatlon of the 2035 Cumulatlve plus Servnce Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and
 cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of 16"‘/Seventh streets during the a.m. and
' p m. peak hours : '

~ No feasnble mltlgatlon measures are: avallable and the cumulative |mpact remains sngnrt‘ icarit
andunavmdable EERC T C
. Impact C-TR-34 Implementatlon of the 2035 Cumulatlve plus Sennce lmprovements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and
cumulative traffic lmpacts at the mtersectlon of 1 6‘“ISeventh streets durlng the am. and
p.m. peak hours U R “ oy , .

No feasible mitigation measufe's'a're a’I'/_éiIabIe and the climulative impact remains significant
and unavoidable.

o Impact C-TR-35 lmplementatlon of the 2035 CumuIatlve plus Serwce Improvements
and-the TTRP:30:1 Expanded Alternative would resilt in project and-cumulative trafﬁc
~ impacts at the lntersectlon of Coluimbus Avenue/Green StreetIStockton Street. -

No feasible mitigation measures are‘available anhd the cumulative impact remains significant
and Unavoidable

. Impact C-TR-36 Implementatlon of the 2035 Cumulatlve pIus Serwce Improvements
and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternatlve Vanant 1 wouId result i in: pro;ect and-
. cumulative traffic lmpacts at the mtersectlon of Columbus Avenue/Green StreetIStockton
" Street. . o . .o N

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant
‘and unavoidable.
o Impact C-TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Curnulative plus Service Improvements
- and the-TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and
’cumulatwe trafﬁc lmpacts at the mtersectlon of Columbus AvenueJGreen StreetlStockton
Street. = '

No feasnble mltlgatlon measures are avanlable and the cumulatlve lmpact remalns 5|gn|ﬁcant
and unavoidable.
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= Impact C-TR-43: lmplementat«on of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and
"~ Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5, and TPS Toolkit Categories: Transit Stop -

- Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian
Improvements as applied to the program-level TTRP corridors in combination with past,
present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would resuit in

. cumulative loadlng impacts, B

— Mitigation Measure M— TR-10: Provision of Replacement Commercial Loadmg
Spaces o . _ -

While this measure could reduce sigrificant loading'impacts, in some locations 6n-street parking
may ot be available to convert to commercial loading spaces on the same block and side of the
street-or within 250 feet on an adjacent side street, the feasibility of providing replacement -
commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 cannot be asstired.
Therefore, the cumulative lmpact of loss of on-street commerctal ioading spaces remains
significant and unavondable - - )

o Im pact C-TR-44: Implementation of the proiect-level TTRP Moderate Alternative
including the TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30_1 in combination with
past, present and other reasonably foreseeable development in San Francusco would

result in cumulative loading impacts.
—  Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations

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

¢ Impact C-TR-48: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative
including the TTRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1 Variant 1, and TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, in
combination with past, present and reasonabiy foreseeable deveiopment in San
Francisco, would resuit in pro;ect and cumuiattve loadlng lmpacts

— Mitigation Measure M- TR-48. Enforcement of Parking Violations

Because the effectiveness of the use of c'arne'ra video enforcement of parking reg'ulatio'ns 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.

e Impact C-TR-49: lmplementatlon of the Service Policy Framework ObjectiveA Action
A.3 and Objective C, Actions C.3, C.4 and C. 5,'and the TPS Toolkit categories: Lane
Modifications, Parking and Turm Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as applied
in program-level TTRP corridors, in combination with past present and reasonably
foreseeable development in San Francisco, may result i in significant cumulative parking

impacts.
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— Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementatlon of Parking
Management Strategies.

It is uncertain whether parking Imanag‘eme_nt strategies‘ would: mitigate this significant cimulative
parking impact td a less-than-significant level: Therefore, feasibilityof this mitigation meéasure
cannot be assured,-and.the cumulative impact remains srgnlf icant and unavmdable

e Impact C-TR-52: lmp!ementatlon of the pro;ect-level TTRP Moderate Alternatlve for the
. TTRP.14 Variant 1 or the TTRP.14 Variant 2, in’ combination with past, present and
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant
, cumulatlve parklng lmpacts

—~ - Mitigation Méasure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementatlon of Parklng
Management Strategies® . :

It is uncertaln whether parking management strategles would mltlgate this S|gn|f' cant cumulattve
parklng lmpact to a Iess—than-mgmﬁcant level. Therefore feasnblhty of this mitigation measure
cannot be assured and the cumulatlve rmpact remalns S|gn|ﬁcant and unavoldable

o Impact C-TR-54: Implementatlon of the prOJect-Ievet TTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 1, or TTRP.22_1 Vanant 2, in combiriation with past,
" present and reasonably foreseeable development |n San Franclsco would result in
signl’r' cant cumulatlve parkmg |mpacts '

- Mltrgatlon Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementatlon of Parklng
Management Strategies

ltis uncertaln whether parklng management strategles would mltlgate thls S|gn|f icant cumulatlve
parking impact to a Iess-than-Slgmf cant level. Therefore, feasibility of thls mltlgatlon measure
- cannot be assured and the cumulatlve lmpact remains srgmﬁcant and unavondable

V."  EVALUATION OF FROJECT ALTERNATIVES

This Section descnbes the altematlves to the projéct analyzed in the FEIR and the reasons for
finding the alternatives infeasible and rejecting them as required by Publlc Resources Code '
section 21081 (a)(3) and CEQA Gwdelrnes Section 15091 (a)(3) ThIS sectlon also outhnes the
reasons for approvmg the TEP as proposed B

CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of altematlves to the pro;ect that
would "feasnbly attain most of the'basic objectlves of the project, but would avoid or substantially
lessen effects of the prOJect and evaluate the comparatrve Mmerits of the prOJect (CEQA
Guidelines Section 14126. 6(a) ) CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a “No Prolect"
alternative. Alternatives provrde the decisionmakers with a basis of companson to the PrOJect in
terms of thelr slgnrf' icant lmpacts and their ability to meet pr01ect objectlves This comparatlve
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analysis is.used to consider reasonably, -potentially feasible options for minimizing
environmental consequences of the Proposed PrOJect '

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

A. Reasons for A;;proying Proposed Project

As discussed above in Section | and in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, the TEP consists of a Service
Policy Framework, Service Improvements, 12 Service-Related Capital lmprbvements, and
Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) (which apply various items from the Transit
Preferential Streets *Toolkit') along 17 transit corridors. Forthe purposes of environmental
review, the FEIR described and analyzed two possible TEP projects—referred to as the TTRP
Moderate Alternative and the TTRP Expanded Alternative—at an equal level of detail and
analysis. This was done because, although the "TEP" was examined in one environmental
document in order to understand the full scope of its potential environmental impacts, the TEP is
actually a collection of projects and proposals, which, while related, may be implemented at
various times and, in many cases, indep'endently of each ather. ' :

Thus, the FEIR defined and analyzed the proposed project as two alternatives in order to
capture the reasonabie range of TEP proposals the SFMTA may chose to implement over time
and to evaluate the potential environmental impacts resulting from that range. Both alternatives
would implement the Service Policy Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants,
the Service-related Capital Improvements, and the TPS'Toolki-t__as applied to the program-level
TTRP corridors. The difference between the two alternative projects is that under the TTRP
Moderate Alternative, these elements would be implemented in combination with a “moderate”
number of TPS Toolkit elements élong certain Rapid Network corridors and, under the TTRP
Expanded Alternative, these elements would be implemented in combination with an
“expanded” number of TPS Toolkit elements along the same Rapid Network corridors, The
rationale behind this is that the TTRP Moderate Alternative would capture a project with fewer
and less substantial physical environmental effects and the TTRP- Expanded Alternatlve would
capture a pro;ect with more substantial physical environmental effects

It is not known at this time when or if the full scope of all the TTRP proposals included in the
TEP will be implemented. Implementation of various TTRP proposals will depend on community
and stakeholder input, as well-as a myriad of policy and budgetary considerations. It is likely .
that, over time, the SFMTA will implement at a project-level a collection of TTRP proposals that
fall somewhere in between the TTRP Moderate and Expanded Alternatives analyzed in the
FEIR. However, at this. time, it is not known whether a given project along a TTRP corridor will
include components of the Moderate Altemative 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 TTRP-Moderate
Alternative or the TTRP Expanded Alternative. Rather, the SFMTA Board is taking action to
approve both alternatives at a conceptual and programmatic level and to direct staff to continue
to develop specific project proposals for each TTRP corridor. Once any such projects are
proposed for ‘approval, the SFMTA Board would adopt as necessary findings to reject -
alternatives to those proposed TTRP projects.. :

.

~The SFMTA Board finds that the Project will prowde the following benefits:

. Support and |mplement the City's Transit First Pollcy by prowdmg clear direction for
managing modal allocation of space on the transportation system for the City of San
Francisco.

¢ [mprove the cost-effectlveness and productrwty of transit operatlons
) lmprove the customer expenence on the translt system

¢ Improve transit system reliability. -

. Improve transit travel tlmes

. -- Improve safety for. pedestnans bncycllsts and transit riders.

¢ Realign transit routés to ehmlnate underused routes and increase headways on heavnly-'
" used routes. N .

* Reduce crowding on heavily-used routes. .
) lmprove acoe55|b|l|ty to the transit system. -

. Attract more passengers to the transrt system and increase the use of tran5|t by ex15t|ng
rlders ' : : v :

. Reduce the use of automoblles on Clty streets.
B. Alternatwes Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

The SEMTA Board of Dlrectors rejects the No Projéct Altemative descnbed and analyzed i in the
FEIR becatse the SFMTA Board finds that there is substantlal evndence lncludlng evrdence of
economic, Iegal social, technological, and other considerations descnbed in this Section in
addition to those described in Section V1 below under CEQA Guiidelines Section 15091 (a)(@3),
that make this alternative infeasible. In makmg these determinations, the SFMTA Board is '
aware that CEQA defines “feasibility” t6 mean “capable of being accomphshed |n a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into’ account economic, en\nronmental “social,
legal, and technolog|cal factors.” The SFMTA Board i is also aware that under CEQA case law
-the concept of ‘“feasrblllty encompasses 0] the questlon of whether a particular altematlve
promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project; and (ii) the question of whether an
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altemnative is “desirable” from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a
reasonable balancing of the relevant economrc environmental, social, legal -and technological

factors.

Because both of the other alternatives analyzed in the FEIR—the TTRP. Moderate Alternative
and the TTRP Expanded Alternative—included ‘implementation of the Service Policy ‘
Framework, the Service lmprovements, 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 altematlve that would fail to implement these TEP

proposals as |nfea51ble
1. Alternative A: No Project

Under the No-Project Alternatjve, the Service Policy Framework would not be adopted. The
SFMTA would not implement the transit service changes included in the Service Improvements
and Service Variants, and would not construct the Service-related Capital Improvements or the
Travel Time Reduction Proposals. The SFMTA regularly monitors performance of the transit
system and routinely makes adjustments to improve service when funding and resources are
o available, Therefore, under the No Project Alternative, some of the features of the TEP, such as

elements in the TPS Toolkit, would be implemented; for example, transit bulbs and pedestrian
bulbs would continue to be installed 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 FEIR for the Project and set forth above would niot occur, and the
mitigation measures identified in the EIR and the Initial Study would not be necessary.

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

For these reasons, the SFMTA Board finds that, on balance the Project is preferable to the No:
Pro;ect Altematrve and the No Project Alternatrve is rejected as infeasible.

2. Alternatives Consldered and Rejected in the EIR . o

. Alternative locationis for the TEP would not be feéasible because the Project is a systemiide
program to improve the exrstlng transrt infrastructure and service in San Francisco; therefore,
alternatwe locations outside of San Fraricisco are rejected Alternative locations for transit
improvements on streets other than those proposed are rejected as infeasible because of the -
need-to maintain connectlwty and geographlc coverage within the exrstlng transrt and overall

_ transportatlon network

Theé SFMTA consrdered several potentlal alternatives to aspects of the TEP's Tl'RP Moderate
and Expanded Alternatives. These alternatives |nclude the followrng

. ; Transrt-only streets along hlgh transrt ndershrp comdors :
o _ Transit-only lanes along the entirety of all existing four—lane (or more) transit corndors
e Stop sign removal and replacement with traffic signals at all stop sign locations on transit
corridors.
e Stop.consolidation and optrmlzatlon standards as recommended in best practices
~ litérature. S : '
‘o -Route terminal relocation and optimization for some routes with ten'mnal locatlons at
unproductive route segments or in: low-transit demand locations. - -
¢ Fleet mode change by route, such as servrcrng seme routes that currently operate with ~
eX|st|ng trolley vehicles with the diesel fleet or vice versa.
. Addrtlonal extenslons to existing routes.
. Modrf‘ cation of route tails (swapping oné rolte segment wrth a dllferent route segment to :
serve the same transit corridor). : o ‘
« 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 on others). —
. Streamlrnlng all routes for improved dlrectness by, for example. Teducing the number of
‘ turns (streamlining is included in the TEP for some routes).
. ‘Modrfylng frequency for all routes (frequency modifications, both rncreased and
’ decreased frequency, is rncluded rn the TEP for some routes) ‘ '

w
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» Farside boarding at all signalized intersections (farside boarding at signalized
intersections is in'clude’d in thé TEP for many routes, but not all).

These alternatives were remioved from consideration during development of the TEP'for a
variety of reasons as set forth in Sectron 6.5 of the FEIR. The SFMTA Board concurs with the
findings'in the EIR, and rejects these alternatives as znfeasrble for the reasons set forth therein.

VIL STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

Pursuant o CEQA § 21 081 and CEQA Guldelines § 15093 the SFMTA Board of Drrectors
hereby finds, after consideration of the FEIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the
specific overriding econonic, legal, social, technological and other 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, evenifa court were
to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial avidence, the SFMTA Board will .
stand by its determination that each lndrvrdual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence
supportrng the various benefits can be found i in the preceding findings, which are incorporated
by reference into this Sectlon and in the.documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as

defined in Section 1.

On the basis of the abové 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 eigniﬂcant 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 substantrally lessened where feasible. All mitigation measures identified in
the EIR for the Project are adopted as part of this approval action. The SFMTA Board has
determ_med that any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable
are acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, technical, legal,.social and

other considerations.

.The Project will have' the following benefits:

e The Service Policy Framework and the TEP will support and |mplement the City's Transit

First Policy.

* Improved transit servrce with the TEP, mcludrng rmproved (reduced) transrt travel times,
increased efficiency and improved relrabrltty, will make Muni a more attractive
transportation mode, resulting in more use of transit and less automoblle travel

throughout the City.
46
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Transit Effectiveness Project
SFMTA Board of Directors
CEQA Findings

3/21/2014

 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 expandlng accessible rail stops and making platform
upgrades.

s Enhanced transit service on the busiest lines will drastlcally improve the customer
experience by reducing crowding.

¢ Service level expahsion will improve system-wide neighborhood connectivity and access
to regional transit by providing more frequent service between neighborhoods.

¢ Finite public resources will be redirected to better match travel demand and trip patterns
based on existing community needs.

Having considered these benefits, the SFMTA Board of Directors finds that the benefits of the
TEP outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse
environmental effects are therefore acceptable.
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EXHIBIT 2 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR THE TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT

MONITORING ‘AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Resbonsibility : . Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation - Reporting ' Monitoring
Adopted Mltlgatlon’rMeasures . Implementation Schedule Action . Responsibility Schedule

MITIGATION MEAGURESI AGREED TO BY SFMTA

MitIgatIon Measure M-CP-Za. Accndental Discovery SFMTA and Prior to soils SFMTA to distribute ERO to receive Prior to any soil

of Archeologlcal Resources . project disturbance Planning Department  signed affidavit. disturbing activities.
The following mitigation measure is-requiredsto, ‘avoid  contractors activities "ALERT" sheet-and " :

any potential adverse effect from the proposed project - provide signed affidavit Foliowing

on accidentally discovered burled.or submerged- from project contractor, ’ distribution of
historical resources.as.defined in CEQA .Guidelines . subcontractor(s) and “ALERT" sheet but
Section 15064.5(a)(c).-The project sponsor-shall - ' : utilities firm(s) stating prior to any soils
distribute the Planning Department archaeological and that all field personnel  disturbing activities
paleontologlcal resource “ALERT" sheet to the project - , ~ have. ruecelved "COPIES : )
Pprime contractor; to.any project.subcontractor:(including : of the "ALERT" sheet.

demolition,:excavation; grading, foundation, ; +pile driving,
etc. firms); and to any utilities- firm.involved.in soils
disturbing activities within:the _project sité. Prior-to.any
soils disturbing.activities.being.undertaken;-each.
contractor is responsible.for ensuring-that the SALERT"
sheet is cnrculated to all field personnel, including
machine-operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory
personnel, etc. The'project sponsor-shall provxcle the’
Environmental Réview Officer (ERO) with a signed
affidavit from the responsible parties (prlme contractor,
subcontractor(s) and ‘utilities firm) to-the’ ERO™
confirming that all field personnel have recelved copies o
of the Alert Sheet, ' )

'*‘,k«."- B A

WL e
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I N e
N T R A

TRANSIT EEFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) ’ CASE NO. 2011.0558E
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EXHIBIT 2:

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

archaeological resource, retains. sufficient integrity, and

Responsibility Monitoring/ ‘
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures - Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
Should any indication of an archaeological resource be  SFMTA and During soils SFMTA and project ERO to determine During soils
encouritered- dunng ‘any soils disturbing activity of the . project disturbance contractor's Head if additional disturbance
project, the project Head Foreman and/or project contractor's . activities ' Foreman to inform measures are activities
sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall Head Foreman ERO and suspend necessary
immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the soils disturbing -
vicinity of the-discovery until the ERO has determined activities.
what additional measures should be undertaken. .
If the. ERO determlnes that an archaeological resource  SFMTA and When determined If required, SFMTAto ERO to determine
may be present.within the project site, the project project necessary by the retain an if additional
sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological .archaeological ERO ~archaeological measures are
consultant from-the pool.of qualified archaeological consultant ’ consultant from the necessary to
consultants maintained by the Planning: Department pool of qualified implement
-archaeologist. The archaeological consultant shall .. archaeological
advise:the ERO. as to whether the discovery.is an consultants.

is of potential scientific/historical/cuttural-significance. If
an archaeological resource Is present; the -
archaeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the
archaeological resource. The archaeological consultant.
shall make a recommendation as to-what actqon if any,
is warranted.. Based on this information, the ERO-may
require, if warranted; specific additional measures to.be
lmplemented by the project sponsor.

Measures-mlght.mclude. ‘preservation in-situ of the
archaeclogical resource, an archaeological menitoring
program, or:an-archaeoclogical testing program. if-an
archaeologlcal momtonng program or archaeological -
testing program-is-required, it shall:be-consistent with
the Environmental Planning division guidelines for such
programs. The ERO may also require that the project
sponsor immediately implement a site security program
if the archaeological resource is-at risk from vandalasm
lootmg, or other damaglng actlons

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 __
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (contlnued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM'

. Responsibility _ . _ Monitoring/
s . L for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mltugation Measures o Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
The pro;ect archaeologlcal consultant shall submtt a: SFMTA and When determined SFMTA and project ERO to review and
Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) tothe ©  project necessary by the - archaeological approve final
ERO that.evaluates:-the' histoncal'mgniﬂcance :of:dry - ”- archaeological - ERO ‘consultant to prepare  FARR

discovered archaedlogical resource-and-descibirig the  consultant
afchaeological and historical research methods ~ -

employed in‘the archaeclogical momtonngldata récovery
program(s) undertaken. ‘Information that-may put at risk
any-archaeological.resource: shall'be-provided-in a
separate reimovable insert within thé" final report

Coples of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for
review and approval ‘Once approved by the. ERO
copies of the" FARR shall be distributed as follows
Califomla Archaeologlcal Srte Survey Northwest

-----

¥

andthe ERO shall, recelve ‘a copy of the transmlttal of

" the FARRto the NWIC. "The Environmsntal; Planmng
- division of the’ Planning Department shallreceive one ~

bound copy, oneunbound copy,. and one unlocked
searchiable Portable Document Fon'nat (PDF) copy on
CDof the FARR along with copies of any formal sute
recordation forms (CA’ DPR 523 series) andfor "~ . .
documentation’ for nomination to the' NRHPICRHR In
instances of hlgh public lnterest or mterprehve value the
ERO may raquire a different fi nal report content, format,

and distribution than that' presented above.

e U Lfw AT

" ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 — SUBJECT TO CHANGE

draft and final FARR
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continuéd)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility

. Monitoring/
_ for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action: . Responsibility Schedule )

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b: Archaeologlcal SFMTA and Prior to soils ‘SFMTA to consult with Project Consultation with
Monitoring Planning ~disturbance Planning Department  archeological Planning
Based on the reasonable potential that archaeological ~ Department : . archaeologist. ‘consultant, Department
resources may be present within the project site, the ' Planning Archeologist to
following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any - . If required, SFMTA to Department occur ance )
potentially significant adverse éffect from the proposed : chaose aréhaeolog ical engineering design
project on buried or Submerged historical resources. - . consultant from the ' details for the
Once engineering design details for the identified projects pool of qualified - identified projects
(OWE.1,"OWE.1 Variant;SC|.2, TTRP.9 and TTRP.22_2) archaeological are known; timeline
and other projects in archaeologically sensitive areas, as - consultants - for subsequent
identified by the Environmental Review Officer, are

actions determined

known, the project sponsor shall consult with the Planning » following meeting. -

Department archeologist regardmg the specific aspects of
these proposals that'would require monitoring. If required
by the Planning Department archeologist, ttie project '
sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological
consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological
consultants mamtamed by.the Planning Department
archaeologist. The archaeologlcal consultant shall
undertake an archaeological moriitoring program. All
plans and reports prepared by the consultant:as specified
herein shall be submitted first and:directly to the
Environmental:Review Officer (ERO) for:review and
comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to
revision until final approval by the.ERQ. -Archaeclogical
monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by
this measure could suspend construction of the project for
up-to a maximun of four weeks. - At the direction of the
ERO, the'suspension of construction can be extended
beyond four weeks only if such a suspension 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).

) 'ADMINISTRATI\(E DRAFTZ-SUﬁJECT TO CHANGE
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) '

, ' ' CASE NO. 2011.0558E
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exbibit 2-4 . , March 2014
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EXHIBIT 2:  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility , Monitoring/ '
. for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring -
Adopted Mitigation Measures implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
Archaeological monitoring program (AMP). The SFMTA and If archaeological ~ Project archaeological SFMTA and Conslidered _
archaeological monitoring program shall minimally project monitoring is consultant to prepare  project complete on finding

include the following provisions: archaeological implemented, prior Archaeological archaeological

» _ The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, and  consultant, in  to any soils- Monitoring Program  consultant, in
" ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the AMP Consultation with disturbing (AMP) in consultation  consultation with

by ERO that AMP is
implemented.

reasonably prior to any project-related solls disturbing ER activities, and with the. ERO ERO

activities commencing. The ERO, in consultation with during soils

the project archaeologist, shall determine what project archaeological d'*'“”;:_’d’;? ¢ Archaeological Archaeological
activities shall be archaeologically monitored. In most ygnitor and gonstruction at any ., nsultant to advise all monitor to observe
cases, any solls disturbing activities, such as SEMTA and location. construction " construction
demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, sFMTA's ' - contractors .according to the
utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles  construction If monitoring is schedules

(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc.,-shall contractors

require archaeological monitoring because of the .

potential risk these activities pose.to archaeoclogical

resources:and o their depositional context. . tivities & ce
= The archaeological consultant shall advise all project any soils-disturbing activilies as necessary

contractors to‘be on the alert for evidence of the activities * and consult with E.RO

presence of the:expected resource(s), of how to . ;

identify the evidence of the exgected resource(s), and

of the appropriate:protocol in the eventof apparent

... established in the
Archaeological monitor AMP for each site.

shall temporarily
redirect construction

" implemented, as
construction
contractors are
retained, priorto -

If monitoring is

discovery of an archaeological resource. - ) o
The archaeclogical monitor(s) shall be present on the
project site according to a schedule agreed upon by

implemented,
schedules for

‘monitoring to be

established in the

the archaeological consuiltant and the ERO uritil the AMP, in
consultant, determined that project construction ERO

activities could have no effects on significant
archaeological deposits. ; _
The archaeological monitor shall record and be
authorized to collect soll samples and
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for
analysis.

- ..
<

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYW-ID'E‘)

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

]

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility Monitoring/
\ for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures : Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule

* - If an intact archaéological deposit is encountered, all
solls disturbing ‘activities in the vicinity of the deposit
shall cease. The archaeological monitor shall be
empowered to témporarily 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 terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the
resource has been made in consultation with the
ERQ. The archaeological consultant shall
immediately notify 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,

- ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 — SUBJECT TO CHANGE
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE)

CASE NO. 2011.0558E
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhibit 2-6 ’ . . March 2014
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONlTORlNG AND REPORTING PROGRAM (contlnued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mltigatlon Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
Consultatlon wrth Descendant.Communities:.On. . Archaeological For the duration of SFMTA shall contact  Project Considered
discovery of an archaeological site’ associated. wrth monitor and soll-disturbing ERO and descendant archaeological complete on _

descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chlnese SFMTA and
an appropriate representative of the descendant group SFMTA's
and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of construction

activities, the group representative  consultant shall notification of the
representative of  upon discovery ofan  prepare a FARR in appropriate
the descendant archaeological site. consultation with  descendant group,

the descendant group shall'be given the opportunity to  contractors group shall be the ERO, provision of an
monitor drchaeological field investigations of the site and given the opportunity to

to consult' with ERO regarding-appropriate - . opportunity to A copy of the monitor construction
archaeological treatment.of the.site,:of:recovered data monitor E ARFRysh all be site work, and

from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative :
treatment of the associated-archaeological:site. : A copy
of the Final Archaeological:Resources Report shall be
provided to the-representative. of the.descendant group?

If the' ERO, in consultation with the ‘archaeclogical
consultant, determines that a significant archaeological
resource is present ‘and-that the resource could be
adversely affected by the proposed project, at ‘the
discretion of the project 'sponsor, either:

A) The proposed project shall be re-desugned so as to
avoid any adverse effect on the srgmf' cant
archaeologrcal resource; or

B)- An. archaeologlcal data recovery program shall be

- implemented,-unless the ERO-determines:that the -

archaeologlcal resource is of greater: mterpretrve
than research significance and that mterpretlve use

. of-the resource Is feasible.

+

archaeological field
investigations on
the site and consult
with the ERO
regarding
appropriate
archaeolagical
treatment of the
site, of recovered
data from the site,
and, if applicable,
any interpretative
treatment of the
associated
archaeological site.

provided to the

representative of -

the descendant
group

f The term archaeologlcal site” is intended here to mlnlmally |nclude any archaeologlcal deposﬁ feature burlal or evidence of burial.

completion and
approval of the
FARR by ERO, if
necessary.

An appropnate representative” of the descendant group:is.here: def ned to mean, in the case of Natlve Americans, any. lndlwdual listed in the current Native
American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the Calrfornla Native American Hentage Commission, and in the case of the

Overseas Chinese, the Chlnese Historical Society of America.

. A
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility ; Monitoring/ ) R
' ; for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Meéasures - Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility - Schedule
If an archaeological data recovery program is required  SFMTA and Considered . Consultant to prepare Final ADRPto be Considered
by the ERO, the archaeological data recovery program  project * complete once Archaeological Data  submitted to ERO  complete on finding
shall be conducted in accord with an archaeological data archaeological verification of Recovery Programin by ERO that ADRP -
recovery plan (ADRP). The project archaeological consultant, in  curation occurs. consultation with ERO. is implemented.

consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet-and consultation with
consult on the scope of the ADRP. The archaeological ERO
consultant shall prepare a draft ADRP that shall be

submitted to the ERO for review and approval, The

ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery

program will preserve the significant information the
archaeological resource is expected to contain. That is,

the ADRP will identify what scientific/histarical research -
questions dre 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 archaeclogical
resources:if nondestructive methods are practical. .

The scope of the ADRP shall include the followmg
elements:

Field Methods-and Procedurés. Descriptions of
. - proposed field strategles procedures, and’
‘operations.
3 Catalogu:ng and. LaboratoryAnaIys:s Descnptlon of
selected catalogumg system and artifact analysis
_ procedures.’
= Discard and Deaccession Pollcy Description of and
rationale for field and post-ﬁeld discard and
deaccession policies.

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 — SUBJECT TO CHANGE

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE)

CASE NO. 2011.0558E
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhibit 2-8

March 2014



€801

EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

x Final Report, Description of proposed report format

Responsibility _ ’ Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures "Implementation Schedule Agtion : . Responsibility Schedule

. 'lntelpietive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-
site- public interpretive program during the course of
the archaeological data recovery program.

*  Security Measures. Recommended security
measures to protect the archaeological resource from
vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging
activities.

and distribution of resllts.

» _ Curation. Descriptlon of the procedures and o
recommendations for the curation of any,recovered
datd] havmg potential research value, ldentlf cation of

‘appropnate curation facilities, and a surnmary of the
accessmn pohcles of the‘curation: facnhtles

. . E . o it Ll
~y . P N Lo B v
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility Monitoring/
: for Mitigation. Mitigation . . Reporting Monitoring :
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action : Responsibility Schedule

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary- SFMTA and Ongoing If applicable, upon Project Considered
Objects. The treatment of human remains and of project throughout soils-  discovery of human *©  archaeological complete on
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered archaeological disturbing activities remains and/or consultant and/or notification of the
during any sails disturbing activity shall comply with consultant, in associated or archaeological SanFrancisco
applicable State and federal Laws, including immediate consultation with unassociated funerary monitor - County Coronerand
notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San ERO objects, the consultant NAHC, if necessary.

Francisco and, in the event of the Coroner's shall notify the Coroner
determination that the human remains are Native < of the City and County
American remains, notification of the California State of San Francisco, and
Native American Heritage Commission who shall in the event of the
appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Coroner's

Caode Sec. 5097.98). The archaeological consultant, determination that the

project sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable human remains are
efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, - Native American

with appropriate dighity, human remains and associated - ' * remains, notification of
or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines ' -the California State
Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreernent should takeinto . - Native American
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, ’ o ’ Heritage Commission
recdrdation, analysis, curation, possession, and final _ - who shall appointa -
disposition of the human remiains and associated or Most Likely .
‘unassociated funerary objects. Descendant (MLD)

who, along with the.
archaeological
: . . - consultant and the
T B ' SFMTA, shall make
. . reasonable efforts to
develop an agreement
for the treatment of
human remains and/or
~ associated or ‘

unassociated funerary
objects ~ .

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE
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EXHIBIT 2:

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

- MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility Monitoring/ :
L - for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
Final Archaeological Resources Report. The SFMTAand Ifapplicable, upon If applicable, If applicable, the  Gonsidered
archaedlogical -consultant shall suibmit a Draft Final project - completion of consultant to prepare  ERO to review and complete on
Archaedlogical Resources'Repoit (FARR) tothe ERO  archaeological ~ cataloguing and  draft and final approve the Final  approval of final

that-evaluates the-historical significance of any -
discovered archaeologlcal resource and: descnbes the-
archaeologlcal*and historical research methods
employed-in'the archaeologlcal testing/momtorlng/data
recovery program(s) | undertaken Informatioh that may
put at-risk-any archaeological resource ‘shall be‘ provided
in & separate removable lnsert wnthln the draft f' nal
report.-

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for
réview and approval. Once approved by the ERO copies
of the FARR shall be distributed-as follows: Callfornla :
Archaeological Site Survey’ Northwest' lnfonnatlon ‘
Center(NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO
shall receive a'copy-of the transmittal of the FARR tothe
NWIC. The'Environmental Plannlng division of the
Planning Department ‘shall receive one bound, one
uribourid, and one unlocked searchable PDF copy on-
CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site
recordation‘forms (CA DPR:523 series) and/or
documentation for nomination to the’ NRHP/CRHR In

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

instances of hlgh public-interest or interpretive value, the

ERO may réquire a-différent final report” content fornat,
and dlstnbutlon than that presented above. ’

L. as
L A
K i .

. :

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 ~ SUBJECT TO CHANGE

Archeological
Resources Report

If applicable,
consultantto -
transmit final,
approved
documentation to .
NWIC and San
Francisco Planning
Department

If applicable,
consultant shall
prepare all plans
and
recommendations
for interpretation by
the consultant shall
be submitted first
and directly to the
ERO for review and
comment, and shall

be considered draft | -

reports-subject to
revision until final
approval by the
ERO.
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EXHIBIT 22 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (contihued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility _ Monitoring/ ,
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting " Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Paleontological SFMTA and During construction Project SFMTA and ERO During construction,
Resources Accidental Discovery : project v contractor/SFMTA to : upon indication that
In order to avoid any potential adverse effect in the contractor's notify the ERO and - - a paleontological
event of accidental discovery of a paleontological . Head Foreman one of its designated resource has been
resource during construction of the project, the projéct - paleontologists and ' encountered -
sponsor shall be responsible for ensuring that all project suspend soils-
contractors and subcontractors involved in soil- ‘ disturbing acfivities.

disturbing activities associated with the project comply
with the following procedures in the event of discovery of

.apaleontologlcal resource. Paleontologlcal remains, or

resource, .can take the farm of whole or portions of.
marine shell, bones, tusk, fiorn and teeth from fish,
reptiles, mammals, and lower order animals. In the case
of Megafauna, the remains, although partial, may be-
large in scale. Also paleontologlcal resources include
petrified wood and rock lmpressmns of plant or anlmal
parts

Should any indication of a paleontolagical resource be
encountered during any soil- disturbing activity of the
project, the project foreman and/or project sponsor shall .
immediately notify the City Planning Department's
Environmental Review Offi¢ icer (ERO) and one ofits
designated paleonto]oglsts (currently, Dr. Jean De
Mouthe/Dr. Peter Roopnarine in'the Geology -
Department of the California Academy-of- Scxences) and

-immediately suspend any soil- disturbing activities in the
* vicinity of the dlscovery until the ERO has determmed

what addmonal measures are needed.

: ] ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 — SUBJECT TO CHANGE
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE)
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM {continued)

EXHIBIT 2:
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Responsibility Monitoringl
’ " : for Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
' Adopted Mltigatlon Measures ‘ lmplementatlon Schedule Responsibility Schedule
If the ERO determines thata potentlally-sngnlﬁcant SFMTA and The project SFMTA to retain EROQ to apprbve Considered
paleontological resolirce ‘may be present-within the - project paleontological appropriately qualified final PRMMP complete on
project site, the project:sponsor:shall retain the services paleontological consultant to -consultant to prepare approval of final
of a gualified:paleontological consultant:with.expertise in consultant in consult with-the PRMMP, carry out Proiect PRMMP.
California:palepntology, to.desigh and.implement a.: consultation with ERO as indicated; monitoring, and al é ontological ‘
'Pale.ontologicalzRg'sgurcesuMitigatior}.Plan‘; (PRMMP). the ERO. comple,ted when i gonsultantgshall Considered
The PRMMP shall include a:description of-discovery: - ERO accepts final provide brief complete, on

procedures; sampling.and data.recovery:procedures;
procedures for the:preparation;:identification, analysis,

_and curation-of:fossil-specimens and data recovered;

and procedures for the preparation and.distribution-of a-
final paleontological. discovery report' (PDR)i.. R
documenting the paleontological find.: - -

The’PRMMP:shall be consistent with the: Society for :
Vertebrate Paleontology Standard ‘Guidélines'for'the
mitigation of construction-related-adverse-impacts to
paleantological resources and the reqmrgments of the
designdted répositary'for any fossils collected. In the
event:of a“verified paleontological discovery; the
remaining: construction and soil-disturbing activities

-within those-geological units specified as

paleontolagically.sensitive in‘the PRMMP shall be
monitored.by the project paleontological consultant.-

The consultant's'work ‘shall be conducted in‘accordance
with this mitigation measure-and'at the direction of the
City's.ERO. Plans and reports prepared by the
consultant shall-be:submitted:for review and approval by

“the: ERO

- . - : )

. . R . .
e - . Gl

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2= SUBJEGT TO CHANGE

report

"-‘,.‘\,

manthly reports to
ERQ during -
monitoring or as
identified in the
PRMMP, and
notify the ERQ

approval of final
documentation by
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

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE)
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EXHIBIT 22 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility . Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting - Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures ' - Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
Mltlgation Measure M-HZ-1: Hazardous Materials SFMTA Sail and SFMTA project Department of Considered
Soil Testing : groundwatertest  construction contractor Public Health complete on review
In-order to protect both construction workers and the: resuits containing  shall be responsible for _ and approval by
public from exposure to hazardous materials-in soils any hazardous - the lmplement ation of o DPH of the soil and
encountered during construction -of the-proposed project, materials shalibe  Steps 1-3. groundwater testing
" the project'sponsor-agrees to adhere to'the following . submitted to the results, along with
requirements: Eeg]'c}rtmenlt ;f maps showing the
1) Any soil excavated and then, encapsulated under ’ ublic e:a! . : ) location of the_
- concrete and/or asphalt covering within the same gDPH) within 21 excavated soil and/
-area-as its excavation shall not requ;re testing for ays ?f;he . ar gtr qupdwtera]ter
© the presence'of hazardous materials in levels' f OTP etion o , ﬁon aléung ©
.exceeding those acceptable to-government agencies esting. : . azarc c:us
- unless tHe TEP project or construction manager ‘ S _ D materials. .

determines any extenuating cifcumstances 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 Heaith (DPH) and other . _ ' .
agencies. The project sponsor shall be responsnble o
for reporting the testresults of anysoil with
hazardous material content to DPH within 21 days of
. the completion of testing, accompanied w1th amap
“showing the-excavation location.

2)' Any excavated soil not reused and encapsulated e - o Ct T
.- under concrete and/or asphalt covering within the ' '

-same-area as its excavation, shall be tested for the

presence of hazardous materials in levels exceeding

those acceptable to government agencies, before it

is moved from the area of excavation. The -

transportation and disposal of the soil shall be.in

_ ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 — SUBJECT TO CHANGE
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) ' -

. . i CASE NO. 2011.0558E
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EXHIBIT2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

SRR . o o = Responsibility ' , Monitoring/
T TP E for ~Mitigation Mitigation Reporting ‘Monitoring
. -Adopted: Mitigation Measures * : Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule

s compllance thh DPH, state and federal
requirements. The pro;ect sponsor shallbe' "

“responsible for reportlng the test. results of any soil -

" with hazardous méterial content'to'DPH within 21
days-of:the completion of testing; ‘accompanied with

" .a map-showing the.excavation:location,

3) ‘Ifthe.proposed excavation-activitiés-encounter: -
- -groundiwater, the groundwater-shall be tested for
hazardous materials. " Copies of the test results shall
© be stibmitted to' DPH within 21 days-of the
completion of testing: Any dewatering shalll adhere
to'DPH,*SFPUC; and state requirements.

Inthe'event that a subsequent ordinarice or reg ulations
"are adopted by DPH: goVernmg the handllng and; testing
of-hazardous materials’encountered durmg construction
: w1th|n the- publlc nght-of-way, DPH shall be glven the
-option to requxre  the project sponsor to adhere t6 the
|mplementat|on of the new,ordinance or ‘regulations’in
lieu of the above requnrements |f they provide similar
safety protectlon for. both constructlon workers and the -
public. ' . .

P MLl LT . B - Rt

' ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 = SUBJECT TO CHANGE
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EXHIBIT 22 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

‘Responsibility ‘ Monitoring/ S
) for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting - Monitoring
Adopted Mitig_ation Measures Implementation .Schedule : Action "~ Responsibility Schedule

MITIGATION MEASURES IN DEIR

Mmgatmn Measure M-TR-8: Optimization of

: SFMTA During ' Optimize intersection  SFMTA, Planning Prior to completion
Intersection Operations ' developmentof  geometries and traffic  Department of detailed designs
The final design of program-level TTRPs that-include detailed designs.  control measures for the program-
TPS Toolkit elements from the Lane Modifications and - for the praogram- : level TTRP
Pedéstrian. Improvements categories shall integrate level TTRP proposals.
design elements from the following; mtersectlon . proposals. '

geometries and traffic control measures to the greatest
extent feasible without compromising the purpose of the
project. Potential intersection geometry optimization
measures include left or right turn pockets, tum
prohlbmons restriping to add additional mixed-flow
capacity, lane widening to provide for transut-only or
mixed-flow lanes; and parking prohibitions. Potential
- traffic controlmeasures include 'signalization, exclusive
signal phases, and‘changes to the signalcycle, The
final design-shall ensure‘that transit, pedestrian, and
bicycle travel-are accommodated, is within the confines -
of feasible traffic engineering solutions; and does not

“ conflict with overall City policies related to transportation.

Mitigation-Measure M-TR-10: Provision of SFMTA  During  Where feasible, install  SFMTA with Prior to or :
Replacement Commercial L_Oaudyng Spaces - - development of new commercial review by Planning concurrent withthe
Where feasible; the SFMTA shall install-new commercial detailed designs  loading spaces. Department, removal of on-street
loading spaces of similar length on'the same’block and for the program- " commercial loading
side of the street, or within 250 feet 'on adjacent side level TTRP spaces.

streets, of where comimercial’loading spaces would be ~_proposals..

permanently removed, in-order to provide:equally
convenient loading space(s). These loading spaces
shall only be replaced on streets with commercial uses.

ADMINISTRAT!VE DRAFT 2 ~ SUBJECT TO CHANGE

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE)
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Munl Service

The SEMTA, shall to the extent feasnble and consistent
with annual budget appropnatlons continue to,monitor
Muni.service.citywide, reporting.as requlred on. servnce
goals, including the capacity utlllzatnonéstandard 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
screenlmes and corridors.

implementation of
TEP
improvements.

transit-service goals
and.proposed
improvements to Muni
operations.

EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITOR[NG AND REPORTING PROGRAM (contmued)
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Responsibility - Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting . Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule
SFMTA During project Reconfigure Planning Prior to completion
Mltlgatlon Measure M-TR-26: Intersectuon Restriping implementation westbound and Department, of detailed design
at 16"/Bryant streets ' . eastbound approaches SFMTA for project-level
The SFMTA shall reconﬂgure the proposed changes at of 16th Street at Bryant. improvements at
the intersection of 16" /Bryant streets converting the Street 16th/Bryant streets.
westbound approach of 16™ 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
separate 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 SFMTA  Ongoing after Enforce parking SFMTA Ongoing
Parking Violations ' implementation of regulations and/or
On streets where implementation of project-level TTRPs TTRP _install video cameras
would result in a net reduction of on-street commercial improvements. on transit vehicles.
-loading spaces, the SFMTA shall enforce parking
regulations in transit-only lanes through the use of video
cameras on transit vehicles and/ or other parking
.enforcement activities. .
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of SFMTA  Ongoing, after ~ SFMTAtomonitor ~ SFMTA Ongoing.

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE)
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EXHIBIT 2:  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPOR;I'ING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsibility ' Monitoring/
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule - Action Responsibility Schedule
Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the SFMTA Ongoing durin Identify and explore ~ SFMTA re " Ongoing durin
Implementation of Parking Management Strategies. ,-mé’,emgntaﬁoﬂ of new gzrking pore SF P-ll;n-nir?; o projgecrtlg 9
SFMTA shall explore whether implementation of parking TEP. management implementation.
management strategies would be appropriate and strategies, particularly : '
effective in this and other parts of the City to more along the TTRP
efficiently manage the supply of on-street parking over corridors:

time. R

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 — SUBJECT TO CHANGE
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)

MONITORING AND REPORTING. PROGRAM _

AR R e

improvement Measure l-TR-1-C°nstructl°n T SRMTAand Throughoutthe  SFMTA and project SFMTA  Considered

Measures project construction construction complete after .
During the construction of all TEP projects, the SFMTA  construction durationforany  contractor(s) to completion of
shall require the following: contractor(s) ~ TEP component  coordinate construction construction

1) Construction contractors shall be prohibited from requiring related activities with activities. -
scheduling any truck trips, such as concrete mixers, ) construction. DPW, the Fire

heavy construction equipment and materials delivery, ' Department, the

etc., to the construction sites during the a.m. (7to 9 : Planning Department,

a.m.) and p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak.commute periods. - and any other City

2) All construction activities shall adhere to the agencies.

provisions in the City of San Francisco's Regulations for
Working In San Francisco Streets (Blue Book), including
those addressing sidewalk and lane closures. To
minimize construction impacts on nearby businesses
and residents, the SFMTA shall alert motorists,
bicyclists, and nearby property owners of upcoming
construction through its existing website and other.
available means, such as distribution of flyers, emails,
and portable message or informational signs. .
Information provided shall include contact name(s) for
the SFMTA project manager, public information officer,
and/or the SFMTA General Enforcement Division
contact number (311). :

3) Construction contractors shall encourage
construction workers to use carpoolmg and transit to the
construction site in order to minimize parking demand.

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE
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SAN FRANCISCO
- PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Plannlng Commission Motion 19105
HEARING DATE: March 27, 2014

Hearing Date: March 27, 2014
‘Date: . March 13, 2014
Case No.: 2011.0558E
" Project Address:  Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), Citywide
Zoning: Not applicable
Block/Lot: Not applicable

Project Sponsor:  Sean Kennedy, TEP Manager
: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (the SFMTA)
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7t Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Staff Contact: 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.

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 84103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax; -
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission™) hereby CERTIFIES the .

Final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2011.0558F, the Transit Effectiveness Project, a
citywide transit infrastructure project (hereinafter “Project”), based upon the following findings:

1. The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Planning 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 segq., (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. OnJuly 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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web site by Department staff on July 10, 2013. In addition, copies of the NOA were provided to-all
public hbranes within Sari Francisco.

D. OnJuly 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. OnMarch 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 Comrnission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2011.0558E reflects the
independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate
and objective, and that the Responses to Comments document contains no significant revisions to the
DEIR, and hereby does CERT.[FY THE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CI:QA and the

. CEQA Guidelines.

8. The Cornrmssmn 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
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Program Level Components
Service Policy Framework: Objectives A and C

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

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

TPS Toolkit Categories and Program level TTRPs:

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

Impact TR-10: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop .

~ Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian

Improvements, may result in significant loading impacts;

Impact TR-14: Implementation of TPS Toolkit elements within the following categories:
Lane Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements, along the program-level ’ITRP corridors
may result 1 in significant traffic impacts;

Affected Interséctions by progra.m—level TTRP corridor

TTRP.1, at the intersections of: California/Arguello and California/Park Presidio,
California/Cherry, California/Locust, Califomia/Presidio, and California/Divisadero
TTRP.22_2, at the intersection of: Fillmore/Lombard

TIRPK, at the intersections of:l Ocean/funipero Serra, Ocean/Geneva/Phelan, Ocean/Lee,
Ocean/Miramar, Ocean/Brighton

Impact TR-16: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit Eategorieé: Transit Stop
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian
Improvements, along the program-level TTRP corridors may result in significant loading
impacts; '

Project Level Components:

TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 1

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

TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 2

SAN FRANCISCO

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

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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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;

TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative

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

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

TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative

Impact TR-26: Implementation of the project-level TTRP22_1 Expanded Alternative would
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets that would
operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements and the
TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions;

Impact TR-27: Implementation of the project-level TTRP22_1 Expanded Alternative would
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th Street/Potrero Avenue that
would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; .

Impact TR-28: Implementation of the project-level TTRP22_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
TTRP.22_1 Expanded Altemative conditions;

TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternativg Variant 1

SAN FRANGISCO

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 TTRF.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions;

Impact TR-31: Implementation of the project-level TTRP22 1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 1 would result ina slgmflcant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th
Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing
plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions;

Impact TR-32: Implementation of the project-level TTRP22_1 Expanded Alternative

- Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16%/Seventh

streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service

* Improvements and the TTRP22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions;

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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TTRP22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2

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 Alternative Variant 2 conditions;

Impact TR-35: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the infersection of 16th
Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing
plus Service Improvements and the TTRP22_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 16%/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;

TTRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative

Impact TR-51: Implernentation 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 peak hour of loading activities could not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians;

TTRP.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 TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative conditions;

Impact TR-52: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative would
result in a réduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such that
the existing loadirg demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians;

' TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTIMENT

Impact TR-40: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Colurmnbus
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 TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1

would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such
that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be
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accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians;

TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2

Impact TR-42: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative
Varjant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus
Avernre/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under
Existing plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2
conditions;

. Impact TR-54: Implementaﬁén of project-level TTRP.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:

SAN FRANCISCO

. PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Impact C-TR-1: The Service Policy Framework and Service Improvements or Service
Variants, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact on {ransit,
resulting in an exceedance of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Mission corridor
within the Southeast screénline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative plus
Service Improvements only conditions; '

Impact C-TR-2: The Service Policy Framework, TPS Toolkit elements as appiied in the

program-level TIRP 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-level TTRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TTRP 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
and Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories: Lane Modifications
and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, in combination
with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Ffancisco, would result

1100



Motion No. 19105 L , _ CASE NO. 2011.0558E
Hearing Date: March 27, 2014 ‘ : Transit Effectiveness Project

in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035 Cumulative
plus Service Improvements and the TTRP 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 TTRP corridors would result in
cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035 Cumulative plus
Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions;

Impact C-TR-43: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and
Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5, and TPS Toolkit Categories: Transit Stop Changes,
Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as

~ applied to the program-level 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 Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in
program-level TTRP corridors, in combination with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable development in San Francisco, may result in significant cumulative parking
impacts; '

TTRPJ Expanded Alternative

Impact C-TR-13: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.J Expanded Alternative would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic
impacts at the intersection of Market/Church/14th streets during the p.m. peak hour;

TIRP.S Expandéd Alternative

Impact C-TR-14: Irﬁplementation of the 2035 Cumnulative plus Service Irﬁprovements and
the TTRP.5 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of Fulton Street/Masonic Avenue during the p.m. peak hour;

TTRP.8X Expanded Alternative

Impact C-TR-15; Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Impro\}ements and
the TTRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Carter Street during the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-16: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and

the TTRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Moscow Street during the p.m. peak hour;

kTTRP.14 Variant 1 Moderate Alternative

SAN FRANGCISCD

Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative including
the TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30_1 in combination with past, present

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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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 TTRP Moderate Alternative for the

"TTRP.14 Variant 1 or the TTRP.14 Variant 2, in combination with past, present and
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant

cumulative parking impacts;

. TTRP.14 Variant 2 Moderate Alternative

Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative including
the TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30_1 in combination 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 TTRP Moderate Alternative for the
TTRP.14 Varjant 1 or the TTRP.14 Variant 2, in combination with past, present and
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant
cumulative parking impacts;

. TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative

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

Impact C-TR-18: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.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 TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative impacts at the intersection of
Mission/16t streets during the p.m. peak hour; '

Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alterriative
including the TTRF.14, TTRP.30_1, TTRF.30_1 Variant 1, and TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable developrient - in San Francisco,
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts;

TTIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative

SAN FRANCISCO

Impact C-TR-20: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative trafflc impacts at
the intersection of 16"/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-23; Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic 1mpacts
at the intersection of 16®/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour;

PLANNING DECARTMENT
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Impact C-TR-26: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would resuilt in cumulative traffic impacts at the
intersection of 16%/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-29: Implémentation 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%/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 TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts
at the infersection of 16%/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours;

Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 1, or TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, in combination with past, present
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant
cumulative parking impacts;

TTRP22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1

Impact C-TR-21: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and traffic
cumulative impacts at the intersection of 16*/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 16%/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-27: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at
the intersection of 16%/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-30: 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 16%/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 TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16%/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak
hours; . ’ i : .

Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRP22_1, TTRP22_1 Variant 1, or TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, in combination with past, present
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant
cumulative parking impacts;

TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2

NCISCO

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 16%/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour;

L ANNING DEPARTMENT
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Impact C-TR-25: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16%/Potrero streets diiring the p.m. peak hour;

Impact C-TR-28: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Irnprovements and
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at
the intersection of 16™/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour;

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 intersection of 16%/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours;

Impact C-TR-34: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Inprovements and
the TTRP.22_.1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16%/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak

hours;

Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the
TTRP22_1, TTRP.22_1 Varjant 1, or TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, in combination with past, present
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant
cumulative parking impacts; '

TTRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative

Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative including
the TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRF.14 Variant 2, and TTRF.30_1 in combination with past, present
and other reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in
cumulative loading impacts; '

TTRFE.30_1 Expanded Alternative

Impact C-TR-35: ‘Implementation of the 2035 Curmnulative plus Service Improvements and

the TTRE.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 TTRP Expanded Alternative
including the TTRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TTRE.30_1 Variant 1, and TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco,
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts;

TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1

SAN FRANGISCO

Impact C-TR-36: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plué Service Improvements and
the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative

-traffic impacts at ‘the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street; and

Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative
including the TTRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1 Variant 1, and TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco,
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts; and

10
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TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2

. Impact C-TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and
the TTRP.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 TTRP Expanded Alternative
including the TTRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1 Variant 1, and TTRP.30_1 Variant 2, in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco,
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular

meeting of March 27, 2014. o, .

Jonas Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Wu, Fong, Hillis,‘ Borden, Sugaya, and Moore
NOES: Antonini |
ABSENT: None

ADOPTED:  March 27, 2014

SAN FRANCISCO 1 1
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .
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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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

TO: Jason Elliott, Mayor’s Office
Jon Givner, Office of the City Attorney
Naomi Kelly, City Administrator v
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 Dufty, 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

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
Cohen and Supervisor Campos on May 13, 2014. This matter is being referred to you
for informational purposes. 1106



File No. 140509 General Obligation Bonds - Transportation and Road
Improvement - $500,000,000

Ordinance calling and providing for a special election to be held in the City
and County of San Francisco on Tuesday, November 4, 2014, for the
purpose of submitting to San Francisco voters a proposition to incur the
following bonded debt of the City and County: $500,000,000 to finance the
construction, acquisition, and improvement of certain transportation and
transit related improvements, 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
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 legisiative file.

If you have any questions 6r 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 Department

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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EDWIN M. LEE:
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Super\/isors

FROM: PA-Mayor Edwin M. Leﬁ | -
RE: ' Transportation and Improvement General Obligation Bond Election

DATE: May 13, 2014

" Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is the ordinance calling and
providing for a special election to be held in the City and County of San Francisco on
Tuesday, November 4, 2014, for the purpose of submitting to San Francisco voters a
proposition to incur the following bonded debt of the City and County: $500,000,000 to
finance the construction, acquisition, and improvement of certain transportation and
transit related improvements, 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
Admlmstratlve Code Section 2A.53.

Please note thls item is cosponsored by Superwsors Tang, Chiu, Wiener, Avalos Klm
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. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA!LfQQHA 94102-4681

TELEPHONE: 54-6141 / 40\5-07



Wong, Linda (BOS)

From: ' Wong, Linda (BOS)

Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2014 9:21 AM

To: Rosenfield, Ben (CON)

Cc: Zmuda, Monique

Subject: FW: BOS File No. 140509 - Initiative Ordinance Referral
Attachments: 140509.pdf; File 140509 - [nitiative Ordinance Referral. pdf
Hi Ben,

The attached Initiative Ordinance is also being forwarded to you to prepare a financial analysis pursuant to Elections
Code Section 305.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Linda Wong

From: Guzman, Monica
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2014 3:19 PM
To: Elliott, Jason (MYR); Givner, Jon (CAT); Kelly, Naomi (ADM); St.Croix, John; Rahaim, John (CPC); Jones, Sarah
(CPC); Laurel Kloomok (CFC); Truong, Phimy (BOS); Dufty, Bevan (MYR); Johnson, Carla (ADM);. Pon, Adrienne (ADM);
Nance, Allen (JUV); Suhr, Greg (POL); Gascon, George (DAT); Adachi, Jeff (PDR); Ginsburg, Phil (REC); Morewitz, Mark
(DPH); Rhorer, Trént (DSS); Murase, Emily (WOM); Herrera, Luis (LIB); DeCaigny, Tom (ART); Marla Su (CHF); Carlson,
Barbara (DSS)
~Zc: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Fountain, Christine (POL);
Monroe, John (POL); Ballard, Sarah (REC); McArthur, Margaret (REC); Rainey, Louise (DSS); Vasquez, Cynthia (WOM);
Blackman, Sue (LIB); Krell, Rebekah (ART); Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART); Woo, Sharon (DAT); Wong, Linda (BOS)
Subject: BOS File No. 140509 - Initiative Ordinance Referral

Good Afternoon,

Attached is the legislation and referral for BOS File No. 140508, which is being sent to you for informational purposes. If
you have any comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to Linda Wong at
linda.wong@sfgov.org.

Regards,

Monica L. Guzman

Assistant Committee Clerk

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City HaII Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Phone: (415) 554-7708 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
monica.guzman@sfgov.org | board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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